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Although research on marathon running has gained in importance during recent years, a lack of
research regarding the economic aspects of marathon runners has been clearly identified. The pur-
pose of this study was to investigate the willingness-to-pay (WTP) for participation in and travel-
ing to marathon events. Data on marathon runners in Germany were collected using a nationwide
online survey (n =285). Behavioral, psychographic (opinion), and demographic variables were used
to explain the WTP for traveling to a marathon in Germany, in Europe, and overseas. Respondents
were found to be willing to pay on average €270 for traveling to a marathon event in Germany,
€568 to one in Europe, and €1,429 to an overseas marathon. The factor analysis showed that the
psychographic variables could be summarized in four factors labeled casual, health-conscious, identity-
driven, and switching. The regression results revealed that particularly psychographic (health-
conscious, casual) and demographic variables (income) were significant determinants of WTP.
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people taking part in marathon races is underpinned

Marathon running has received a lot of attention by the number of events that take place annually.
in terms of consumers taking part in marathon races For instance, Germany hosted more than 180 mara-
and researchers dealing with marathon runners in thons in various cities and regions in 2010 (Statista
various studies over several years (e.g., Cobb & GmbH, 2011). Major races like the Boston, Lon-

Olberding, 2007; Hallmann, Kaplanidou, & Breuer, don, Berlin, Chicago, or New York Marathon have

Address correspondence to Pamela Wicker, Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel and Sport Management, Griffith University,
Gold Coast Campus, Parklands Drive, Southport Queensland 4222, Australia. Tel: +61-7-555-28552; Fax: +61-7-555-28507;
E-mail: p.wicker@griffith.edu.au

271


https://core.ac.uk/display/143864136?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://www.cognizantcommunication.com

272 WICKER AND HALLMANN

a high number of participants and many crowds
cheering along the course. Marathon runners take
part in marathon races all over the world and were
found to collect places; that is, they preferred not
to participate always in the same marathon event,
but rather to take part in races in different cities
(Shipway & Jones, 2008).

Participants in marathon events can spend a lot
of money on registration fees and traveling, and
consequently, a marathon race can create a posi-
tive impact for its host city (e.g., Daniels & Nor-
man, 2003; Pennington-Gray & Holdnak, 2002).
Therefore, it is of interest for event managers of
marathon races to know more about the economic
aspects of marathon participants and to understand
what marathon runners are willing to pay for a spe-
cific running experience and for the overall jour-
ney. In particular, event organizers are interested in
how much they can charge in order to get entry to a
race. Some event organizers do not consider raising
registration fees because they are afraid of losing
participants. Therefore, information about the par-
ticipants’ willingness-to-pay (WTP) is relevant to
them because many participant sport events have
difficulties in financing themselves only through
registration fees. Depending on the event and the
city, the fees for closing roads and stopping public
transport can be quite expensive. Therefore, event
organizers have to search additional income sources
such as sponsorship income, which can prove dif-
ficult in times of economic crisis. Although a grow-
ing body of research about the marathon runner as a
consumer could be identified, the WTP for the expe-
rience of activity, place, and people (Weed & Bull,
2004) has been neglected in previous research.

This study aims to analyze the WTP of marathon
runners for participation in and traveling to mara-
thon races. Thereby, it must be taken into account
that the overall price of sport consumption consists
of several components (Gratton & Taylor, 2000).
For example, participants of marathon events do
not only pay the registration fee, they can also
have additional expenses for accommodation (e.g.,
hotel, hostel) and travel (e.g., flight, public trans-
port, fuel costs of car). All these expenses are sum-
marized under traveling expenses. The decision
to participate in a specific event is thus not only
driven by the registration fee, but rather by the total
costs of participation in the event. Therefore, both

WTP for taking part in the marathon itself (regis-
tration fee) and WTP for the overall journey (trav-
eling expenses) are included in the current study.
The study has the following two main research
questions: (1) What are consumers willing to pay
to take part in marathon events and travel to mara-
thon events? (2) What are the key determinants of
WTP for traveling to marathon events? This study
contributes to the body of research on marathon
running and on WTP for active sport consumption.
The findings have implications for event managers
as they enable more targeted pricing policies.

Literature Review and Conceptual Framework
Marathon Runners

Consumers of marathon races were found to share
similar characteristics. Previous research findings
indicate that the average age of marathon participants
is around 40 years and that participants were mainly
male (Chalip & McGuitry, 2004; Funk, Toohey, &
Bruun, 2007; Hallmann et al., 2010; Kaplanidou,
Funk, Buta, & Goutzioupas, 2009; Scheerder, Vos,
& Pauwels, 2009). Marathon runners could be char-
acterized by a high educational level (e.g., Funk et
al., 2007; Scheerder et al., 2009) and relatively high
income (e.g., Funk et al., 2007). Previous research
has shown that marathon runners took marathon
races very seriously and there was evidence that “the
travel element enhances the salience of participants’
sporting identity” (Shipway & Jones, 2008, p. 74).

In prior studies, the marathon runner has been ana-
lyzed from various perspectives such as motivation
(Funk et al., 2007; Ogles & Masters, 2003; Shipway
& Jones, 2008), consumer profile (Scheerder et al.,
2009), and perceived event image (Hallmann et al.,
2010). There was evidence that runners would form
particular subcultures (Shipway & Jones, 2008) and
that they would identify themselves immensely with
the activity (Shipway & Jones, 2007, 2008; Yair,
1990). Strong links between taking part in the race
and travel motives have also been identified refer-
ring to, for instance, cultural experiences (Funk et
al., 2007). The experience orientation, being health
conscious, and the question of life balance were all
dominant themes in leisure and tourism (Mikunda,
2002; Pine & Gilmore, 1999). Running a marathon
could offer such an experience and result in runners
feeling healthy and fit.
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The expenditure at marathon races has been inves-
tigated in previous research. To provide a few exam-
ples, the average daily spending per marathoner was
found to be between US$82 (Daniels & Norman,
2003) and US$580 (Cobb & Olderling, 2007). These
figures show that expenditure at marathon events can
differ among events and studies. Moreover, sociode-
mographic variables were found to have a significant
effect on expenditure at marathon events. In previ-
ous research, age had a positive effect on expendi-
ture (Daniels & Norman, 2003), indicating that older
people tended to spend more money than younger
people. Income was also found to be positively cor-
related with expenditure, meaning that consumers
with higher income spent more money than consum-
ers of lower economic status (e.g., Cannon & Ford,
2002; Chhabra, Sills, & Rea, 2002; Daniels & Nor-
man, 2003).

Willingness-to-Pay

Generally speaking, WTP is the maximum price
consumers are willing to pay for a certain product
(Diller, 2000; Kalish & Nelson, 1991) and it repre-
sents the upper limit of the acceptable price range
of a product (Balderjahn, 2003). The most common
method for measuring the WTP for a specific prod-
uct is a direct approach using an open-ended ques-
tion (Carson, Wright, Carson, Alberini, & Flores,
1993). Stated WTP is determined by the economic
value and the utility the product has to the consumer
(Breidert, 2005). Thus, it also includes a subjec-
tive component (Kalish & Nelson, 1991) because
the same product might be of different utility and
value to different consumers leading to differences
in their WTP. According to Balderjahn (2003), con-
sumers are able to imagine the maximum price they
would pay for a product even without having access
to pricing information.

The main criticisms of WTP are the hypotheti-
cal and strategic bias. A strategic bias is present
when consumers intentionally underestimate their
WTP because they assume that price increases are
implemented when they state a higher WTP (Rol-
lins & Trotter, 1999-2000). A hypothetical bias
comes from the fact that WTP is a hypothetical
construct, and the question is whether consumers
would be really willing to pay the maximum price
they stated. A hypothetical bias would be present

when consumers have significantly overstated their
WTP. This bias was evident in some studies (Johan-
nesson, Liljas, & Johansson, 1998; Seip & Strand,
1992), whereas other studies could not support the
existence of a hypothetical bias because there was
no significant difference between hypothetical and
actual WTP (Carlsson & Martinsson, 2001; Sattler
& Nitschke, 2003). In summary, measuring WTP
directly using an open question was found to be a
valid approach, particularly compared with indirect
approaches such as conjoint analysis (Sattler &
Nitschke, 2003).

The review of previous WTP studies focuses on
WTP for active sport consumption as no studies on
WTP for participation in marathon are available up
to now. Several studies have assessed the WTP for
community sport programs. In a Canadian study,
average WTP per household for increases in sport
and recreation programs amounted to CA$18 (John-
son, Whitehead, Mason, & Walker, 2007). In a Ger-
man study, stated WTP for the yearly membership
fees in community sport clubs was €265 on aver-
age and almost twice as high as the average current
membership fee of €148. The results also revealed
that sport-specific differences have to be taken into
account, as stated WTP ranged from €114 in skiing
to €1,578 in golf (Wicker, 2011). Previous research
has indicated that consumers’ WTP can be influ-
enced by several determinants. Income was found
to impact positively on stated WTP as people with
a higher income stated higher WTP values (e.g.,
Atkinson, Mourato, Szymanski & Ozdemiroglu,
2008; Owen, 2006; Wicker, 2011). Education also
had a positive impact on stated WTP in previous
studies (e.g., Stissmuth, Heyne, & Maennig 2010;
Wicker, 2011). In addition to sociodemographic
variables, behavioral variables such as weekly
time of participation and level of performance had
a positive influence on WTP (Wicker, 2011). The
review of the literature reveals the lack of research
regarding WTP for participation in marathon races,
and therefore the current body of research would
benefit from such a study.

To address this lack of research, the WTP for
participation in marathon events is investigated
in the current study. A set of consumer segmenta-
tion variables is used to explain WTP. According
to the sport marketing literature, sport consumers
are heterogeneous, and therefore sport marketers
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try to segment the overall consumer base into sev-
eral smaller market segments (Mullin, Hardy, &
Sutton, 2007). In doing so, demographic, psycho-
graphic, and behavioral segmentation procedures
and variables are used, preferably in combination
with each other to provide a full picture of the sport
consumer (Shilbury, Westerbeek, Quick, & Funk,
2009). Demographics relate, for example, to a con-
sumer’s age, gender, and income (Shilbury et al.,
2009). Psychographics can be defined as “quantita-
tive research intended to place consumers on psy-
chological—as distinguished from demographic
dimensions” (Wells, 1975, p. 197) and includes
consumer’s opinions (Wells, 1975). Behavioral
aspects relate to sport practice aspects such as fre-
quency and intensity of participation (Shilbury et
al., 2009). Evidently, demographics present the
foundation of segmentation that is enriched by psy-
chographic and behavioral segmentation variables
(Rohm, Milne, & McDonald, 2006; Trail & James,
2001). Given the subjective nature of WTP, it is
suggested that WTP differs among marathon run-
ners with various demographic, psychographic, and
behavioral characteristics.

Method
Data Collection and Sampling Procedures

A survey was conducted by sending out a link to
an online self-completion questionnaire. For publish-
ing the link, different sources were used, namely,
(1) a newsletter of a company that is responsible for
timing marathon races in Germany (90,000 recipi-
ents), (2) the homepage of that company, (3) a news-
letter of a running website (20,000 recipients), and
(4) the homepage of the running website. Integrat-
ing the link into the newsletter and publishing the
link on the website of the company was possible
due to personal contacts. This sampling frame was
selected because the total number of recipients of
the newsletters seemed attractive. The newslet-
ters were sent out on February 21, 2011, and the
link on each homepage was available for 4 weeks.
There was no incentive available for taking part
in the survey. A nonprobability sample, namely,
a convenience sample, was used. In total, n =285
runners completed the questionnaire, resulting in a
response rate of 0.003%. According to the contact

persons who sent out the newsletter, this response
rate can be considered common because they had
previously experienced similar response rates when
trying to activate the running community.

Nevertheless, the response rate and sample size
need further attention. Evidently, the use of several
newsletters and the website was not the best option
to draw the sample for this study. However, a state-
ment that newsletters are not useful in general
cannot be made because using them was quite suc-
cessful in previous research (Bojanic & Warnick,
2012; Mead, Ford, Roth, Beach, & Klag, 2000).
Another possibility to draw the sample would have
been to attend marathon events and to distribute a
paper questionnaire at the event in person. How-
ever, the question is when is it a good point in time
to survey the marathon runners. It is suggested
that they are too focused before the marathon and
probably too exhausted after it. Furthermore, there
was not enough man power to distribute and col-
lect thousands of questionnaires at the marathon.
Also, the length of the questionnaire was another
reason why the authors decided not to choose this
option. Apart from another way of distributing the
questionnaire, an incentive could have been inte-
grated in the questionnaire to increase the response
rate (van Selm & Jankowski, 2006). Whereas the
positive effect of using incentives in mail surveys
was evident in prior studies (e.g., Brennan, 1992;
Shank, Darr, & Werner, 1990), the success of the
incentive depends on the type of incentive in the
online survey (Bosjnak & Tuten, 2003; Cobano-
glu & Cobanoglu, 2003). However, as the current
study was not funded, an incentive could not be
afforded.

With regard to sample size, it has to be men-
tioned that previous studies on marathon runners
were also based on relatively small sample sizes
(e.g., Chalip & McGuirty, 2004; Funk et al., 2007;
Kruger & Saayman, 2012). Moreover, Bortz (2005)
suggests a sample size of n =300, which is not too
far away from the current sample size (n=285).
The literature on research methods also indicates
that not the sample size but rather the structure of
the sample and its representativeness regarding the
total population in terms of specific characteristics
are important (e.g., Singer, 2002). The total popula-
tion would be the (marathon) running community
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in this case, and therefore, the sample structure of
the current study is compared with previous stud-
ies to check whether the typical marathon runners
have participated in the survey.

Measures and Variables

The questionnaire was designed for the purpose
of the current study and consisted of 35 questions
in total. It was equivalent to seven pages in written
form. In the introduction to the online questionnaire
and the e-mails that included the link to the online
questionnaire, respondents were told that the ques-
tionnaire would be for a research project on mara-
thon events and that it would take approximately 10
to 15 min to complete it. They were reassured that
the data would be analyzed anonymously and used
only for scientific purposes.

A set of behavioral, psychographic (opinion), and
demographicvariablesresulted fromthequestionnaire

(for an overview of the variables, see Table 1). With
regard to behavioral variables, respondents were
asked to state the number of kilometers they were
running per week (KM) and the number of participa-
tions in marathon races per year (MAR). The psy-
chographics were assessed using a list of statements
addressing the opinion of the respondents. Respon-
dents were instructed to state on 5-point Likert scales
to what extent they agreed with each statement. They
were asked whether they think of themselves as a
runner (SELF), whether running would be good for
health (HEALTH), whether they would stop running
if they had less time (STOP TIME), whether they
would feel emotionally attached to other runners
(ATTACH), whether runners would significantly
differ from other sportsmen (DIFF), whether run-
ning could be easily integrated into everyday life
(ALLDAY), whether running would be good for
mental relief (MENTAL), whether one reason for
running would be that the sport can be practiced

Table 1

Overview of Variables

Variable Description Scale
WTP_GER_MAR WTP for registration fee of a marathon in Germany (in €) Metric
WTP_EU_MAR WTP for registration fee of a marathon in Europe (in €) Metric
WTP_SEA MAR WTP for registration fee of a marathon overseas (in €) Metric
WTP_GER TRA WTP for traveling to a marathon in Germany (in €) Metric
WTP_EU_TRA WTP for traveling to a marathon in Europe (in €) Metric
WTP_SEA_TRA WTP for traveling to a marathon overseas (in €) Metric
LN WTP_GER TRA Natural log of WTP_GER _TRA Metric
LN WTP_EU TRA Natural log of WTP_EU TRA Metric
LN WTP_SEA TRA Natural log of WTP_SEA TRA Metric

Behavior
KM Weekly practice (in kilometers per week) Metric
MAR Number of participations in marathon races per year Metric

Psychographics (opinion; assessed on 5-point Likert scales from 1= do not agree at all to 5 = totally agree)
SELF I think of myself as a runner. Ordinal
HEALTH Running is good for health. Ordinal
STOP TIME I would stop running if I had less time available. Ordinal
ATTACH I feel emotionally attached to other runners. Ordinal
DIFF Runners significantly differ from other sportsmen. Ordinal
ALLDAY Running can easily be integrated into everyday life. Ordinal
MENTAL Running is good for mental relief. Ordinal
PLACE One reason for running is that the sport can be practiced everywhere. Ordinal
ENDUR Running is good for endurance. Ordinal

Demographics
GENDER Gender of the marathoner (1 =male) Dummy
AGE Age of the marathoner (in years) Metric
EDU Highest educational level attained (1 = at least A levels, university entrance Dummy

diploma in Germany; 0 = else)

INC Monthly net income of the marathoner (from 1 =up to €500 to 9 = over €4,000) Ordinal
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everywhere (PLACE), and whether running would
be good for endurance (ENDUR). The question-
naire finished with a set of questions assessing the
respondents’ demographics (GENDER, AGE, INC).
The educational level of the respondent was assessed
by offering five answer categories (from 1 = primary
school to 5 =university degree). The variable EDU
was obtained by recoding the parameter values 4 (A
levels) and 5 (university degree) into 1 and all else
into 0 (Table 1).

The WTP for participation in and traveling to
marathon events was asked in the mid third of the
questionnaire using open questions. Generally speak-
ing, WTP can be measured using open questions (i.e.,
respondents fill in a number) or closed questions (i.c.,
respondents are provided with several specific euro
values or ranges as answer possibilities and tick one
of these). Usually, closed questions are used when it is
assumed that the cognitive effort respondents have to
make would be too high (Klose, 1999), for example,
because they have no idea about the price structure
of the product. However, this should not apply to the
current study because marathon runners are aware
of the price they pay for participation and traveling
to marathon events because they have done it before
(otherwise they would not receive the newsletters and
would not be part of the sample). Moreover, a starting
point bias can be present in a closed question (Volck-
ner, 20006). Because several answers are provided, the
price range is already specified and leaves no room
for individual completion. Another shortcoming of
the closed question is the type of variable resulting
from the question. The closed question results in a
nominal or at best ordinal variable (if the distances
between the provided prices or the price intervals
are identical), whereas the open question results in
a metric (continuous) variable. The metric variable
is of higher quality because it offers more opportu-
nities for data analysis (Bortz, 2005); for example,
it can be entered into a linear regression analysis. It
also provides more information for event managers
because an average WTP can be calculated. For the
abovementioned reasons, the authors decided to use
an open WTP question.

First, the WTP for the registration fee of a mara-
thon event was assessed with the following ques-
tion: What is your maximum willingness-to-pay
for participation in the following marathon events?

Respondents were asked to state their WTP for
three types of marathon events, that is, a marathon
race in Germany (WTP_GER MAR), a marathon race
in Europe (WTP_EU MAR), and a marathon race
overseas (WTP_SEA MAR). Second, respondents
were asked to state their WTP for traveling to mara-
thon events using the following question: What is
your maximum willingness-to-pay for traveling
(including travel and accommodation) to the fol-
lowing marathon events? WTP was assessed for
the same types of marathon events in Germany
(WTP_GER _TRA), in Europe (WTP_EU TRA),
and overseas (WTP_SEA TRA) (Table 1). The WTP
questions were general questions that did not spec-
ify the different marathon races; that is, it was not
specified which particular marathon in Germany
the respondents should think of. Providing a list of
all possible marathons did not seem feasible given
the fact there are over 180 marathons only in Ger-
many every year (Statista GmbH, 2011). The authors
decided to ask for general information because it
was the first study that analyzes the WTP for par-
ticipation and traveling to marathon events.

Data Analysis

The data analysis consisted of three main steps.
First, the data were checked for content validity
and implausible figures were set to missing values.
Particularly the WTP values have been checked
for plausibility given the possibility of a hypotheti-
cal bias (Johannesson et al., 1998). To give some
details of the variable distributions, the maximum
values for WTP for participation in and traveling
to a marathon event were €300 and €1,000 (Ger-
many), €700 and €5,000 (Europe), and €1,500 and
€6,000 (overseas marathon), respectively. As all
values seemed meaningful and were in a realistic
price range, no adjustments had to be made to the
data. Descriptive statistics were provided to give an
overview of the sample structure and to answer the
first research question (What are consumers willing
to pay to take part in and travel to marathon events?).
Second, an explorative principal components factor
analysis using varimax rotation was conducted to
reduce the number of psychographic variables to a
smaller number of factors (Spath, 1975). In a third
step, log-linear regression analyses were estimated
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to answer the second research question (What are
the key determinants of WTP for traveling to mara-
thon events?). Altogether, three regression models
were estimated with the three WTP variables for
traveling to the marathon event as the dependent
variables. The natural log of the WTP variables
was used because it represents the “real” relation-
ships between variables and consequently improves
the explanatory power of the models. In all models,
the psychographic factors resulting from the fac-
tor analysis, the behavioral variables (KM, MAR),
and demographic variables (GENDER, AGE, EDU,
INC) served as independent variables. Regression
models with robust standard errors were estimated
to control for heteroscedasticity (MacKinnon &
White, 1985; White, 1980). Moreover, the check for
multicollinearity indicated no problems of multicol-
linearity as all variance inflation factors were below
10 (Hair, Black, & Babin, 2006) and all correlation
coefficients below 0.9 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
An o level of 0.1 was used for all statistical tests.

Results
Participant Characteristics

The descriptive statistics are summarized in
Table 2. The demographic variables show that 75.0%
of the respondents were male and that 65.7% had
at least A levels, the university entrance diploma in
Germany. On average, the respondents were 44.76
years old and their monthly net income amounted
to 5.67 which is equivalent to €2,001 to €2,500.
With regard to behavioral variables, the respondents
stated that they would run 54.27 km per week and
participate in 2.57 marathon events per year on aver-
age. The psychographic variables indicate respon-
dents on average agree that running would be good
for mental relief (M =4.66), that the sport could be
practiced everywhere (M =4.65), that they would
think of themselves as a runner (M =4.41), and that
running could be easily integrated into everyday life
(M=4.24). They agree to a lower extent to the fol-
lowing statements: I feel emotionally attached to
other runners (M = 3.84), running is good for health
(M=3.77), and runners significantly differ from
other sportsmen (M=2.92). Respondents would
rather not stop running when they had less time

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean SD
WTP_GERMAR 78.06 28.98
WTP_EUMAR 102.81 67.45
WTP_SEAMAR 158.39 163.98
WTP_GERTRA 270.33 182.97
WTP_EUTRA 568.16 493.81
WTP_SEATRA 1,429.23 892.69
LN WTP_GERTRA 4.29 0.35
LN WTP_EUTRA 4.52 0.45
LN WTP_SEATRA 4.85 0.59
KM 54.27 21.31
MAR 2.57 1.98
SELF 441 0.62
HEALTH 3.77 .81
STOP TIME 2.44 1.07
ATTACH 3.84 0.71
DIFF 2.92 0.96
ALLDAY 4.24 0.71
MENTAL 4.66 0.49
PLACE 4.65 0.56
ENDUR 4.72 0.46
AGE 44.76 8.67
INC 5.67 2.23

Share of respondents (in %)
GENDER 75.0
EDU 65.7

available (M = 2.44) and when their running partners
stopped running (M =1.43).

With regard to WTP for participation in and trav-
eling to marathon events, it can be seen that the
average WTP slightly increases with the distance
(from Germany) to the marathon event. This holds
true for both the WTP for the registration fee and
the WTP for traveling to the marathon event. Aver-
age WTP for the registration fee of a marathon
in Germany amounts to €78.06 on average, for a
marathon in Europe to €102.81, and for an over-
seas marathon to €158.39. The respondents stated
they would be willing to pay on average €270.33
to travel to a marathon race in Germany, €568.16
to a marathon event in Europe, and €1,429.23 to an
overseas marathon race (Table 2).

Factor Analysis

The results of the factor analysis are presented
in Table 3. The factor solution explains 64.5% of
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the output variance. This mediocre quality can be
considered acceptable, as the factor loadings of
all variables are over 0.4 (Pohlman, 2004) and 0.5
(Backhaus, Erichson, Plinke, & Weiber, 2008),
depending on the threshold that is used. Altogether,
four factors were extracted and thus the total num-
ber of psychographic variables could be success-
fully reduced to a smaller number of factors. Three
variables load on the first factor. This factor is
labelled CASUAL as it includes variables that relate
to running as an activity that is easy to accomplish,
good for mental relief, and independent of place.
The second factor is described by the health and
endurance benefits respondents attribute to running
and the self-concept of the runner and is therefore
labelled HEALTH-CONSCIOUS. The third factor
is named IDENTITY-DRIVEN as the variables of
this factor refer to the attachment to the sport and
the differences from other sports. The fourth fac-
tor is named SWITCHING as it represents those
people who would easiest stop running if they were
scarce of time.

Determinants of WTP

The results of the regression analyses are sum-
marized in Table 4. They show that only a few
variables significantly determine the WTP for
traveling to a marathon event. In Model 1, the
factors CASUAL and HEALTH-CONSCIOUS as

well as income (INC) have a significant positive
impact on WTP for traveling to a marathon race
in Germany. This means that health-conscious
runners who are used to integrating their running
into everyday life and have a high income stated
a higher WTP. Behavioral variables had no sig-
nificant impact on WTP in this model. The WTP
for a marathon event in Europe (Model 2) is sig-
nificantly determined by HEALTH-CONSCIOUS,
KM, and INC with all variables impacting posi-
tively on WTP. Runners with high income who
run many kilometers per week and assign health
benefits to running were more likely to state a high
WTP. The results of the regression model for WTP
for traveling to a marathon overseas (Model 3)
reveal that only demographic variables determine
WTP significantly. The variables AGE and INC
have a significant positive impact on WTP, indicat-
ing that older and affluent runners would be more
likely to state a high WTP. The regression models
explain 14.5% (Model 1), 14.2% (Model 2), and
11.7% (Model 3) of the variation in the dependent
variable, respectively.

Discussion

The participant characteristics confirm the sam-
ple structure of previous studies, suggesting that
the typical marathon runner is a well-educated and
affluent male in the 40s (e.g., Chalip & McGuitry,
2004; Funk et al., 2007). Thus, the sample structure

Table 3
Results of the Factor Analysis

F1: F2: F3: F4.:
Variable CASUAL HEALTH-CONSCIOUS  IDENTITY-DRIVEN  SWITCHING
SELF 0.663
HEALTH 0.688
STOP TIME 0.882
ATTACH 0.728
DIFF 0.778
ALLDAY 0.745
MENTAL 0.648
PLACE 0.590
ENDUR 0.648
Eigenvalue 2.525 1.237 1.072 0.973
Variance explained in % (64.515) 28.051 13.744 11.910 10.810
KMO 0.707
Bartlett’s test for sphericity ¥ =294.042%

Note: Principal components analysis with varimax rotation; *p <0.01. KMO, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistic.
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Table 4

Results of the Regression Analyses for WTP for Traveling to Marathon Events

Model 1: LN WTP_GERTRA

Model 2: LN WTP_EUTRA

Model 3: LN WTP_SEATRA

Constant 4.719 (15.544)***
CASUAL 0.177 (2.603)***
HEALTH-CONSCIOUS 0.127 (2.515)**
IDENTITY-DRIVEN 0.052 (1.218)
SWITCHING 0.016 (0.312)
KM 0.003 (1.328)
MAR —0.028 (-1.146)
GENDER —0.174 (-1.503)
AGE 0.006 (1.196)
EDU —0.049 (-0.494)
INC 0.075 (3.491)***
R? 0.145

F 4.876

P <0.001%***

5.162 (17.666)***
0.046 (0.869)
0.167 (.3.086)%**
0.043 (0.996)
~0.028 (~0.540)
0.004 (1.789)*
0.018 (0.739)
~0.142 (-1.257)
0.009 (1.563)

5.750 (15.934)%**
~0.031 (~0.491)
0.109 (1.530)
0.018 (0.368)
~0.069 (~0.707)
0.006 (1.424)
0.022 (0.622)
0.107 (0.458)
0.011 (2.174)%*

0.049 (0.484) ~0.111 (-0.767)
0.059 (2.280)** 0.063 (2.617)***
0.142 0.117

3.072 4.870

0.001%** <0.001***

Note: Displayed are the unstandardized coefficients, # values in brackets; robust standard errors are reported; *p <0.1, **p <0.05,

wxxp < 0,01,

suggests that the typical marathon runners have
participated in the survey and therefore the sample
size should not be a major concern. Stated WTP
for traveling to marathon events was higher than
in previous research on WTP for active sport con-
sumption (e.g., Johnson et al., 2007; Wicker, 2011)
and for hosting sport events (e.g., Atkinson et al.,
2008). On the basis of the stated WTP values, it
seems that marathon runners demonstrate a high
financial involvement in their sport in addition to
their time involvement for practice. Average stated
WTP increases with increasing travel distance to the
marathon event, a finding that supports the valid-
ity of the WTP estimates. The WTP estimates seem
plausible because they mirror the travel expenses
that have to be made in general for traveling to dif-
ferent marathon events: It seems realistic to pay
€270 to travel to a marathon in Germany, €568 to
a marathon in Europe, and €1,429 to an overseas
marathon event.

The results of the factor analysis are in accor-
dance with prior research insofar that runners
form a particular subculture (Shipway & Jones,
2008). Yet, it is also evident that there are differ-
ences between several components of running, one
focusing on the identity theme, whereas another
component is also that running might be given up
when time is scarce. These findings correspond with
other research that suggests differentiating between
joggers (Smith, 1998; Yair, 1992) represented in

this study as the CASUAL and SWITCHING com-
ponents, and runners (Smith, 1998; Yair, 1992)
formed by the components HEALTH-CONSCIOUS
and IDENTITY-DRIVEN. It can be assumed, on
the basis of those previous findings and the results
of the factor analysis, that these components are
immanent in all runners, however the degree dif-
fers, turning some runners into joggers and vice
versa.

Moreover, as already pointed out in the litera-
ture review, being health conscious is a dominant
theme in leisure and tourism (Mikunda, 2002; Pine
& Gilmore, 1999). The results suggest that mara-
thon running is definitely perceived by runners as
contributing to one’s health. This might be surpris-
ing for those who do not run because anecdotal
evidence rather suggests that moderate distances
are good instead of overdoing it and running too
long. Being aware of the particular subculture of
running, this result is actually not surprising as it
contributes to forming a particular running identity
(Shipway & Jones, 2008).

The regression results show that income is an
important determinant of WTP for traveling to
either marathon event, indicating that high income
represents a precondition for participating in and
traveling to events. The positive income effect
on WTP is in accordance with previous research
(Atkinson et al., 2008; Owen, 2006; Wicker, 2011).
The results of the regression analyses indicate that
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psychographics are significant drivers of WTP for
participation in a marathon race in Germany and
Europe; however, they did not explain WTP for
participation in an overseas marathon. One expla-
nation for this can be that it comes down to an
individual’s income for those long travel distances
at the end of the day. Age had a significant positive
impact on WTP for participation in an overseas
marathon, suggesting that older runners would be
more likely to collect places and therefore stated
a higher WTP. Interestingly, only one behavioral
variable (number of kilometers per week) had a
significant positive impact on WTP for a marathon
in Europe. It seems that particularly runners with
high training efforts want to travel to a marathon
within Europe where they could probably chal-
lenge their personal best.

This study has some limitations. The regres-
sion models indicated that WTP for participation
in marathon events was difficult to explain. Only
a few variables were significant and the explained
variance (R?) was only between 11.7% and 14.7%.
This finding can be in part a result of the relatively
small sample size, as statistically significant effects
are more likely in large samples. With regard to the
relatively low share of explained variance, it can
be suggested that further variables are needed to
explain the WTP for traveling to marathon events.
Possible variables in this regard could be lifestyle
and social evaluations of sports, or body image.
Another limitation relates to the measurement of
WTP. Although a few examples for travel expenses
were provided, more examples could have been
provided to ensure that each respondent includes
the same travel expenses in his/her individual cal-
culation. Although the WTP data have been checked
for content validity and plausibility and all values
seemed realistic, the concern of a hypothetical bias
still remains. It cannot be said with certainty that
the respondents would pay the stated WTP. More-
over, the study is based only on cross-sectional
data that simply measure the status quo. It could
also be interesting to analyze the development of
WTP depending on changes in behavioral, psycho-
graphic, and demographic characteristics.

Nevertheless, the findings of the current study
have implications for event managers of marathon
races. [t becomes clear that although all runners have
the same objective of completing the race, there are

motives they evaluate differently. Event organizers
need to be aware of the diverse underlying motives
when communicating with the vast running com-
munity. The big races such as the World Majors
(Boston, London, Berlin, Chicago, and New York)
already serve these different needs with side events
focusing on health issues (targeting the health-
conscious group) or other events highlighting the
extraordinary place of the race and the experience
with friends (targeting the identity-driven group),
or the ease of running itself (targeting the casual
group). Smaller events often do not follow such an
approach but can be recommended to do so. This
is particularly important when considering both the
runner’s WTP and the positive influence of being
health conscious on WTP. These health-conscious
runners are indeed willing to pay for national and
European races and event organizers should target
this type of runner specifically.

Conclusions

The current study investigated the WTP for par-
ticipating in and traveling to marathon events in Ger-
many, in Europe, and overseas using quantitative data
on marathon runners in Germany. A factor analysis
was conducted with psychographic variables result-
ing in four factors labeled casual, health conscious,
identity driven, and switching. The regression results
revealed that casual and health-conscious runners
with high income were more likely to state a high
WTP for traveling to a marathon in Germany, health-
conscious runners with high income and who are
running many kilometers per week stated a higher
WTP for a marathon in Europe, and older runners
with high income were willing to pay more for an
overseas marathon.

As this study was the first to analyze the WTP
for participation in marathon events, more research
on this topic is needed in the future. Future research
should clarify the results and gain further insights
into the importance of psychographic, behavioral,
and demographic variables. Collecting larger sam-
ples and comparing data among different countries
can also be considered fruitful for future studies.
Another avenue for future research can be to com-
pare the WTP for participation in and traveling to
specific marathon events (e.g., Boston marathon
vs. New York marathon).
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