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5.5 Table: “Effect from every IV on every DV”





global platforms drawing tens of thousands of runners and spectators’ attention. Therefore, this 

ands can be experienced as active contributors throughout the athlete’s 

consumers’ perceptions of the event's and sponsors' authenticity. As the participant’s 

ic shifts towards “New runner”, who is motivated by experience rather than elite 

to enhance the participant’s experience next to environmental and social en

commitment, referring to the event’s dedication to sustainability and social responsibility. 

sponsor’s identity and the character of 



„To what extent does event involvement strengthen (or weaken) the effect of marathon 

runners and spectators?” 
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these groups’ interests matter beyond shareholder value. 

organization’s



Mośko, 2018)
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onounced sense of excitement, or „buzz“, can 



consumers’ minds

’



Trust can be defined as a stakeholder’s firm belief that the brand, therefore, the sponsor acts 

’

stakeholders ‘willingness





n and Kenny’s 
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of ESG and commitment are more willing to protect the brand’s reputation 



’

dissertation reduces “noise” from cross
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„

runners and spectators?”

•

effect of the marathon on sponsors’ brand equity.
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survey examined how participants‘ perception of marathon 



The survey data was analyzed using the software „SPSS“ to ensure rigorous statistical 

and Baron and Kenny’s method, 

‘ impact on 



’

–



‘ relationship with running, their 

„City festival“ (Pascal Helber, 2025) for the wider community.

heavy physical effort, describing the challenge as „seeing what the body can do“ (Leonard 



adversarial team sports, the marathon is defined by a “joint project” ethos, where runners, 





cause feelings of being “overwhelmed” (Lina Voß, 2025).

feeling of being “prepared and supported” (Mirjan Broening, 2025). 



and of limited value, potentially disrupting the runner’s mental focus 

when it adds value to the “city festival” feeling

highlight ‘green’ or ‘social’ messages, 

“overly commercial” or “hypocritical”, damaging the sponsor’s credibility (Johanna 

–

’



became “prominent” in their minds due to the combination of naming rights, 

brands offering useful services “move up in the rankings”, becoming preferred options for 

’

her perception of functional brands (e.g., Asics, Adidas, Nike) towards inspirational “lifestyle 

” increasing 

her to visit the brand’s café later to try and bu





reasons and the „city festival“ atmosphere. Spectators are therefore much more sensi





– –

square statistic is χ²(10) = 

–

internal consistency (Cronbach's α = .948; 72 items). SPSS used listwise deletion within the 



reliability analysis; therefore, the α estimate is based on 111 complete cases. 

using Cronbach’s alpha (based on the filtered marathon

site activation (α = .920), operations (α = .894), innovation (α = .825), 

governance (α = .872), social sustainability (α = .863), environmental sustainability (α = .889), 

event atmosphere (α = .872), host (α = .910), and event–sponsor fit (α = 

–

–0.95, p = .347, Cohen’s d = 0.17. Therefore, 

3.44, SD = 0.48) than spectators (M = 3.24, SD = 0.50), t(126) = −2.31, p = .022, Cohen’s d = 

0.41. Likewise, runners report a higher overall impact of marathons on sponsors’ brand equity 

= 3.55, SD = 0.38), Welch’s t

−2.68, p = .008, Cohen’s d = 0.47



–

–

internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .920). H1 proposed that 

.361, adjusted R² = .350). The predictor was statistically significant (β = .601, t = 5.77, p < 

activation´s impact was a significant predictor (β = .667, t = 7.23, p < .001).



site activation (β = .637, t = 

–

All scales demonstrated good reliability within the sample of attendees (α_(social) = .863; 

α_(environmental) = .889; α_(host

.536, society r = .528, environment r = .481; all p ≤ .002). Within the regression analysis, trust 

city appeal (β = .450, p < .001) and environmental 

sustainability (β = .339, p = .005). For admiration, hos city appeal (β = 0.437, p < 0.001) and 

social sustainability (β = 0.382, p = 0.001) remained significant, while environmental 



–

explaining 28.0% of the variance. The positive and significant coefficient (β = .529, t = 4.79, p 

again, innovation displayed a strong positive association with overall brand equity (β = .620, t 



with an adjusted R² of .366. Innovation is a strong predictor (β = .664, p < .001), contrarily, the 

stakeholder dummy variable was not significant (β = .767, p =

negative but not significant (β = −.684, p = .184), indicating that the relationship between 

predicted both admiration (F(1, 59) = 10.44, p = .002, R² = .150, adj. R² = .136, β = .388) and 

.162, adj. R² = .148, β = .403). These results 

001, R² = .493, adj. R² = .486, β = .702), while 

adj. R² = .236, β = .497).



(admiration: R² = .367, F(1, 126) = 73.12, p < .001, β = .606

126) = 38.18, p < .001, β = .482). Therefore, H

–

–

(β = .320, p = .012; R² = .102), and this fit was strongly associated with purchase intention (r = 

was not significant (β = 0.048, p = 0.716; R² = 0.002). Thus, the combined model, the event 

fit significantly predicted the level of purchase intention (β = .496, p < .001), while the 

significant (β = −.111, p = .367; adjusted R² = 

predicted purchase intention in Step 1 of Baron and Kenny’s model (β = .256, p = .037; R² = 

–sponsor fit (β = .170, p = .170; R² = .

path' condition is not met. Consequently, in step 3, the fit remained significant (β = .257, p = 

(β = .212, p = .078; adjusted R² = 



fit (β = .243, p = .006; R² = .059), therefore, this fit predicted the level of purchase intention (β 

was not significant (β = .158, p = .075; R² = .025). Therefore, 

significant (β = .070, p = .412; R² = .148, adj. R² = 

crisis (M = 3.25, SD = 0.44; N = 128). The mediation was assessed using Baron and Kenny’s 

(β = .444, p 

< .001, R² = .197), as well as trust (β = .534, p < .001, R² = .286) and admiration (β = .571, p < 

(β = 0.310, p = 0.032), while trust (β = 

0.324, p = 0.130) and admiration (β = −0.068, p = 0.756) were not significant (adj. R² = 0.213, 

(β = .668, p < .001; R² = .446) as well as both mediators, trust( β = .712, p < .001; R² = .507) 

and admiration (β = .676, p < .001; R² = .457). In step 3, trust remained significant (β = .587, p 

< .001), while the ESG level decreased but remained significant (β = .277, p = .019). The level 



of admiration wasn’t significant (β = −.040, p = .800; adj. R² = .579, p < .001). This result is 

crisis (β = .576, p < .001; R² = .332), trust (β = .655, p < .001; R² = .429) and admiration (β = 

.649, p < .001; R² = .421). Nevertheless, only in the conducted model, the level of ESG (β = 

.306, p = .001) and trust (β = .437, p = .001) seemed to be significant predictors, contrary to 

admiration (β = −.025, p = .851; adjusted R² =

site activation (α = .920), innovation (α = .825), operations (α = .894), governance (α = 

.872), social sustainability (α = .863), environmental sustainability (α = .889), host

(α = .910), event atmosphere (α = .872) and event– (α = .810). Overall sponsor brand 

equity (72 items) showed excellent reliability (α = .948; based on 111 complete cases) and 



and the joint sample of participants (combined sample: r = .637, adjusted R² = .401, β = .637, 

. Using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) stepwise logic, H5 was therefore not confirmed. 
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“E DV”

regression coefficients (β) from OLS models in which each dependent variable is 



associated with age (χ²(10) = 17.49, p =

site activations is rated rather positively by attendees (M = 4.25/5; α = .920) 

adj. R² = .401; β = .637; p < .001). These results support the idea that marathon sponsorship 

’s



Kenny’s (1986) mediation logic. Therefore, on –sponsor fit (β 

ion (β = .362, p < .001), 

within the joint sample (β = .158, p = .075). Furthermore, it could be argued that the key 

(β = .306, p = .001) and trust (β = .437, p = .001) are si

eness strongly depends on the stakeholders’ experienced 
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and runners’ motives and attitudes, in relation to the experience of the r
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What factors make a marathon “attractive” to you (e.g., city/route, atmosphere, organization, 

Sample: “Logical fit” vs. fit that first needs to be “explained” (through activations)



– and which as “pure 

advertising”?

“greenwashing”)?
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