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The Status-contingency Value of Interorganizational Relations: An Identity-based Explanation

Abstract

This study starts with the observation that the value of interorganizational relations may vary with the status of a focal organization. To pursue this status-contingency view of the value of interorganizational relations, we proposed a theoretical framework that hinges on the identity-based mechanism. Interorganizational relations pose a dilemma for organizations; while having interorganizational relations may provide benefits by increasing organizational access to resources and opportunities, organizations also run the risk of losing their identity distinctiveness as their partners’ identities may interfere with their own identities. This dilemma is solved to the extent that organizations of different status benefit differentially from maintaining identity distinctiveness. Distinctive identity makes an organization salient and noticeable. High identity distinctiveness enables high-status organizations to effectively symbolize high status positions and thereby attract external audiences, but render salient the alignment between low-status organizations and low status positions and thereby lead external audience to avoid them. Accordingly, high-status organizations are likely to derive less value from interorganizational relations than low-status organizations. Moreover, this value differentiation along the status line is intensified when the status of partners is higher and interorganizational relations are stronger. By developing these arguments, this study shows how the value of interorganizational relations may vary with a focal organization’s status. A careful analysis of the U.S. college football bowl organizations’ corporate and conference affiliations yields strong support for our hypotheses and the identity-based mechanism.

Previous studies find that interorganizational relations are generally valuable as they enable organizations to access resources, opportunities, and social endorsement (Baum & Oliver, 1991; Gulati, 1998; Gulati, Nohria & Zaheer, 2000; Uzzi, 1997, 1999). Some recent studies also show that the value of interorganizational relations likely increases with the status of partner. Stuart and his colleagues (1999) showed that start-up firms derived more value from relations with firms of higher status. These studies seem to suggest that having interorganizational relations, especially with high-status organizations, is beneficial for all organizations, regardless of their status. However, one piece of findings in Benjamin and Podolny’s (1999) study of the California wine industry calls into question this general conclusion. They showed that high-status wineries were likely to derive greater returns from a given subsequent high-status affiliation than low-status wineries because high-status organizations’ affiliation activities are generally more likely to be observed by external audiences and thereby are more likely to bring economic benefits than those of low-status organizations. Their finding indicates that the value of interorganizational relations may defend on the status of focal organizations. To better assess the implications of interorganizational relations, it is worthy asking whether organizations of different status derive differential value from interorganizational relations. Although Benjamin and Podolny’s (1999) study alludes to this question, its complexity certainly warrants more theoretical and empirical efforts. Moreover, given that most industries are stratified on the basis of status (Podolny, 2005), it is important to advance our understanding of how interorganizational relationships affect organizations of different status.
In this paper, we pursue this status-contingency perspective by addressing an overarching question: how do interorganizational relations affect the performance of organizations of different status? We advance an identity-based explanation which emphasizes two major arguments. First, high-status organizations are likely to benefit from maintaining identity distinctiveness because more distinctive identities symbolize more effectively high status positions and thereby attract more attention from external audiences.
 By contrast, low-status organizations are likely to benefit from reducing identity distinctiveness because less distinctive identities better disassociate organizations from their low status positions. Second, interorganizational relations are likely to create identity interference when interorganizational relations relate different identities so that external audiences consider interorganizational relations as informational cues to infer an organization from its partners (Baum & Oliver, 1991; Benjamin and Podolny, 1999; Podolny, 1993, 1994, 2000; Stuart, Hoang, & Hybels, 1999). When the identity of a partner organization interferes with that of a focal organization, the later is likely to lose its distinctiveness. Combining these two arguments, we hypothesize that high-status organizations derive less benefits from interorganizational relations than low-status organizations, even if the status-based homophily exists. Moreover, to the extent that higher-status partners and stronger interorganizational relations pose stronger identity interference, we hypothesize that higher-status organizations derive less benefits from interorganizational relations with higher-status partner and stronger interorganizational relations than low-status organizations.

We verify our theory in the industry of the U.S. college football bowl organizations from the founding of the field in 1902 to 2004. Bowl organizations often establish interorganizational relations with two types of partners: sponsoring business corporations and football conferences. Our analysis first shows that having both types of interorganizational relations generally contributes to bowl performance. A bowl organization is also likely to perform better when partnering with business corporations and football conferences of higher status and maintaining stronger relations with both types of partners. These findings corroborate previous studies with respect to the value of interorganizational relations. On the top of these findings, we further observe that (1) having corporate or conference affiliations, (2) partnering with a higher-status corporate sponsor or football conference, and (3) maintaining a stronger relation with a corporate sponsor or football conference contribute less to the performance of a high-status bowl organization than that of a low-status bowl organization. These findings provide general support to our theoretical arguments. We also carefully establish that the observed relationships are indeed generated by the proposed identity-based mechanism by explicitly formulating and then excluding key alternative explanations. With these findings, we claim that this study makes important contributions to interorganizational relations and status research as well as have important implications for managing interorganizational relations.
THEORY

Status and Identity Distinctiveness

Status differentiation is widely observed in such contexts as the investment banking industry (Podolny, 1993), the California wine industry (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999), the Silicon Valley law market (Phillips & Zuckerman, 2001), and American college basketball (Washington & Zajac, 2005). Status differentiation means that organizations are sorted into different status positions to which different rewards (resources and opportunities) are attached (Gould, 2002). Once status stratification comes into being, organizations are aligned with different status positions. This alignment, once firmly established, implies that organizations become the symbols of status and are valued for status-seeking purposes in their own right. This phenomenon is similar to that of the consumption of status goods. Consumers display strong interests in status goods (e.g., Porsche cars, Gucci handbags, and Pierre Cardin accessories) because these brand names are symbols of status and the mere use or display of them confers prestige on their owners. For this reason, Grossman and Shapiro (1988) found that consumers are willing to pay more for counterfeits of status goods than for generic merchandises of similar quality because they value the prestige associated with brand-name trademarks, even if they are not deceived by forgeries.

This observation suggests that high- and low-status organizations may need to follow different identity strategy.
 A high-status organization may need to maintain the distinctiveness of its identity in order to effectively symbolize status. To maintain identity distinctiveness essentially means that an organization builds its identity on distinctive characteristics so that it can differentiate itself from others and become highly salient and recognizable (Breakwell, 1986; Brewer, 1991). Psychological research shows that distinctive objects are easily noticed, recognized, and recalled (Cohen & Carr, 1975; Rajaram, 1998). Accordingly, being distinctive often grabs enormous attention (Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 1998). The attention-grabbing effect of distinctiveness suggests that the distinctive identity of a high-status organization likely helps external audiences seek status by associating themselves with this organization. When a high-status organization has more distinctive identity and thus rivets more attention, external audiences’ association with the high-status organization (e.g., consuming the products offered by the organization) is also more likely to be attended to and amplifies its effect of conferring status. As a result, external audiences are more likely to associate themselves with a high-status organization with more distinctive identity. To the extent that associations with external audiences mean exchange opportunities, a high-status organization is likely better off by making its identity more distinctive and salient. Consider again the consumption of status goods. Carrying a Gucci handbag signals high social status. Consumers also want that Gucci handbags have distinctive design characteristics (e.g., shape and fabric pattern) so that observers can easily see the goods being consumed and is duly impressed (Grossman & Shapiro, 1988). As such, carrying Gucci handbags confers status more effectively to consumers, who therefore are more likely to buy Gucci handbags.

By contrast, a low-status organization may need to reduce its identity distinctiveness. A low-status organization is aligned with low status positions and thereby often negatively perceived (Ridgeway, 1990). External audiences tend to avoid a low-status organization because their associations with the low-status organization may erode their own status (Podolny, 1994). This tendency is stronger when the low-status organization has a more distinctive identity, which makes more salient external audiences’ associations with this organization. The consequence of being salient is evident in Goffman’s (1962) discussion of relative stigma, which suggests that the extent to which dirty work is socially demeaning depends on the visibility of that work to others who label the work as socially undesirable. Again, to the extent that being associated with external audiences brings exchange opportunities, a low-status organization may benefit from reducing identity distinctiveness. When an organization cannot change its status easily, it at least can reduce its identity distinctiveness or totally hide its identity. This identity strategy is often used to respond to negative categorization as individuals tend to downplay or hide their characteristics closely associated with negative categories so that their membership in the categories is not salient (Meara, 1974; Hood, 1988). Organizations are also observed to resort to this identity strategy. With the partitioning of the U.S. brewery industry into mass and specialty breweries, mass breweries are negatively perceived in the specialty beer market (Carroll & Swaminathan, 2000). Consumers reject specialty beers associated with mass breweries’ names. To market their specialty beers, mass producers have to hide their mass producer identities (Kenny 1995).

The foregoing discussion is summarized in Figure 1. The framework highlights that high-status organizations benefit from high identity distinctiveness (the upper left quadrant) while low-status organizations benefit from low identity distinctiveness (the lower right quadrant). Status and identity distinctiveness are conceptualized as separate dimensions that can vary independent of each other; a high-status organization may have low identity distinctiveness while a low-status organization may have high identity distinctiveness. The conceptual treatment is consistent with previous studies. For example, Loyd (2005) considered status and identity distinctiveness created by membership in social categories as two independent sources for the appearing of favoritism in evaluating group members. We hasten to add that the separation between status and identity distinctiveness is mainly for analytical purposes, acknowledging that identity distinctiveness may actually contribute to status attainment. However, this should not be an issue given that we are primarily concerned with that identity distinctiveness of organizations of both high and low status, is likely to be reduced by interorganizational relations. 

----------------------------------

Insert Figure 1 around here
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Identity Interference and Interorganizational Relations 

Identity interference occurs when the presence of one identity interfere with the performance of another identity (Settles, 2004; Van Sell, Brief, & Schuler, 1981). Identity interference has been mainly observed in adults who often have multiple role identities (Settles, 2004). For example, a female scientist has the woman and the scientist identity. Since scientists are dominantly men, her two identities are likely to interfere with one another when the enactment of one tends to suppress the other. Like individuals, organizations are also likely to experience identity interference when they have multiple identities or when their identities are encroached by other individuals or organizations (Pratt & Foreman, 2000). A typical occasion where identity interference likely occurs is corporate merger. When two organizations merge with each other, their original identities likely impinge on each other (Cowen, 2006). For identity interference to occur, different identities should be related in a way so that they are considered simultaneously and compared against each other by external audiences. If different identities cannot be related, they stand alone and thereby will not be considered simultaneously and compared against each other. In the case of the female scientist, the relatedness is established because both the woman and the scientist identity reside in one person. In the case of corporate merger, the relatedness is established because two or more organizations are brought together through merging.

The relatedness between different identities can also be established by relations, which thereby may create identity interference. When two actors are relationally ties to each other, they are likely to be considered together as external audiences tend to use one to infer the other. Echoing this point, a stream of sociological research emphasizes that relations are conveyers of identities (Baum and Oliver, 1991; Podolny, 1993, 1994). To stylize the role of interorganizational relations as conveyers of identities, Podolny (2001) calls interorganizational relations “prisms” through which external audiences perceive an actor. This “prism” view argues that external audiences infer an actor from actors to which it is relationally connected. Baum and Oliver (1991) found that a daycare center linked with regulatory institutions was likely perceived positively and thereby less likely to fail because of the established legitimacy of the regulatory institutions. Benjamin and Podolny (1999) observed that a California winery received higher quality evaluation for its table wines if it was affiliated with grape-producing areas with higher status. Stuart and his colleagues (1999) showed that start-up firms were likely to perform well when their ties with high-status organizations provided them social endorsement. In the case of the U.S. breweries, it is easier for mass breweries to market their specialty beers when they form strategic alliances with specialty breweries (Carroll & Swaminathan, 2000).  These findings suggest that when external audiences infer an organization from those to which it is relationally tied, interorganizational relations allow organizational identities to interference with each other.

When a focal organization’s relation with its partner organization allows the partner organization’s identity to interfere with its own identity, the focal organization’s identity is likely to lose its original distinctiveness. In other words, we would observe a movement from the left quadrants to the right quadrants as indicated by the shaded arrows in Figure 1. This movement may have significant implications for organizations of different status. As discussed above, a high-status organization benefits from maintaining identity distinctiveness because distinctive identity helps symbolize high status and consequently attracts audiences to associate themselves with the organization. Therefore, a high-status organization is likely to benefit less from interorganizational relations that create identity interference. By contrast, a low-status organization benefits from reducing identity distinctiveness because low identity distinctiveness helps disassociate the organization from its low-status position and thereby attract audiences who generally avoid the association with low-status positions. Therefore, low-status organizations are likely to derive more benefits from interorganizational relations that create identity interference.

The argument above needs some qualification. We are not suggesting that all interorganizational relations are likely to or have the same capacity to create identity interference. Rather, we admit that the hypothesized relationship is more likely to be observed under some conditions. We specify two of such conditions. First, the extent to which interorganizational relations create identity interference may depend on the type of interoganizational relations. For example, certification ties may be less likely to create identity interference. Examples of certification ties include those ties between daycare centers and regulatory institutions examined by Baum and Oliver (1991) and California wineries’ exchange affiliations indicated by appellations that specify from which grape producing areas wineries buy their grape (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999). Although being listed on the directory of regulatory institutions certainly enhances daycare centers’ legitimacy and having exchange affiliations with different grape producing areas affects the perception of wineries’ wine quality, it is unlikely that regulatory institutions’ identities interfere with those of daycare centers and grape producing areas’ identities interfere with those of wineries. By contrast, business relations such as alliances between organizations are more likely to create identity interference. For instance, mass producers’ alliances with microbreweries help them conceal their mass-producer identities (Carroll & Swaminathan, 2000).

Second, structural arrangements of interorganizational relations may also influence their likelihood of creating identity interference. The influence of structural arrangements is made evident in alliance research, “Alliances range from closely intertwined equity joint ventures, at one extreme, to arm’s-length licensing agreements, on the other. Each type entails varying levels of organizational commitments and leads to differing levels of organizational interdependence” (Gulati, 1995: 634). When interorganizational relations are tightly structured in such ways as joint ventures, organizations are closely intertwined so that partners’ identities become salient and thereby are likely to interfere with focal organizations’ identities. Such interorganizational relations are very intrusive. However, when interorganizational relations simply take the form of contracts or licensing agreements, organizations are just loosely linked with each other so that their identities are less likely to be related to each other. Thus, it is more likely to observe the hypothesized relationship in the context of more tightly structured interoganizational relations.

Hypothesis 1. The effect of interorganizational relations on organizational performance is likely to be weaker for a high-status focal organization than for a low-status focal organization.
Further, identity interference created by interorganizational relations is likely to be stronger when the status of an organization’s partner is higher. Organizations of different status vary in their social prominence and thereby in their capabilities in attracting attention. Gould (2000: 1113-1114) makes clear this point when discussing the status differentiation in groups, “…small groups regularly differentiated into a few core members who contribute active to conversation and task performance and receive a great deal of attention, and a larger number of peripheral members who participate rarely and receive little attention.” In general, the behaviors of high-status organizations are more likely to be noted or observed than those of low-status organizations (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999). If so, the relation with a high-status partner is more likely to be attended to and observed than the relation with a low-status partner. As a result, a high-status partner’s identity is more likely to interfere with an organization’s identity than a low-status partner’s identity. Moreover, a high-status partner often, if not always, has more recognizable identity and thereby impinges more strongly on the identity of an organization than a low-status partner. Accordingly, the higher the status of an organization’s partner, the more likely the organization is to lose its identity distinctiveness. As pointed above, losing identity distinctiveness is detrimental to high-status organizations but beneficial for low-status organizations.

Hypothesis 2. The effect of partner status on organizational performance is likely to be weaker for a high-status focal organization than for a low-status focal organization.
Finally, identity interference created by interorganizational relations is likely to be stronger when interorganizational relations are stronger. Intuitively, when a relation between two organizations is stronger, it is more likely to be noticed by and become salient to external audiences.  The more salient a relation is, the more likely external audiences are to consider it as informational cues to infer an organization from its partner. Consider an example from Whyte’s (1943) study of street corner groups. When a boy spends more time with the members of a street corner group at street corners or bars as well as in other contexts, his tie with this group is more likely to be noticed by other people and thereby he is more likely to be identified with that group. White (1992) makes the essentially same observation as illustrated by his playground example. The cluster to which a child belongs helps create his identity to the extent the cluster reappears repeatedly or in a variety of other contexts. In other words, for others to infer the child from his or her playmates, the child needs to be stably embedded in “the nesting of contexts and thereby ties” (White, 1992: 8). These evidences suggest that the identification between two partner organizations is a positive function of their relational strength (Granovetter, 1985). To the extent that an organization is identified with its partner, its partner’s identity is likely to interfere with its own identity, which loses distinctiveness consequently.
Hypothesis 3. The effect of relational strength on organizational performance is likely to be weaker for a high-status focal organization than for a low-status focal organization.
THE U.S. COLLEGE FOOTBALL BOWL ORGANIZATIONS

College football in the United States wraps up its regular season around early December. However, with the approach of the holiday season when people have more time for leisure activities, football fever is usually still rising. Entrepreneurs, seeing the demand for more football after the regular season, established bowls to exploit this business opportunity (Atkin, 1978). These entrepreneurs not only aim to make profits but also have great passion for football.  For example, Bob Ready, the instigator of the Gotham Bowl in New York City, was a liquor businessman. Since he was a freshman lineman at Cornell, he developed his passion for football, which motivated him to establish the first bowl for New York City (Tuckner, 1960). Bowls are organizations rather than mere football contests. Although the major business of a bowl organization is to stage an annual bowl contest by inviting two football schools, it also runs other businesses related to the bowl contest. For example, a bowl organization usually markets bowl-related merchandises, negotiates and manages advertisements, leases out its bowl stadium and other facilities during the regular season, and even runs football training camps. Bowl organizations generally are independent of each other as they independently stage annual contests, which thereby are not structured as a tournament. Bowl organizations usually interact with several groups of market players: football schools, football conferences, sponsoring business corporations, media companies, and football fans.

The setting of the U.S. college football bowl organizations has a useful feature for investigating how interorganizational relations affect organizational performance. A bowl organization may have two major interorganizational relations: primary corporate sponsor affiliation (corporate affiliation hereafter) and football conference affiliation (conference affiliation hereafter). A bowl organization may accept a business corporation as its primary corporate sponsor or “title sponsor”. The general belief is that business corporations sponsor bowl organizations in order to gain publicity because bowl contests attract a lot of in-stadium spectators as well as television viewers (Sandomir, 2000). Corporate affiliation is usually arranged in one of the three fashions. A bowl organization may adopt its corporate sponsor’s name as its bowl title. For example, the Tangerine Bowl II organization named its bowl “Blockbuster Bowl”. A bowl organization may simply insert its corporate sponsor’s name into its bowl title as the Sun Bowl organization changed its bowl title to “Nokia Sugar Bowl”. A bowl organization may not change its bowl title to integrate its corporate sponsor at all as the Rose Bowl organization did. Regardless of how corporate affiliations are arranged, corporate sponsors’ names are usually present in bowl stadiums, bowl tickets, bowl logos, and bowl TV commercials. To pay for the public exposure, corporate sponsors usually provide direct financial supports, buy bowl tickets, and pay for advertisements. For example, Michael L. Mills, the Cherry Bowl organization’s marketing director, said that corporate sponsorship for the Cherry Bowl had a value of about $3 million in 1985 (Wallace, 1985).

A bowl organization may also have conference affiliation by attaching itself to a football conference. Football schools usually belong to football conferences, which greatly affect football schools’ decisions to compete in bowl contests. If a bowl organization attaches itself to one or more conferences, it can automatically match football schools from the conference(s). The Peach Bowl organization has been attached to the Atlantic Coast Conference and the Southeastern Conference since 1993. Conference affiliation seems to provide two major benefits. First, conference affiliation guarantees a bowl organization to have two football schools to stage its annual contest. Without being attached to a conference, a bowl organization has to invite two football schools every year and therefore risks staging no annual contest. Second, Football conferences usually have very strong geographical identities and their own fan bases (Rhoden, 1990). Conference affiliation can help a bowl organization tap into football fans of conferences. For conferences, their affiliations with bowl organizations guarantee their shares of postseason football dollars and gain national recognition (Drape 2003).

Corporate and conference affiliations not only provide tangible benefits to but also have identity implications for bowl organizations. When a bowl organization has a corporate affiliation, its corporate sponsor’s identity blatantly interferes with its own identity with its corporate sponsor’s name and logo appearing in its bowl name, stadium, logo, website, and commercials. Some bowl organizations’ identities are so strongly infringed that football fans often get confused about these bowl organizations. John McGrath (2005: D-2), a sports columnist, expressed his frustration with the identity interference faced by bowl organizations, “If I ever get the job of College Bowl Game czar, my first order of business will be to outlaw bowl games sponsored by dot.com operation, banks, restaurant chains, insurance companies and car-parts stores.” Similarly, conference affiliation also creates identity interference. The strong alignment with football conferences creates the impression that some bowls are subsidiary to football conferences rather than independent organizations (Drape, 2003). The identity interference posed by corporate sponsors and football conferences is illustrated in Figure 2, which depicts how corporate and conference names are inserted into or entirely replace bowl names. Since these logos are so visible to football fans, football fans are easily confused about bowl organization identities when corporate and conference identities (symbolized by names, color, and patterns) are made so salient.

----------------------------------

Insert Figure 2 around here
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It seems that high-status bowl organizations suffer more from identity interference than low-status bowls. Compared to low-status bowl organizations, high-status bowl organizations usually have very loyal fans, who go to bowl games because they enjoy cultural legacy, festivity, and social prestige (tickets to high-status bowls are very expensive) not because these bowls are sponsored by famous business organizations (Rhoden, 1999). This is probably why high-status bowl organizations struggle more than low-status bowl organizations with respect to succumbing to corporate names preceding their own name (Sondomir, 2000). Moreover, high-status bowl organizations thrive by becoming national bowls while low-status bowls mainly focus on local fan bases (Fatsis, 2003). Accordingly, being labeled as “conference bowl” as the result of conference affiliation is more problematic for high-status bowl organizations than low-status bowl organizations. These anecdotal evidences seem consistent with our theoretical prediction regarding the status-contingency value of interorganizational relations. We will put these preliminary observations under systematic scrutiny in our quantitative analysis below.

METHOD
Data Collection

The stratification of the U.S. college football segments bowls into major and minor categories with major bowls matching only football schools from Division I-A, the highest division. This study focused on the 65 major bowls that have existed at any time throughout the period from 1902 to 2004, mainly because of their importance and the availability of data. We excluded all-star bowls because they were often one-time events and teams were made up of players from various football schools. We consulted various archival sources to construct a longitudinal data set of all major bowl organizations, relying for the most part on the American College Football Record Book and ESPN Sports Almanac to identify bowl organizations. These two sources also provided information about the names of competing schools, the dates of annual bowl contests, and the numbers of in-stadium spectators. To complement these sources, we used The New York Times Archival (1857-2001), the LexisNexis Database, and existing bowls’ web sites, which also provided rich qualitative information about the field of the U.S. college football bowls. Finally, we collected information about GDP growth and local city populations related to bowl sites from The U.S. Census Data.
Dependent Variable

To assess the status-contingency value of bowl organizations’ interorganizational relations, we focused on bowl performance, measured as the number of spectators watching the annual contest in a bowl’s stadium. While both bowl TV ratings and bowl revenues may measure bowl performance, we could collect complete data for the entire 1902-2004 time period only for bowl attendance. Moreover, we are interested in examining how the major audiences of bowl organizations, football fans, react to identity interference created by bowl organizations’ corporate and conference affiliations. Bowl attendance is a legitimate measure of bowl performance as indicated by the standard practice of bowl organizers to cite the number of pre-sold tickets as a selling point during bowl bidding processes. We did not weight the performance measure by a bowl’s stadium size because stadium size varies itself. A bowl often expanded its stadium (the Rose Bowl expanded five times from 1902 to 2004) and could add up to several thousand temporary seats in the case of overselling tickets. For example, in 1991 the Rose Bowl stadium’s official capacity was 92,542, but 103,566 fans were admitted. In our analysis, bowl attendance was divided by 1,000. However, to check the robustness of our results from using bowl stadium attendance, we also used TV ratings as the bowl performance measure and the results did not show significant difference as discussed later.
Independent Variables

Bowl organization status.  We measured bowl organization status as the total number of top 25 football schools that a bowl organization secured for its annual contests over the last five years. Since football schools vary in their appeal to fans (Conklin 1960; Werden 1960; White 1984), the status of a bowl organization should be manifested by the two football schools that compete in its annual contest. Football schools with higher fan appeal should be willing to play in bowls of higher status. While football schools’ appeal to fans is greatly influenced by popular college football rankings (Watterson 2000; Werden 1960, 1961). Being ranked means a great deal for football schools as football rankings usually attract enormous attention from football fans and sports analysts. To measure bowl organization status, we drew on the Associated Press (AP) ranking to measure initial categorization.
 The AP ranking not only captures winning percentage but also sports insiders’ perceptions of football schools. As one of the oldest and most authoritative sports rankings, the AP ranking is considered as a legitimate quality and popularity reference. We also constructed an alternative measure in which the top 25 schools are weighted by their ranking. The two measures were highly correlated, and the analysis results based on the two measures were not substantively different. The reported results are based on the unweighted measure. To provide robust testing of status effect, we also included past performance in our analysis (Podolny, 1993).
Corporate relation measures. We captured the effects of corporate relation with three measures. Corporate affiliation is a dummy variable with 1 indicating that a bowl organization has a corporate title sponsor and 0 otherwise. Corporate status measures the status or a bowl organization’s corporate title sponsor. Since these business corporations are from different industries, the traditional measurement scheme used to measure organizational status within the boundary of one industry is not readily useable. However, there do exist some indicators that compare corporate prestige across industries. The Fortune 500 list is one of them. Being listed often invites national and international recognition and thereby brings corporations prestige (Ager & Piskorski, 2002; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). Therefore, we measured corporate status as a dummy variable with 1 indicating that a corporate title sponsor is listed on Fortune 500 and 0 otherwise. Corporate affiliation strength is the difference between the study year and the year when a business corporation became the title sponsor of a bowl organization. According to previous studies (Granovetter, 1979), relational strength can be roughly captured by the length of relations.
Conference relation measures. We captured the effects of conference relation with three measures. Conference affiliation is a dummy variable with 1 indicating that a bowl organization is attached to a football conference and 0 otherwise. Conference status is the five-year moving average of the number of football schools in a football conference that competed in bowl games because bowl appearances confer prestige as discussed above and become “measures for conferences’ success” (Drape 2003: D2). For a bowl organization attached to more than one football conference, we averaged these football conferences’ status to calculate the measure of conference status for the bowl organization. To check the sensitivity of our measure, we also weighted bowl appearance by bowl payout. Since the weighted measure and the unweighted measure were highly correlated and results from analyses using the two measures did not differ materially, the results reported below are based on the simpler unweighted measure. Conference affiliation strength is the difference between the study year and the year when a bowl organization changed its conference affiliation(s) (change a part or all of its conference affiliations).

Control Variables

Bowl organization age and geographic conditions.  Bowl age was measured as the number of years a bowl had existed in the field of major bowls up to the study year (log transformed). Local population was measured as the population of the city or local community where a bowl was located (rescaled by 1,000 and log-transformed). All else being equal, a densely populated area simply provides a bigger fan base.

Bowl alliance and championship series. The Bowl Alliance was arranged informally by four top bowl organizations in 1992 and lasted until 1995. It was intended to decide the national champion of the U.S. college football. The Bowl Alliance was essentially an elite club because it excluded most other bowls and its members did not change much throughout its history. That is one reason why we did not consider affiliation with the Bowl Alliance as bowl organizations’ interorganizational relations. In 1998, the informal Bowl Alliance was replaced by the formal Bowl Championship Series (BCS) established by four bowl organizations (Fiesta, Orange, Rose, and Sugar). We created two dummy variables, bowl alliance affiliation and BCS affiliation, with 1 indicating that a bowl organization is affiliated with the Bowl Alliance or the BCS and 0 otherwise. Due to the important impact of the BCS, we also included the dummier variable of BCS to indicate the existence of the BCS.

Bowl organization ecological conditions.  Bowl density is the total number of bowls in any given year. Following previous studies that suggested the U-shaped relationship between density and organizational failure (Hannan and Carroll 1992), we included in our analysis both density and density square. Bowl local density is the number of bowls in one state. Bowl schedule density is the number of bowls staged during the same date category. As bowls are usually held in the weeks from early December through early January, we divided this period into five date categories: before December 24, December 24 to 26, December 27 to 30, December 31 to January 3, and after January 3. While believing that both local and schedule density would affect bowls, we did not specify the direction of their effects, but considered our analysis more exploratory. Football school growth is the yearly percentage increase in the population of major/Division I/Division I-A football schools. As the increase of college football schools may affect the candidate pool for postseason bowl games, football school growth might also affect bowls.

Economic, institutional, and historical context.  GDP growth was measured as the change in GDP compared with GDP in the previous year. All dollar values were converted to 1929 equivalents. When GDP grows fast, people have more money to invest in leisure such as going to football bowls. We thus expected that GDP growth would improve bowl performance. NCAA regulation is a dummy variable with 1 indicating implementation of the NCAA certification of bowls since 1950. TV cable network is a dummy variable taking the value of 1 after bowl games started being televised through cable networks since 1976. World War II is a dummy variable with 1 indicating the period from 1941, when the United States formally entered the conflict, to the end of the war in 1945.  We did not control for World War I because archival materials did not suggest that this war impacted the field of college football bowls.

Analysis and Model Estimation

As we considered multiple observations of the same organizations over time, we used a fixed-effects specification to estimate organizational performance models. We also experimented with a random-effects specification, which makes more liberal assumptions of serial correlation. Random-effects models produced similar results while the coefficients had higher p-values. We performed the Hausman test to compare the two alternative specifications. The p-value from the Hausman test was statistically significant (p > 0.05), and we thus chose the fixed-effects specification as previously suggested (Greene, 2000). The model is as follows:
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where P denotes organizational performance, Xi,t summarizes time-varying covariates, ’ is a transposed matrix of coefficient scalars, i is the fixed effects to be estimated, and i,t is the residual. As a robust check, we also used the GLS models and the results were not materially different from what were reported.
RESULTS

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and Table 2 reports the correlation matrix. In general, the theoretical variables do not have extremely high correlations with other controls and among themselves. This feature of the data eases the concern about multicolinearity to some extent. To check whether a couple of relatively high correlations between the theoretical variables and some control variables create problems for estimation, we took out those controls and reran regression models. These experiments did not show that multicolinearity was a serious problem in our dataset.

---------------------------------------

Insert Table 1 and 2 around here

----------------------------------------

Table 3 reports the regression models used to test our hypotheses. As our hypotheses explicitly predict the effect directions, we conducted one-tailed t-tests for the theoretical variables. Model 1 is the base model including all control variables, bowl organization status, and two interorganizational relations (corporate and conference affiliation). Bowl organization status is highly significant with a positive sign, indicating that status contributes to organizational performance as previously found (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999; Podolny, 1993). Both corporate affiliation and conference affiliation have positive estimated coefficients. Moreover, in a model not reported here, both corporate affiliation and conference affiliation are significant with positive signs when the lagged bowl organization performance is excluded. These evidences suggest that both interorganizational relations add positive value to bowl organizations, corroborating previous studies and establishing the appropriateness of our empirical setting for examining the value of interorganizational relations.

Model 2 and 3 test Hypothesis 1, which states that high-status organizations derive less value from interorganizational relations than low-status organizations. To test this hypothesis, we created two interaction terms by multiplying corporate affiliation and conference affiliation by bowl organization status respectively and then added to the control model separately. To support Hypothesis 1, the estimated coefficients for interaction terms should be negative and significant. The results show that although both interaction terms have negative signs, only the estimated coefficient for the interaction between corporate affiliation and bowl organization status is significant. In a model not reported, the results held when both interaction terms were entered simultaneously. Taken together, the findings support Hypothesis 1. To illustrate the status-contingent value of corporate affiliation (CA), we drew on Model 2 (1.43*BOS + 5.50*CA - 0.80*CA*BOS). All else being equal, when bowl organization status is at its low level (1 s.d. below mean), having a corporate affiliation can attract 4,532 more in-stadium spectators. By contrast, when bowl organization status is at its high level (1 s.d. below mean), having a corporate affiliation actually reduces in-stadium spectators by the amount of 1,676. Figure 2 provide graphic illustration of this contingent relationship.

------------------------------------------------

Insert Table 3 and Figure 3 around here

------------------------------------------------

Model 4 to 7 test Hypothesis 2 and 3. Hypothesis 2 states that the higher partner status is, the less value an organization derives from its interorganizational relation when its own status is higher. Hypothesis 3 states that the stronger an organization’s interorganizational relation, the less value the organization derives from its interorganizational relation when its own status is higher. To test these two hypotheses, we focus on bowl organizations with corporate affiliation or conference affiliation. That is, only subsets of the observations are used when corporate affiliation equals 1 or conference affiliation equals 1. We conducted separate analysis for corporate affiliation and conference affiliation because analyzing them together would result in the loss of a lot of observations. It is also substantively plausible to analyze them separately as they represent two distinctive interorganizational relations. We created interaction terms by multiplying partner status and affiliation length by bowl organization status for both types of interorganizational relations. We entered two interaction terms for each interorganizational relation as nested hierarchical models. To support Hypothesis 2 and 3, interaction terms should be significant with negative signs.

We first entered corporate status, corporate affiliation length, and the interaction between corporate status and bowl organization status in Model 4. Both corporate status and corporate affiliation length are significant with positive signs, suggesting that a bowl organization, regardless of its status, derives more value from a corporate sponsor of higher status and a longer corporate sponsorship. These findings corroborate previous studies. The interaction between corporate status and bowl organization status is significant with the predicted negative sign, supporting Hypothesis 2. In Model 5, we entered the interaction between corporate affiliation length and bowl organization status on the basis of Model 4. The estimated coefficient for this interaction term is also significant with the predicted negative sign, supporting Hypothesis 3. The robustness of this finding was checked by mean-centering corporate affiliation length and bowl organization status before forming the interaction term. To illustrate the contingent value of corporate affiliation length (CAL), we drew on Model 5 (1.04*BOS + 0.91*CAL – 0.10*CAL*BOS). All else being equal, when bowl organization status is at its low value (1 s.d. below mean), in-stadium spectators attracted by a bowl organization increase from a point estimate of 2,525 with corporate affiliation length at its low value of 3.20 (1 s.d. above mean) to a point estimate of 4,276 with corporate affiliation length at its high value of 5.42 (2 s.d. above mean), a net increase of 1,752. By contrast, when bowl organization status is at its high value (2 s.d. below mean), in-stadium spectators attracted by a bowl organization increase from a point estimate of 42 with corporate affiliation length at its low value of 3.20 (1 s.d. above mean) to a point estimate of 70 with corporate affiliation length at its high value of 5.42 (2 s.d. above mean), a net increase of 28. As illustrated by these numbers, the benefits that a high-status bowl organization derives from a long-term corporate affiliation are also negligible while those for a low-status organization are very substantial.

For the analysis of conference affiliation, we first entered conference status, conference affiliation length, and the interaction between conference status and bowl organization status in Model 6. Similar to the analysis of corporate affiliation above, both conference status and conference affiliation length are significant with positive signs, indicating that a bowl organization, regardless of their status, benefits more from attaching itself to a football conference with higher status and having a stronger conference affiliation. The estimated coefficient for the interaction between conference status and bowl organization status is significant with the predicted negative sign, supporting Hypothesis 2. Model 7 adds to Model 6 the interaction between conference affiliation length and bowl organization status. The estimated coefficient for this interaction term is significant with the predicted negative sign, supporting Hypothesis 3. Taken together, the separate analysis for corporate affiliation and conference affiliation provides very strong support for Hypothesis 2 and 3. The findings indicate that a bowl organization, as its own status increases, derives less value from affiliating itself with higher-status partners and having stronger relations with these partners, whether these partners are business corporations or football conferences.

Post Test Analysis: Identity Interference or Other Processes?

 We argued that the findings observed above were generated by the identity-based mechanism. To buttress our argument of the identity-based mechanism, we did three sets of additional analysis as reported below. As discussed above, football fans complained about the invasion of corporate names on bowl names and this complaint was mainly directed at high-status bowls (McGrath, 2005). High-status bowl organizations also felt this sentiment of football fans and therefore showed certain degree of resisting the invasion of corporate names in order to preserve their own distinctiveness (Sandomir, 2000). The resistance was mainly manifested in the most blatant interference posed by corporations in the form of substituting corporate names for bowl names entirely. If the identity-based mechanism did operate, high-status bowl organizations should be less likely to completely replace their bowl names with corporate names than low-status bowl organizations. In Table 4, we tested this hypothesis with Model 8 and 9. The dependent variable is a dummy variable with 1 indicating that a bowl organization replaces its bowl name with the name of its title sponsor and 0 otherwise. The results show that bowl organization status is strongly negatively associated with the likelihood of replacing bowl name entirely with corporate name. This evidence provides the direct testament of the identity-based mechanism.

----------------------------------

Insert Table 4 around here

----------------------------------

A possible alternative explanation may challenge our identity-based interpretation of the findings in Table 3. It is likely that a high-status bowl organization has already reached a high level of performance by attracting large crowds to its stadium. As a result, it becomes even more difficult for a high-status bowl organization to keep increasing its in-stadium attendance, even if it can expand the stadium quickly. The constraint mainly stems from the total population that can overcome geographical distance to watch bowl games in stadiums. By contrast, a low-status bowl organization may still perform at a low level and therefore has a lot of space to easily uplift itself. In brief, this alternative explanation emphasize that it is more difficult to increase in-stadium attendance from 90,000 to 100,000 than from 20,000 to 40,000. Accordingly, interorganizational relations, to the extent that they are valuable, can increase the attendance of a low-status bowl organization more easily and faster than that of a high-status bowl organization. However, this alternative mechanism cannot explain the finding that the value of interorganizational relations actually decreases as an organization’s status increases, as indicated by Figure 3 and the findings in Model 7.

To further address this alternative explanation, we conducted a supplementary analysis by addressing the issue that in-stadium attendance is more difficult to be increased for high-status bowl organizations than for low-status organizations. We collected an alternative bowl performance measure—bowl TV rating, which measures how many people watch a bowl contest on TV. This alternative performance measure addresses the limitation of in-stadium attendance as a bowl could also unlimitedly increases its TV ratings. However, we could only collect the complete bowl TV ratings for all bowl organizations for 2004 and 2005. Given the limited number of observations, we could not use the fixed-effects model because this model requires the creation of many dummies for individual bowl organizations. We therefore used the General Least Square model. Moreover, the limited number of observations constrained us from entering too many controls. The results are reported in Table 5. Since most bowl organizations have both corporate and conference affiliations during more recent years, we did not compare having or not having interorganizational relations and estimated both types of affiliations together. In general, the results are very consistent with those reported in Table 3. Bowl organizations, regardless of their status, benefit more from having relations with corporations and conferences of higher status and maintaining stronger relations with them. The four interaction terms all have the predicted negative sign, although only two of them have significant estimated coefficients. These findings reaffirm the findings in Table 3 and disconfirm the above alternative explanation.

----------------------------------

Insert Table 5 around here

----------------------------------

The second challenge may also be raised to our identity-based interpretation. That is, the status of corporations and conferences is not high enough in general so that high-status bowl organizations actually suffer status erosion, even if these corporate and conferences do provide tangible benefits. This possible objection is more applicable to corporate affiliations than conference affiliations because football conferences have enormous impact in college football by influencing football fan perceptions and the status stratification among football conferences is evident (Huang & Yu, 2005; Rhoden, 1991). Therefore, the status of some conferences is sufficiently high so that affiliations with them will not generate status erosion for high-status bowl organizations. Similarly, there existed very well known and reputable sponsoring corporations such as IBM, Ford, General Motor Company, Chrysler, Toyota, AT&T, SBC, Nokia, FedEx, and Pacific Life Insurance. Moreover, both corporate and conference affiliations generally exhibited the status-based homophily, as indicated by the high overall correlations that bowl organization status has with corporate and conference status (r = 0.53 and 0.37 respectively). The correlation between bowl organization status and conference status also increases to 0.53 after 1995. These evidences show that status erosion at least is not a primary mechanism generating the findings in Table 3 and 5.

DISCUSSION

Our study starts with Benjamin and Podolny’s (1999) observation that the value of interorganizational relations may vary with the status of a focal organization. To extend this status-contingency view of the value of interorganizational relations, we proposed a theoretical framework that hinges on the identity-based mechanism. Interorganizational relations pose a dilemma for organizations; while having interorganizational relations may provide benefits by increasing organizational access to resources and opportunities, organizations also run the risk of losing their identity distinctiveness as their partners’ identities may interfere with their own identities. This dilemma is solved to the extent that organizations of different status benefit differentially from maintaining identity distinctiveness. Distinctive identity makes an organization salient and noticeable. High identity distinctiveness enables high-status organizations to effectively symbolize high status values and thereby attract audiences, but render salient the alignment between low-status organizations and low status value and thereby leads audience to avoid them. Accordingly, high-status organizations are likely to derive less value from interorganizational relations than low-status organizations. Moreover, this value differentiation along the status line is intensified when the status of partners is higher and interorganizational relations are stronger. By developing these arguments, this study shows how the value of interorganizational relations may vary with a focal organization’s status. A careful analysis of college football bowl organizations’ corporate and conference affiliations yields strong support for our hypotheses and the identity-based explanation.

Our findings seem to contradict Benjamin and Podolny’s (1999) finding that a high-status winery is likely to benefit more from subsequent high-status affiliation than a low-status organization. However, when examining more carefully the interorganizational relations in these two studies, we would easily reconcile this contradiction. California wineries’ exchange affiliations with grape-producing areas essentially constitute certification ties, which provide quality proof for table wine. These exchange affiliations are similar to those daycare centers in the Toronto area establish through obtaining certification or listing from regulatory institutions (Baum & Oliver, 1991). Moreover, the indication of these exchange affiliations in the form of appellations is unobtrusive, just like putting a certification seal on wine bottles. Neither do wineries’ exchange affiliations with grape-producing areas create identity interference nor do grape-producing areas actively seek to interfere with wineries’ identities. By contrast, bowl organizations’ corporate and conference affiliations create considerable identity interference as these affiliations allow corporations and football conferences to aggressively assert their identities. The comparison of these two studies actually suggests an important scope condition for our theory. That is, interorganizational relations vary in the extent to which they create identity interference and our theory is more likely to be operative when interorganizational relations are more likely to create identity interference. While this variance may be due to types of interorganizational relations, it may be also due to how interorganizational relations are arranged.

This study contributes to our understanding of the value of interorganizational relations by championing a contingent perspective. While corroborating previous studies in that interorganizational relations are valuable to organizations, this study shows that the value varies with focal organizations’ status. Moreover, we push a set further to question the conclusion that being affiliated with high-status organizations is always good. As shown in our analysis, when interorganizational relations create identity interference, relations with high-status organization are more beneficial for low-status organizations than for high-status organizations. Consistent with previous studies, stronger relations are valuable as parties in relations are likely to develop more trust and thereby are more willing to invest each other (Uzzi, 1996). However, our analysis shows that caution should be applied when assessing the value of stronger relations, not so much because of what Uzzi (1996) termed as the danger of overembeddedness but because of the increasing possibility of identity interference. In a word, a contingent perspective provides a lot of insights into assessing the value of interorganizational relations.

As we showed, the underlying mechanism creating the observed contingent effects is identity. Hence, another contribution of this study is the examination of identity implications of interorganizational relations. These identity implications are not so much about those suggested by the status homophily theory. According to this theory, to the extent that interorganizational relations are “prisms” through which a focal organization is perceived by external audiences (Podolny, 2001), partners’ status can be transferred to the focal organization and thereby affects its status. As long as the status of the focal organization and its partners is generally comparable, the focal organization will not suffer from status erosion, which in turn leads to other material loss (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999; Podolny, 1994). However, our analysis shows that even when status homophily is achieved, high-status organizations still runs the risk of deriving low value from interorganizational relations. To account for this very counterintuitive observation, we brought in two concepts: identity distinctiveness and identity interference, which constitute the key components of our identity-based explanation. Even if interorganizational relations enhance an organization’s status, it may still lose the distinctiveness of its identity as its partners’ identities interfere with its own identity. The loss of identity distinctiveness is consequential to the extent that the identity distinctiveness of an organization affects external audiences’ status-seeking behaviors.

With these findings, this study also opens rich possibilities for future research. Due to the feature of our empirical setting, both corporate and conference affiliations impose very strong identity interference. Benjamin and Podolny (1999) observed the opposite: California wineries’ exchange affiliations with grape-producing areas create weak, if not all, identity inference. These two studies actually suggest that identity interference may not be “either or” but a continuous variable. To better assess the identity implications of interorganizational relations, future research may need to directly measure the strength of identity interference and then examine its implications for organizations. This can be achieved by finding a setting where there exist different types of relations that impose differential identity interference. Alternatively, for the same type of relations, identity interference may vary depend on how relations are structurally arranged. As illustrated in Figure 2, we would expect that corporate affiliations impose stronger identity interference in Quadrant I (sponsor name entirely replace bowl name) than in Quadrant II (sponsor name is inserted in bowl name) and those in Quadrant II have stronger identity interference than in Quadrant III (no sponsor name). However, due to the limited cases in Quadrant I & III, we could not directly assess this. Another issue worth pursuing is whether the identity implications of interorganizational relations vary across audience groups which determine different organizational outcomes. In our study, the major audiences for bowl organizations’ identity cues are football fans who affect in-stadium attendance and TV ratings. In other settings, organizations may face more heterogeneous audiences groups and they may show differential sensitivity to identity cues. As a result, our findings may vary across different outcome variables.

Finally, this study has important implications for managing interorganizational relations. According to previous studies, a manager, when managing a relation with another organization, only need to answer such questions as what resources and opportunities can be accessed through this relation, what structural arrangement should be adopted to most efficiently realize transactions with the partner, what the expected longevity of this relation in order to achieve preconceived strategic goals, and whether the status of the partner organization is compatible with the status of the focal organization. Besides these questions, this study suggests that a manager may need to seriously consider the question of what implications this relation has for the identity of the focal organization. To answer this question requires careful assessment of even more detailed questions. First, what are the major audiences for the focal organization and whether do these audiences care about its identity distinctiveness? Second, since our findings suggest that whether external audiences value the distinctiveness of the focal organization’s identity may depend on its status, the manager needs to objectively examine where the focal organization is located in status structure. Third, accurately locating the focal organization in status structure further helps the manager to decide whether the focal organization should prevent or capitalize on identity interference possibly created by the partner organization. Fourth, the manager then needs to consider what factors may affect the relation’s capacity of creating identity interference and thereby adopt relevant measures to either constrain or enhance the effect of identity interference. Our findings show that the status of the partner organization, the longevity of the relation, the type of the relation, and the structural arrangement of the relation all have bearing on the extent to which the relation can create identity interference.
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	TABLE 1

Descriptive Statistics

	 
	Variable
	Mean
	S.D.
	Min
	Max

	1.
	Bowl Performance
	49.13
	25.45
	0
	106.87

	2.
	TV cable networks
	0.57
	0.50
	0
	1

	3.
	World War II
	0.02
	0.15
	0
	1

	4.
	NCAA regulation
	0.89
	0.31
	0
	1

	5.
	GDP growth
	0.04
	0.03
	-0.21
	0.15

	6.
	Football school growth
	0.00
	0.08
	-0.61
	0.62

	7.
	BCS
	0.18
	0.38
	0
	1

	8.
	Bowl density
	15.98
	6.90
	1
	29

	9.
	Bowl density2
	302.73
	226.17
	1
	841

	10.
	Ln(local population)
	15.65
	0.92
	11.96
	17.34

	11.
	Ln(bowl age)
	2.20
	2.13
	-4.61
	4.63

	12.
	Bowl alliance affiliation
	0.05
	0.22
	0
	1

	13.
	BCS affiliation
	0.03
	0.16
	0
	1

	14.
	Bowl local density
	2.39
	1.25
	0
	5

	15.
	Bowl schedule density
	6.69
	3.68
	1
	15

	16.
	Bowl organization status (BOS)
	5.09
	3.88
	0
	10

	17.
	Corporate affiliation
	0.32
	0.46
	0
	1

	18.
	Conference affiliation
	0.44
	0.50
	0
	1

	19.
	Bowl performance (t-1)
	50.26
	25.20
	1
	106.87

	20.
	Corporate status
	0.34
	0.47
	0
	1

	21.
	Corporate affiliation strength
	0.98
	2.22
	0
	15

	22.
	Conference status
	16.51
	9.97
	0
	38.5

	23.
	Conference affiliation strength
	4.15
	9.67
	0
	53

	 


	TABLE 2

Correlation Matrix

	 
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22

	1.
	Bowl Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	TV cable networks
	0.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	World War II
	-0.05
	-0.19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	NCAA regulation
	0.18
	0.35
	-0.28
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	GDP growth
	-0.03
	-0.03
	0.15
	-0.12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	Football school growth
	-0.01
	-0.06
	0.04
	0.04
	-0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	BCS
	0.04
	0.38
	-0.08
	0.16
	0.02
	0.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	Bowl density
	0.12
	0.77
	-0.16
	0.56
	-0.06
	0.00
	0.69
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	Bowl density2
	0.09
	0.72
	-0.14
	0.42
	-0.06
	0.00
	0.79
	0.97
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	Ln(local population)
	0.32
	0.20
	-0.12
	0.23
	-0.10
	-0.01
	0.14
	0.26
	0.24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	Ln(bowl age)
	0.65
	0.10
	-0.04
	0.18
	-0.06
	-0.01
	0.03
	0.10
	0.07
	0.34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12.
	Bowl alliance affiliation
	0.24
	0.20
	-0.04
	0.08
	0.01
	0.02
	0.24
	0.25
	0.26
	0.07
	0.25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13.
	BCS affiliation
	0.20
	0.15
	-0.03
	0.06
	0.01
	0.02
	0.37
	0.25
	0.29
	0.09
	0.21
	0.75
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14.
	Bowl local density
	0.11
	0.26
	-0.08
	0.29
	-0.02
	0.02
	0.19
	0.36
	0.33
	0.57
	0.23
	0.12
	0.11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15.
	Bowl schedule density
	0.24
	0.24
	0.09
	0.21
	0.05
	0.03
	0.34
	0.45
	0.44
	0.20
	0.23
	0.32
	0.26
	0.31
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16.
	Bowl organization status (BOS)
	0.81
	-0.01
	0.02
	0.07
	-0.03
	-0.02
	-0.06
	-0.04
	-0.06
	0.26
	0.69
	0.27
	0.20
	0.18
	0.19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17.
	Corporate affiliation
	0.13
	0.58
	-0.11
	0.23
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.61
	0.71
	0.73
	0.20
	0.16
	0.34
	0.25
	0.32
	0.39
	0.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18.
	Conference affiliation
	0.37
	0.25
	-0.04
	0.12
	-0.02
	0.02
	0.32
	0.33
	0.35
	0.34
	0.24
	-0.12
	-0.15
	0.21
	0.19
	0.24
	0.36
	
	
	
	
	

	19.
	Bowl performance (t-1)
	0.94
	0.13
	-0.05
	0.20
	-0.07
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.13
	0.10
	0.34
	0.65
	0.24
	0.20
	0.12
	0.24
	0.81
	0.14
	0.36
	
	
	
	

	20.
	Corporate status
	0.53
	0.06
	.
	.
	-0.01
	0.05
	0.07
	0.07
	0.07
	0.22
	0.49
	0.43
	0.27
	0.22
	0.35
	0.50
	.
	-0.09
	0.54
	
	
	

	21.
	Corporate affiliation strength
	0.18
	0.04
	.
	.
	-0.04
	0.12
	0.08
	0.11
	0.11
	-0.10
	0.30
	0.30
	0.30
	0.13
	0.14
	0.29
	.
	-0.27
	0.19
	0.17
	
	

	22.
	Conference status
	0.37
	-0.04
	-0.16
	0.29
	0.01
	0.11
	0.25
	0.30
	0.30
	0.28
	0.31
	-0.08
	0.06
	0.32
	0.38
	0.36
	0.05
	.
	0.37
	0.05
	0.13
	

	23.
	Conference affiliation strength
	0.47
	0.05
	-0.06
	0.02
	-0.03
	-0.17
	-0.24
	-0.21
	-0.20
	0.19
	0.37
	0.55
	0.31
	0.00
	0.20
	0.42
	0.05
	.
	0.48
	0.44
	0.17
	-0.04

	  


	TABLE 3

Fixed-Effects Models of the Status-Contingency Value of Interorganizational Relations

	Variables
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5 
	Model 6
	Model 7

	Constant
	-49.99*
	(16.87)
	-53.52*
	(16.82)
	-50.31*
	(16.87)
	230.43*
	(96.88)
	239.93*
	(96.68)
	-14.22
	(29.83)
	-21.65
	(29.97)

	TV cable networks
	-0.78
	(1.21)
	-0.60
	(1.21)
	-0.68
	(1.22)
	-
	
	-
	
	-2.16
	(1.80)
	-2.15
	(1.79)

	World War II
	-3.09
	(1.87)
	-3.29*
	(1.86)
	-3.12
	(1.87)
	-
	
	-
	
	-9.30*
	(2.78)
	-9.47*
	(2.77)

	NCAA regulation
	2.98
	(1.89)
	2.96
	(1.88)
	2.99
	(1.89)
	-
	
	-
	
	12.44*
	(2.84)
	12.82*
	(2.84)

	GDP growth
	22.64*
	(8.80)
	22.60*
	(8.76)
	22.60*
	(8.80)
	7.91
	(22.51)
	5.64
	(22.47)
	32.73*
	(11.43)
	32.23*
	(11.39)

	Football school growth
	2.89
	(3.31)
	3.08
	(3.29)
	2.86
	(3.31)
	1.27
	(34.01)
	2.90
	(33.90)
	10.71*
	(4.32)
	10.27*
	(4.31)

	BCS
	0.02
	(1.62)
	-0.24
	(1.62)
	-0.04
	(1.62)
	-1.26
	(2.36)
	-1.15
	(2.35)
	0.33
	(1.64)
	0.50
	(1.64)

	Bowl density
	0.86*
	(0.38)
	0.84*
	(0.38)
	0.86*
	(0.38)
	0.90
	(3.49)
	0.58
	(3.48)
	1.13*
	(0.53)
	1.22*
	(0.53)

	Bowl density2
	-0.02*
	(0.01)
	-0.02*
	(0.01)
	-0.02*
	(0.01)
	-0.01
	(0.07)
	-0.01
	(0.07)
	-0.03*
	(0.01)
	-0.03*
	(0.01)

	Ln(local populaiton)
	3.64*
	(1.18)
	3.84*
	(1.18)
	3.63*
	(1.18)
	-13.19*
	(6.61)
	-13.47*
	(6.59)
	1.15
	(2.06)
	1.59
	(2.06)

	Ln(bowl age)
	0.01
	(0.60)
	-0.29
	(0.60)
	-0.03
	(0.60)
	-0.01
	(1.41)
	-0.96
	(1.51)
	-3.90*
	(1.20)
	-4.38*
	(1.22)

	Bowl alliance affiliation
	-5.11*
	(2.09)
	-2.82
	(2.21)
	-5.13*
	(2.09)
	-0.99
	(2.24)
	-0.22
	(2.27)
	-7.21*
	(2.76)
	-5.53*
	(2.89)

	BCS affiliation
	1.79
	(2.67)
	1.69
	(2.66)
	1.46
	(2.69)
	2.88
	(2.54)
	3.89
	(2.60)
	-7.32
	(7.35)
	-7.93
	(7.33)

	Bowl local density
	-0.29
	(0.57)
	-0.20
	(0.57)
	-0.27
	(0.57)
	0.94
	(0.91)
	0.92
	(0.90)
	0.77
	(0.67)
	0.62
	(0.67)

	Bowl schedule density
	0.07
	(0.13)
	0.08
	(0.13)
	0.08
	(0.13)
	0.15
	(0.17)
	0.12
	(0.17)
	0.14
	(0.17)
	0.12
	(0.17)

	Bowl performance (t-1)
	0.52*
	(0.03)
	0.51*
	(0.03)
	0.52*
	(0.03)
	0.18*
	(0.06)
	0.17*
	(0.06)
	0.28*
	(0.05)
	0.27*
	(0.05)

	Bowl organization status (BOS)
	1.21*
	(0.18)
	1.43*
	(0.19)
	1.29*
	(0.20)
	0.75*
	(0.35)
	1.04*
	(0.39)
	3.39*
	(0.42)
	3.64*
	(0.43)

	Corporate affiliation
	0.84
	(1.13)
	5.50*
	(1.89)
	0.79
	(1.13)
	
	
	
	
	4.76*
	(1.41)
	4.19*
	(1.43)

	Conference affiliation
	1.01
	(0.86)
	1.07
	(0.86)
	2.32
	(1.61)
	2.96*
	(1.43)
	3.03*
	(1.42)
	
	
	
	

	BOS x corporate affiliation
	
	
	-0.80*
	(0.26)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BOS x conference affiliation
	
	
	
	
	-0.21
	(0.22)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Corporate status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10.43*
	(4.95)
	9.98*
	(4.94)
	
	
	
	

	Corporate affiliation strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.23*
	(0.18)
	0.91*
	(0.44)
	
	
	
	

	BOS x corporate status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-1.20*
	(0.60)
	-1.13*
	(0.60)
	
	
	
	

	BOS x corporate affiliation strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.10*
	(0.06)
	
	
	
	

	Conference status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.65*
	(0.17)
	0.71*
	(0.17)

	Conference affiliation strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.13*
	(0.05)
	0.65*
	(0.28)

	BOS x conference status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.09*
	(0.02)
	-0.09*
	(0.02)

	BOS x conference affiliation strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.06*
	(0.03)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2 (within-bowl)
	0.6264
	
	0.7182
	
	0.7154
	
	0.1391
	
	0.1487
	
	0.6929
	
	0.6959
	

	Δ F
	
	
	9.45**
	
	0.92
	
	3.99*
	
	2.92
	
	23.08**
	
	3.70
	

	vs. M (Model)
	
	
	vs. M 1
	
	vs. M 1
	
	vs. M 3
	
	vs. M 4
	
	vs. M 5
	
	vs. M6 
	

	N
	945
	
	945
	
	945
	
	306
	
	306
	
	426
	
	426
	

	 a * p < 0.05; one-tailed test for theoretical variables and two-tailed test for control variables.


	TABLE 4

Logit Models of Using Corporate Name as Bowl Name

	Variables
	Model 8

	Constant
	38.46*
	(19.05)

	Ln(local population)
	-3.63*
	(1.72)

	Local bowl density
	5.44*
	(1.75)

	Bowl schedule density
	-0.28
	(0.17)

	Ln(bowl age)
	3.38*
	(1.17)

	Bowl performance (t-1)
	-0.20*
	(0.07)

	Corporate status
	-13.59*
	(5.75)

	Corporate affiliation length
	0.67*
	(0.21)

	Bowl organization status
	-1.93*
	(0.61)

	
	
	

	Log likelihood
	-44.49
	

	N
	306
	

	a * p < 0.05; one-tailed test for theoretical variables and two-tailed test for control variables.


	TABLE 5

Estimations Using Bowl TV Ratings as Bowl Performance Measurea

	Variables
	Model 9

	Constrant
	0.6091*
	(0.0481)

	Bowl organization status (BOS)
	0.1051*
	(0.0129)

	Corporate status
	0.0594
	(0.1169)

	Corporate affiliation length
	0.0331
	(0.0283)

	Conference status
	0.0173*
	(0.0062)

	Conference affiliation length
	0.0766*
	(0.0255)

	BOS x corporate status
	-0.0234
	(0.0321)

	BOS x corporate affiliation length
	-0.0074*
	(0.0042)

	BOS x conference status
	-0.0023
	(0.0018)

	BOS x conference affiliation length
	-0.0116*
	(0.0052)

	
	
	

	Log-likelihood
	8.64
	

	2
	149.53
	

	N
	54
	

	 a * p < 0.05; one-tailed test for theoretical variables and two-tailed test for control variables.


FIGURE 1

Status and Identity Distinctiveness
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FIGURE 2

Bowl Logos—Identity Interference Created by Corporate and Conference Affiliations
	


I: Sponsor name as bowl name
	


II: Sponsor name in bowl name

	
	

	


III: No sponsor name
	


IV: Sponsor and conference names in bowl name

	
	









� External audiences generally refer to actors with which an organization wants to enter transactions directly or indirectly (Phillips & Zuckerman, 2001).


� In this study, organizational identity specifically refers to an organization’s “professional identity”. Examples can be found in Carroll and Swaminathan’s (2000) study of the U.S. brewery industry. In general, there are two types of professional identities: mass-producer and microbrewery. Within each type of identity are there also more specific organizational identities. Defining organizational identity in this way, we essentially differentiate organizational identity from status, albeit admitting that status may constitutes part of organizational identity with the appearance of status stratification (Podolny & Scott-Morten, 1998). Our definition of organizational identity is intended to emphasize the property that status is attached to different organizational identities or organizational identities are aligned with status.


� To check the sensitivity of our results to the choice of different rankings, we conducted an additional analysis (for organizational performance analysis only) using the Coach’s Poll, a ranking initiated in 1950. The results were generally consistent with what we reported. As a matter of fact, football schools ranked in the top 25 usually did not differ across ranking systems in each year, despite the slight difference in the exact rankings of individual schools. Moreover, the AP did not start formally ranking football schools until 1936. We drew on Sorenson’s Ranking for earlier years (the two rankings highly correlate overall). We checked the sensitivity of our findings to this issue in two ways. First, we included in our analysis a dummy with 1 denoting the existence of the AP ranking and 0 its absence. The results were indifferent to the inclusion of this dummy variable. Second, we dropped all observations before 1940 (due to the five-year lag) and the results were comparable to our presented results.
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