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ABSTRACT 

KIMBERLY COFFMAN 

BRAND AWARENESS OF OBSTACLE COURSE RACING EVENTS 

DECEMBER 2020 

The current study investigated brand awareness, event awareness, and event 

satisfaction on event purchase and purchase intentions for three major obstacle course 

event companies (Tough Mudder, Spartan Race, and The Warrior Dash). The study also 

examined the influence of consumer characteristics (demographic and past behavior) on 

satisfaction and the satisfaction–repurchase relationship among race participants and 

spectators. Using a consumer awareness theory as a basis, an online survey was 

developed and the link was positioned on the Mud Run Guide Facebook site to recruit 

subjects. Descriptive statistics were presented for consumer characteristics, past behavior, 

and satisfaction of the survey participants. Correlations were presented for consumer 

characteristics and past behavior on event awareness, event purchase, and purchase 

intention. The last research question examined differences in event purchase intentions 

for event awareness, brand recognition, and tagline recognition. The main findings of the 

study were that brand imaging appears to have more of an impact on consumers than 

taglines, consumer satisfaction with events is focused in areas of quality of obstacles, (M 

= 4.0) atmosphere of the race events s (M = 4.1), and consumers are least satisfied with 
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event price (M = 3.3). Additionally, the typical consumer in the study included males and 

females between the ages of 25–44 (n = 28, 72%) that had previous sport experience. 

Further, most previous OCR consumers plan to participate in future events so they are a 

prime target market group, and therefore OCR companies may focus strongly on 

customer retention. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The mud-filled test of stamina, agility, and toughness known as obstacle course 

racing has become a very popular choice for recreation (McKay & McKay, 2015). 

Though these events seem to be the new fitness fad, training and competition with 

obstacle courses has existed since the Roman Empire (Lucian, 1961). During their debut 

years, these outdoor obstacle courses served as battle grounds for warriors and were used 

for competitions and training of endurance, strength, and agility (Mullin, 2012). These 

competitions have evolved into what are now known as adventure races, mud runs, or 

obstacle course races (OCR), and serve as a competitive event that provides runners with 

a challenging experience.  

  Over the 9 past years, obstacle course race brands such as Tough Mudder, Spartan 

Race, and Warrior Dash have race events that have flooded the sport market in a 

relatively short amount of time (McKay & McKay, 2015). In 2009, Warrior Dash held its 

first event and was followed by the launch for the first Tough Mudder event in 2010, and 

2 weeks later the first Spartan Race was held (McKay & McKay, 2015). In less than 10 

years, with assistance from sponsors and social media (Adams, 2012), OCR events have 

grown to reach international status and recognition. In addition to receiving international 

notoriety, there has been a mass increase in the number of annual obstacle course race 
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events. According to Krichko (2016), Tough Mudder, Spartan Race, and The Warrior 

Dash events include competitive running, mixed with extreme physical challenges. It was 

estimated that U.S. OCR events attracted approximately 4.5 million participants in 2015 

(Perez, 2015). According to toughmudder.com, Tough Mudder advertises to potential 

sponsors that they host 60 events a year and 3 million Mudders worldwide. Nikolova 

(2018) found that in 2017 the average number of participants per event was 1,500 for the 

top 10 races.  

The mass growth in participation and competition among obstacle course race 

events has generated so much attention for obstacle course racing to officially become a 

recognized sport internationally in the US. In March 2017, OCR was officially 

recognized as a new sport with a governing body in the US. This governing body carries 

the name USA Obstacle Course Racing and is responsible to govern the rules of obstacle 

sports, it’s disciplines, and it’s events within the US (United States Obstacle Course 

Racing, n.d.). The mission of USA Obstacle Course Racing is to advance and lead 

obstacle sports toward meeting United States Olympic Committee and World OCR 

Championship requirements.  

World OCR, the Fédération Internationale de Sports d’Obstacles is the world 

governing body for obstacle sports (Fédération Internationale de Sports d’Obstacles, 

n.d.). World OCR is a nonprofit autonomous international organization made up of 

volunteers to speak to the desires of the athletes (“World Obstacle,” 2020). The World 

OCR sanctions and produces world championships such as the University OCR World 
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Championships, Youth OCR World Championships, and the Expedition OCR World 

Championships (Fédération Internationale de Sports d’Obstacles, n.d.). The function of 

World OCR is to facilitate athletes to compete in OCR Championships as well as monitor 

results, rankings officials, training, enforce rules, insurance services, coaching, training 

camps, event information, event services, news, education, and adjudication (Fédération 

Internationale de Sports d’Obstacles, n.d.). 

“Sport brand management, or branding, is of great significance for the sport 

enterprise” (Miloch, 2010, p. 3). Similar to the large majority of sport organizations, 

branding is an industry that must also be applied to OCR organizations (Fortunato, 2008). 

Establishing a favorable brand image is necessary for sport organizations to be successful 

in the current cluttered marketplace (Miloch, 2010). Positive brand image affects 

purchase decisions and creates consumer loyalty to help brands establish an advantage 

over competitors (Miloch, 2010).  

Even though this area of sport has had phenomenal growth in event participation, 

it has only been recently that the mass popularity of OCR events has been recognized 

within the area of sport management (Williams, 2012). More specifically, within the 

scholarly area of sport management, OCR has not been researched thus far despite the 

research of Baker et al. (2018) and Olberding and Jisha (2005) who respectively 

researched running event satisfaction and running event branding.  
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Purpose 

Given the vital importance of branding for sport organizations, the relative recent 

notoriety of OCR, and based on Sandage’s consumer awareness theory, the purpose of 

the study was to assess brand awareness, event awareness, and event satisfaction on event 

purchase and purchase intentions for three major obstacle course event companies. The 

study also examined the relationship of consumer characteristics (demographic and past 

behavior) on satisfaction and the satisfaction–repurchase relationship among race 

participants and spectators. From the results, data will be used to suggest practical best 

practices for branding running events specific to sport managers within the obstacle 

course race business.  

To examine the branding techniques among the three different obstacle course 

race companies and purchase intentions, a survey instrument was made available on a 

popular OCR Facebook page, Mud Run Guide, which is linked to the website, 

https://www.mudrunguide.com. This approach for delivering the instrument was 

preferred given the website has over 2.1 million users that come to the site for 

information on mud runs, Ninja Warrior, race gear, news, race event training, and event 

and gear discounts (Mud Run Guide, n.d.). With over 27 million page views since its 

inception and 8.7 million viewers for the website and 56,153 people following the 

Facebook page, this site was selected as an ideal data collection site to maximize 

opportunities to reach a large number of participants to report their recognition, 

awareness of, and satisfaction of OCR brands and events. 
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Significance 

The significance of this study was to identify the branding methods of the rapid 

growing OCR industry and the viability of the future of the sport and its events. Given 

that OCR was officially recognized as a new sport with a governing body in the past year, 

it’s important that sport managers are able to apply strategic sport management skills to 

this new industry in sport. OCR is a new and developing sport industry that is laying the 

foundation for future visibility in brand management. The choices that OCR companies 

make in its strategic brand management plan can have great ramifications that impact the 

sport, it’s organizations, and its participants and spectators. It’s vitally important for 

obstacle course racing organizations and event managers to understand why runners 

return to their events.  

In addition, the study hopes to broaden the sport management branding literature 

by taking brand equity concepts and applying them to this relatively new segment of the 

sport industry (e.g., OCR). Thus far, research in the area of OCR has been specific to 

training, design (Mullin, 2012), and nutrition (Ranchordas, 2012) and not relative to the 

business vitality of obstacle course racing organizations. Therefore, there is currently a 

gap in the literature of event brand development and brand equity efforts relative to 

obstacle course racing. This study’s efforts were to generate original research to establish 

a foundation for branding in the obstacle race industry. While doing so, the study based 

its theoretical foundation on consumer awareness theory (Sandage, 1983). Sport 

marketing scholars have often been guided by Sandage’s (1983) measure of advertising 
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effectiveness in consumer awareness studies (Bennett et al., 2002; Miloch & Lambrecht, 

2006). This study provides scholars and sport managers with data regarding brand 

awareness, event awareness, and event satisfaction in U.S. obstacle course racing. Sport 

brand management and the uniqueness of OCR as a new sport warrants scholarly 

examination.  

Research Questions 

This study examined sport brand management for three primary obstacle course 

racing companies. The researcher explored brand recognition, tagline recognition, event 

awareness, and event satisfaction of OCR in the United States. The study provided 

necessary literature to build a foundation for future studies within the area of OCR and 

the research questions that propel this study include: 

1.  What are the consumer characteristics (demographics [age, gender, ethnicity, 

income, country of residence, highest level of education, marital status, highest 

level of sport involvement, number of dependents], past behaviors [number of 

years participating in obstacle course racing as a runner, number of years 

spectating at obstacle course race events], and event satisfaction of obstacle race 

spectators and participants? (Descriptive Statistics) 

2. What is the correlation of the consumer characteristics (demographics: age, 

gender, ethnicity, income, country of residence, highest level of education, marital 

status, highest level of sport involvement, number of dependents) and past 

behavior (number of years participating in obstacle course racing, number of 
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years spectating at obstacle course race events) of obstacle race spectators and 

participants on event awareness, event satisfaction, event purchase, and purchase 

intention? (Correlation)  

3. What is the effect of event awareness, brand recognition, and tagline recognition 

on event purchase and purchase intention? (ANOVA) 

 

Delimitations 

 The current study was delimited to Tough Mudder, Spartan Race, and The 

Warrior Dash obstacle course racing companies. These companies were chosen based on 

their participation numbers and the fact that they were the first companies developed, 

making them the top obstacle course companies in the industry. Another delimitation is 

that each of these companies were chosen because each one provides consumers with a 

slightly different experience. The experience a participant or spectator would have at a 

Spartan Race is timed and considered an individual racing event, Tough Mudder races are 

untimed with a teamwork mentality for everyone to finish, and The Warrior Dash is 

untimed and considered a more celebratory race with a festival once you finish. 

Limitations 

 The study used access to a Facebook page that is devoted to OCR events, which 

was a limitation versus actually being at the OCR events. Due to the OCR companies 

denying the researcher access to collect data at racing events, the Facebook page for Mud 

Run Guide was utilized to gain the data needed to complete the study.  
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Summary 

 The current study investigated the brand management strategies of OCR 

companies with a concentration on Tough Mudder, Spartan Race, and Warrior Dash. The 

research questions assessed the consumer awareness of obstacle course racing brands and 

events through examination of recall and recognition and purchase intentions. It is 

important for new sport industries to understand brand perceptions in order to strengthen 

marketing strategies to achieve a competitive advantage (Pursglove, 2015). From this 

study, practical implications for effective sport branding provide greater insight for event 

organizers, sport marketers, and sport management scholars when examining consumer 

awareness for new sports like OCR.          

Definitions of Terms 

Brand – “is a distinguishing name and/or symbol (such as a logo, trademark, or package 

design) intended to identify the goods or services of either one seller or a group of sellers, 

and to differentiate those goods or services from those of competitors” (Aaker, 1991, p. 

7). 

Brand awareness – “is the ability of a potential buyer to recognize or recall that a brand 

is a member of a certain product category” (Aaker, 1991, p. 61). 

Brand association – “informational nodes linked to the brand node in memory and 

contain the meaning of the brand for consumers (Keller 1993, p. 3) 

Brand equity – “the willingness for someone to continue to purchase a brand or not” 

(Keller, 1998, p. 43). 
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Branding – “means to distinguish the goods or services of one producer from those of 

another” (Keller, 1998, p. 2). 

Brand loyalty – “a central construct in marketing, is a measure of the attachment that a 

customer has to a brand” (Aaker, 1991, p. 39). 

Brand recognition – “requires that consumers correctly discriminate the brand as having 

been seen or heard previously” (Keller, 1993, p. 3).  

Event [satisfaction] – “an essential human desire for fulfilling experiences in life.” 

(Oliver, 2010, p. 204). 

Obstacle Course Racing – “mud runs with obstacles ranging from nets, climbing ropes, 

to climbing walls” (Stewart, 2012, p. 7).  

Purchase intention – “individual’s conscious plan to make an effort to purchase a brand” 

(Spears & Singh, 2004, p. 56).  

Tagline – “a tagline is a short, memorable phrase used in marketing campaigns to convey 

the value of a brand or its products.” (Lake, 2020, para. 1). 

Recall – “if it comes to consumers’ minds when its product class is mentioned” (Aaker,  

1996, p. 294). 

Recognition – “is simply a matter of identifying something as having been seen before”  

(Sandage, 1983, p. 395). 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

  Based on the purpose of this study, the review of literature focused on branding, 

building brand equity, brand awareness, brand associations, brand recognitions, event 

awareness, event satisfaction, purchase intentions, and obstacle course racing. Consumer 

awareness theory (Sandage, 1983) used in this research was to assess consumer 

awareness of sport brands of three obstacle course racing companies through an 

examination of recall and recognition rates and purchase intentions.  

Consumer Awareness Theory 

 Sandage’s (1983) consumer awareness theory uses recognition and recall tests to 

measure the effectiveness of or memorability of ads. Sandage (1983) explained that 

“recognition is simply a matter of identifying something as having been seen before” (p. 

395). This recognition testing involved given subjects an ad and asked them if they had 

seen or read it, if they answered yes, then the subject was interviewed about the 

advertisement. Sandage’s (1983) recalled testing method involves questioning the subject 

about what they have seen or read without having the ad or any aid to assist them in the 

test of memory. This consumer awareness theory was a good fit for the study in that it 

directly relates to brand awareness and tagline recognition which are two main 

components of the research questions for this study.  

 



11 

 

 

Branding 

Branding in sport has been considered with great significance throughout the 

sport industry. A brand is a name, logo, symbol, or any insignia that serves the purpose of 

identifying a product or service as well as differentiates that product or service from other 

competitors (Aaker, 1991; Olberding & Jisha, 2005). Some researchers (Keller, 1998; 

Tan & Ming, 2003) believe that the brand name highlights the belief of the organization. 

In addition, brand name has been considered the focal point of a product within newer 

markets (Keller et al. 1998) and should create a distinctive image in the minds of the 

consumers, differentiating the product from competitors (Kohli & LaBahn, 1997).  

According to Massey and Parris (2018), “Branding experts will tell you that 

consistency of brand application is critically important in driving home a clear and 

memorable impression to audiences” (p. 36). Strong brands, as defined by consumers, are 

most often well-liked and well-known (Hoeffler & Keller, 2003). Firms continue to 

center on building solid brands since they deliver a number of benefits and focal points 

for the firm and consumers (Bennett, 2017). For instance, strong brands increase 

consumer loyalty (Keller, 2009; Watkins, 2014), provide differentiation (Keller, 2009), 

and improve perceptions of product performance (Tse & Lee, 2001; Wernerfelt, 1988). 

Strong brands also affect consumer behavior by generating greater brand awareness while 

increasing brand knowledge (Hoeffler & Keller, 2003). Keller (2009) stated that 

“customer-based brand equity is defined as the differential effect that consumer 
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knowledge about a brand has on their response to marketing for that brand” (p. 142). 

Brand knowledge is all the emotions, perceptions, experiences, and images that connect 

the brand to the consumer’s mind (Keller, 2009). 

Building Brand Equity 

Building brand equity has become important and vital to the future of 

organizations within the sport industry due to the growth of technology and increase in 

unique marketing opportunities (Kraft, 2008). Brand equity is defined as the marketing 

effect that a product has because of its unique brand name (Keller, 1993). Brand equity 

“measures the added value of established brands over their generic equivalents” (Boone 

et al., 1995, p. 33). Miloch (2010) also referenced Boone et al. (1995) in efforts to explain 

consumer purchasing behavior of well-established brand names and their favorability. 

According to Aaker (1991), brand name identifies and differentiates an organization from 

its competitors. If developed appropriately, branding can also create equity among the 

names (Olberding & Jisha, 2005). An example of building brand equity through a name 

was demonstrated in the development of The Flying Pig Marathon. Olberding and Jisha 

(2005) found that The Flying Pig Marathon was able to build equity by focusing on name 

awareness, perceived quality, and building strong associations between the playful nature 

of the brand. The enhancement of brand equity allows for increases in revenues and 

improved marketing communications (Keller, 1993).  

Much research has been devoted to understanding the framework of brand equity 

(Aakers, 1991, 1996; Keller, 1993, 1998). While many have suggested that a strong brand 
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is vital to brand equity (Fortunato, 2008; Olberding & Jisha, 2005; Ross, 2006), there has 

been some controversy of how brand equity should be conceptualized (Gladden et al. 

1998; Ross, 2006). Gladden et al. (1998) proposed a framework assessing brand equity in 

a Division I college athletic sport setting utilizing four components of brand equity 

derived from Aakers’s (1996) model and included brand awareness, brand associations, 

brand loyalty, and perceived quality. Ross (2006) proposed a framework geared towards 

spectator-based brand equity recognizing organization, market, and experience-induced 

antecedents contributing to brand awareness and brand association.  

According to Ross et al. (2008), Aaker (1996), and Keller’s (1993) models are 

inappropriate in relation to spectator-based brand equity (SBBE) due to their 

characteristics of being “intangible, inconsistent, perishable, and the experiential nature 

of spectator sport” (p. 323). Therefore, the SBBE model utilized by Ross et al. (2008) 

consisted of brand awareness and brand association. Parts of the model can be modified 

to fit this study, however the model that seems to work best is Keller’s (2001) customer-

based brand equity model (CBBE). The foundation of this model is brand salience. 

According to Keller (2001), brand salience is the customer’s awareness of the brand; “to 

what extent is the brand top-of-mind and easily recalled or recognized” (p. 8). The second 

level of the model is brand image and brand performance. Brand imagery is how people 

think about a brand abstractly. Characteristics of the brand user may be based on 

demographics such as gender, age, income, race, or even marital status. Brand 

performance is how the product or service meets the customer’s needs. The third level of 
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the model is customer judgement and feelings. Customer judgement includes how the 

customer views the brand’s product or service quality, brand credibility, repurchase 

consideration, and does the customer view the brand as unique, and better than other 

brands. The fourth level, the top level of this model is customer brand resonance which 

deals with the relationship the brand has made with the customer.  

Brand Awareness 

     Building a brand starts with the consumer having awareness of the brand in mind 

(Miloch, 2010). “Brand awareness consists of brand recognition and recall performance” 

(Keller, 1993, p. 3). Brand awareness is the point when the consumer recognizes the sport 

product. Therefore, the consumer must be aware of the brand before the consumer can 

create a behavior toward the brand (e.g., Aaker, 1991; Blackston, 2000; Fortunato, 2008; 

Shank, 2005). Shank (2005) stated that “brand awareness refers to making consumers in 

the desired target market recognize and remember the brand name” (p. 228).  

In addition, brand awareness consists of two components brand recognition and 

brand recall (Aaker, 1996; Ross et al., 2008). Brand recognition requires the consumer to 

identify the brand prior to exposure (Ross et al., 2008). Where brand recall means that the 

consumer can retrieve the brand from memory when probed or cued (Ross et al., 2008). 

Aaker (1991) believed that brand recall was the ability to retrieve the brand memory 

without any help from cues and included competing brand logos, associations or 

products. Therefore, each component (i.e., brand awareness, brand associations, brand 

image) builds the foundation for developing strong brand equity (Miloch, 2010) and 
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influences the consumer’s purchase behaviors (Aaker, 1991). Henseler et al. (2011) stated 

that “brand awareness refers to the strength of a brand’s presence in the consumer’s mind 

and is measured in the ways of brand recognition, brand recall, “top of mind”, and 

dominant brand” (p. 9).  

According to Keller (2009), brand awareness is related to a consumer’s ability to 

recognize a brand among varying conditions. Studies such as Potwarka and Johnson Tew 

(2005) and Miloch and Lambrecht (2006) both tested recall and recognition based on 

Sandage’s (1983) consumer awareness theory. Miloch and Lambrecht (2006) investigated 

sponsor awareness during a niche sporting event and Potwarka and Johnson Tew (2005) 

investigated sponsor awareness during a University Football game event. Miloch and 

Lambrecht (2006) found that “grassroot and niche sport participants and supporters may 

be different than the mainstream sport consumer, and sponsorship awareness at this level 

should continue to be examined” (p. 153). Consumer awareness is important to obstacle 

course racing companies because brand images influence purchase decisions and 

consumers purchase products or services that are familiar to them (Miloch, 2010).  

Brand Association 

     Brand associations are formed after the brand awareness has been obtained. 

Associations are links formed from the memory of the consumer to the particular brand 

(Aaker, 1991) and formed from the consumer’s experiences (Gladden & Funk, 2002). In 

relation to the consumer’s experiences, Fornell and Robertson (1983) believed that 

perceived quality was a form of brand association that drives satisfaction. Satisfied 
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consumers as well as loyal consumers are considered to increase sales and revenues 

(Henseler et al., 2011). Lee and Cho (2012) addressed how brand associations are 

considered a useful tool in communicating the brand, as well as, increasing consumer 

preference for a brand, by differentiating that brand within the realms of the product. 

Furthermore, some studies (Gladden & Funk, 2002; Keller, 1993) have suggested that 

brand associations in some cases include non-product-related attributes such as imagery 

that can have a relation to brand personality (Plummer, 1984). Ross (2008) and Phau and 

Lau (2001) both agreed that brand personality plays a part in consumer-based brand 

equity in efforts to differentiate brands from competitors.  

Tagline Recognition 

Brand associations can be instilled in the consumer’s brain with the help of 

effective taglines. Just as in brand recall, memories of the brand can be retrieved (Aaker, 

1991; Ross et al., 2008) with the help of a catchy tagline or phrase an image can be 

placed in the mind of the consumer. Taglines are short, memorable phrases that 

businesses use to create a lasting impression on the consumer (Lake, 2018). Taglines are 

catch phrases that have the hope of getting stuck in the consumer's mind and make the 

consumer think of a particular business, product, or service each time the phrase is 

mentioned or seen in an advertisement. Freeman (2005) stated that “it’s the first step to 

building your brand” (p. 4). Successful taglines can hold strong for many years making a 

long lasting memory of the business, product, or service in the mind of the consumer 

(Freeman, 2005). An example of a sport business that uses this powerful branding 
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method is Under Armour. Under Armour developed the tagline “We must protect this 

house” in 2003 (Kraft et al., 2010, p. 61) and continues to proudly use this tagline today. 

Another example of a sport business that uses this branding method is Adidas with their 

tagline “Badge of Sport” (Adidas, n.d.). Nike is another example of using a tagline to 

create a lasting impression. Nike has successfully used the tagline “Just Do It” since the 

70s (Leary, 2017). Brands thrive by using unique imagery and strong visual identity (Lee, 

2010) and taglines are a way of creating that strong visual identity.  

Promotions 

Having a brand, a tagline, and creating awareness of that brand is a start towards 

business sustainability; however, taking the product beyond the consumer’s mental image 

is getting the consumer to purchase products or attend events as a paying participant or 

spectator. In the sport marketing world this starts with promotion. According to Mullin et 

al. (2007), “promotion is a catchall category for any one of numerous activities designed 

to stimulate consumer interest in awareness of and purchase of the product” (p. 237). 

These scholars claimed that “promotion is a critical mechanism for positioning a product 

and its image in the mind of the consumer” (p. 237). A business cannot survive without 

marketing of the product and sale of the product (Mullin et al., 2007). Promotion of a 

product can be in the form of advertising, personal sell, publicity, and sale promotion 

(Mullin et al., 2007).  
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Consumer Satisfaction 

Satisfaction is a term that Oliver (2010), defines as “an essential human desire for 

fulfilling experiences in life” (p. 4). Oliver (2010) also explained that satisfaction may 

have several definitions depending on the perspective of the individual or organization. 

Oliver (2010) further clarified that consumer satisfaction is evaluated by the experience, 

the expectations of the experience, and how the two match up and create a consumer 

response. Desmeules (2002) explained that making a favorable purchase is related to 

general happiness and marketing endeavors should strive for that outcome. According to 

Blecker et al. (2005), customer satisfaction is an evaluation of a product or service after 

the product or service has been purchased. Yoshida and James (2010) defined “customer 

satisfaction is defined in the current study as a customer’s pleasurable, fulfillment 

response to the entertainment of sport competition and/or ancillary services provided 

during a game” (p. 340).  

Satisfaction has played a major role in understanding customer loyalty and 

customer retention (Baker et al., 2018). Some studies have found that consumer 

demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, income, education, number of children, 

marital status, personality, and relationship age) influence both satisfaction levels and the 

satisfaction–repeat patronage relationship (Baker et al., 2018; Mittal & Kamakura, 2001). 

According to Baker et al. (2018), previous researchers have found that consumer 

satisfaction can lead to an increase in retention (Cronin et al., 2000). Sport management 

researchers have investigated satisfaction in the areas of spectator sports (Tsuji et al., 
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2007) and participation in sports (Du et al., 2015). Specific to sport-based consumer 

satisfaction, researchers have used frameworks such as expectancy disconfirmation 

paradigm (Oliver, 1980). According to Du et al. (2015), this cognitive approach 

recommends that an individual’s perceived assessment of an experience ought to be more 

prominent than his or her desires in order to accomplish general fulfillment and foresee 

future behavioral intention.  

Funk et al. (2011) used a four-item scale to evaluate runner’s overall experience 

with a sport event. Two of the items measured were: “I was happy that I decided to 

participate in this event” and “I was satisfied with my decision to participate in this 

event” (Funk et al. 2011, p. 258). The items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale 

anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. The third item measured, “how close is 

the [name of race] to your ideal running event,” and was measured on a 7-point scale 

anchored by very far from ideal and very close to ideal. Baker et al. (2018) claimed that 

the three-item measure was outlined to inspire an overall subjective assessment of 

fulfillment with occasion participation.” The fourth item measured was “do you plan to 

participate in the [name of race] next year?” with response options “yes,” “not sure,” and 

“no” (Baker et al. 2018). The study showed that prior experience exhibited a significant 

relationship with repeat participation behavior (Baker et al.  2018).  

Purchase Intentions 

 Spears and Singh (2004) defined purchase intentions as an “individual’s 

conscious plan to make an effort to purchase a brand” (p. 56). Even though purchase 
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intentions are not a definite predictor of an actual purchase, they do represent an 

individual's motivation to purchase a product (Dees et al., 2008; Schmidt et al., 2018). 

Consumer behavior in a non-sport and sport context has been thoroughly researched 

(Baker et al., 2018; Cronin et al, 2000; Kwon et al., 2005; Van Leeuwen et al., 2002; 

Yoshida & James, 2010).  

Funk (2008) defined sport and event consumer behavior as “the process involved 

when individuals select, purchase, use, and dispose of sport and sport event related 

products and services to satisfy needs and receive benefits” (p. 6). Some research has 

suggested that sport and event managers have an understanding of consumer satisfaction 

and purchase behavior (Baker et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2013). To be more specific, sport 

management researchers have investigated the relationships of consumer satisfaction in 

the areas of team sport spectatorship (Kwon et al., 2005; Trail et al., 2005; Yoshida & 

James, 2010; Yoshida et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 1998), sport event spectatorship (Tsuji et 

al., 2007), recreational activity (Bodet, 2012; Lee et al., 2011; Matzler et al., 2008), 

participant sport (Du et al., 2015; Kaplanidou & Gibson, 2010), and running events 

(Baker et al, 2018). In the study conducted by Baker et al. (2018), the researchers 

investigated how consumer characteristics and satisfaction are related to repeat 

consumptions in regard to running events. The researchers surveyed consumers (runners) 

from a large scale running event from two consecutive years having the consumers 

answer satisfaction statements. These statements were also used in the research of Funk 

et al. (2011). “I was happy that I decided to participate in this event” and “I was satisfied 
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with my decision to participate in this event” (p. 258). The study results suggested that 

sport managers should continue to focus on customer satisfaction to meet financial 

sustainability (Baker et al. 2018).   

Obstacle Course Race Events 

Much of the brand equity literature has been focused on spectator-based equity of 

professional team sports (Gladden & Funk, 2002; Gladden et al., 2001; Gladden & Milne, 

1999; Ross, 2006; Ross et al., 2008). Researchers (Aaker, 1991; Blackston, 2000; 

Gladden & Funk, 2002; Keller, 1993) agreed that the consumer controls the development 

of brand equity; therefore, it’s logical to study brand equity from the consumers’ 

perspective. OCR are events that include strenuous physical activity in the form of 

running for distance and climbing through obstacles. Obstacle courses have been 

prevalent in our world since the Roman Empire (Lucian, 1961) When these outdoor 

obstacle courses served as battle grounds for warriors and were used for competitions and 

training of endurance, strength, and agility (Mullin, 2012). However, little information is 

found in the literature outside the area of nutrition for these events (Enqvist et al., 2010). 

The literature gap makes it beneficial for scholars to address both the participants and the 

spectators involved in these events. 

The OCR companies that will be assessed in this study include Tough Mudder, 

Spartan Race, and Warrior Dash. These are among the top obstacle course racing 

companies in the US with participation numbers at 100,000 or higher for 2017 (Nikolova, 
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2018). According to Nikolova (2018), data shows that in 2015 a saturation of the market 

started to occur and since then the numbers of the participants are quite stable.  

The Spartan Race had over 500,000 participants worldwide in 2017 (Nikolova, 

2018). As mentioned in Chapter 1, Spartan Race had its debut race event in 2009. This 

race is unique in that it’s a timed race that tests individuals on terrain, obstacles, and 

distance with penalties if race participants do not complete an obstacles and distance 

options to choose from, (i.e, Spartan Sprint that is 3 miles with 20 plus obstacles, Spartan 

Super that is 8 miles with 25 plus obstacles, and Spartan Beast that is 12 miles with 30 

plus obstacles).  

The Tough Mudder focuses on comradery and helping others overcome obstacles 

while pushing each other to give their best. Tough Mudder has a Challenge Series and a 

Race Series for competition. In the Challenge Series’ participants choose to run the 5K 

that is 3 miles with 10 obstacles, the Half that is 5 miles with 13 obstacles, or the Full that 

is 10 miles with 20 obstacles. Whereas, the Race Series includes competing for the World 

Championships in short distance, mid-distance, and long distance competitions. The top 

10 finishers of each event qualify for the World Championships. All the race events for 

Tough Mudder are untimed and the goal is to finish the race.  

The Warrior Dash events include a 1 mile, 5K, or 10K obstacle course race and 

festival. This sporting organization started in 2009 with the motto that “anyone can start 

and everyone can finish (“Warrior Dash,” n.d.). Once participants finish the race they 

celebrate with a festival that includes a live DJ, beer, activities, and sponsors.
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

As the marketplace for participant sport events, such as OCR, becomes saturated 

and greater competition between race events increases, it is vitally important for OCR 

organizations to understand if and why runners and spectators return to their events. The 

primary purpose of the current study was to examine the influence of brand recognition, 

event awareness, tagline recognition, and event satisfaction on event purchase and 

purchase intentions for three U.S. obstacle course event companies including Tough 

Mudder, Spartan Race, and The Warrior Dash. The study also examined the influence of 

consumer characteristics (demographics and past behavior) on satisfaction and the 

satisfaction–repurchase relationship among running participants and spectators. This 

research is propelled by the following research questions: 

Research Question 1: What are the consumer characteristics (demographics [age, 

gender, ethnicity, income, country of residence, highest level of education, marital 

status, highest level of sport involvement, number of dependents], past behaviors 

[number of years participating in obstacle course racing as a runner, number of 

years spectating at obstacle course race events], and event satisfaction of obstacle 

race spectators and participants? (Descriptive Statistics) 
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Research Question 2: What is the correlation of the consumer characteristics 

(demographics [age, gender, ethnicity, income, country of residence, highest level 

of education, marital status, highest level of sport involvement, number of 

dependents] and past behavior [number of years participating in obstacle course 

racing, number of years spectating at obstacle course race events] of obstacle race 

spectators and participants on event awareness, event purchase, and purchase? 

(Correlation)  

Research Question 3: What is the effect of event awareness, brand recognition, 

and tagline recognition on event purchase and purchase intention? (ANOVA) 

Participants 

     The desired survey population for this study were readers and subscribers of the 

Mud Run Guide. According to Mud Run Guide (n.d.), they have over 27 million page 

views and counting as well as 8.7 million viewers with over 12 million sessions. 

Participants were recruited through the Mud Run Guide Facebook accessed at 

https://www.facebook.com/mudrunguide. Mud Run Guide Facebook is a social media 

outlet that is linked to the Mud Run Guide website. This website is an online guide, 

established in 2012, that provides readers with a magnitude of information about obstacle 

course racing. This guide provides readers with events, discounts, news, reviews, gear, 

and training for mud runs, OCR, and outdoor running adventures (Mud Run Guide, 

2017). This website advertises for and provides information for all OCR worldwide. 

Participants were provided the opportunity to participate in data collection via an 

http://www.mudrunguide.com/
http://www.mudrunguide.com/
https://www.facebook.com/mudrunguide
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electronic survey link that was placed on the Facebook page of the Mud Run Guide 

website. Survey participants were only excluded based on age such that participants of 

the survey must be 18 years of age or older. 

 

Figure 1 

Survey Instrument Placement 

 

 

 

Instrumentation 

Participants in this study had the opportunity to respond to an anonymous 

electronic survey instrument that was administered on the Facebook page of Mud Run 

Guide, https://www.facebook.com/mudrunguide. Surveys are common techniques used in 

sport management research to collect and analyze data (Dixon et al., 2011). Psychdata, an 
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internet-based research resource for distributing secure and accurate surveys and data 

collection, was used to collect and analyze the data from the survey instrument. 

Survey questions were developed through the review of literature in the areas of 

brand management and event satisfaction. Since no instruments directly related to this 

study were found, survey questions were modified based upon the relevant sport 

management literature as discussed in Chapter 2 (see Table 1). The instrument was 

subdivided into the following sections: (1) Demographics, (2) Brand image recognition, 

(3) Tagline recognition, (4) Event purchase, (5) Purchase intention, (6) Event awareness, 

and (7) Event satisfaction.  

 

Table 1 

 

Survey Questions and Links to Research Questions 

_______________________________________________________________________  

Item      Research Question  Source 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Demographics 

1.  Sex      1    

2.  Age        1  

3.  Ethnicity      1  

4.  Level of income         1  

5.  Marital status     1  

6.  Number of dependents    1 

7.  Country of residence     1 

8.  For US residents, State of residence  1 

9.  Years participating in obstacle course racing 1 

10.  Years spectating at obstacle course race events 1 

11.  Highest level of education    1 

12.  Highest level of sport involvement  1 

13.  Type of sports participated in   1 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Brand Image Recognition  
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1. Have you heard of these brands:    3 Keller (2001)  

    Spartan Race, The Warrior Dash,  

    ToughMudder? 

2. Which of the following is the correct brand 3 Miloch & Lambrecht (2006); 

image for the Spartan Race, The Warrior Dash,   Potwarka & Johnson Tew       

    ToughMudder?       (2005)   

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Tagline Recognition 

 
1. Which of the following is the correct   2 Miloch & Lambrecht (2006); 

tagline for Spartan Race brand?    Potwarka & Johonson Tew 

        (2005) 

2. Which of the following the correct   2 Miloch & Lambrecht (2006) 

tagline for the Warrior Dash brand?       

3. Which of the following is the correct   2 Miloch & Lambrecht (2006) 

tagline for the ToughMudder brand?      

 
 Event Purchase 

 
1. How many obstacle course race events  2/3 

have you participated in as a runner for 

the Warrior Dash, Spartan Race, and  

ToughMudder? 

2. How many obstacle course race events  2/3 

have you participated in as a spectator for 

Warrior Dash, Spartan Race, and ToughMudder? 

3. How many obstacle course race events have 2/3 

you attended and paid to be a spectator?  

4. How many obstacle course race events have  2/3 

you attended and did not pay to be a 

spectator?  

 
Purchase Intentions (Level of Agreement) 

 
1.  I plan to participate in [name of event]  2/3 Baker et al. (2018) 

events in the future as a runner.  

2. I plan to participate in [name of event]   2/3 Baker et al. (2018)  

events future as a spectator. 
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Event Awareness 

 
1. Select how you have been made aware of  2 

     obstacle course race event companies?  

     (Check all that apply) 

 
Satisfaction (Level of Satisfaction) 

 
Select your level of satisfaction for the following brands and features: quality of 

obstacles, event price, event location, atmosphere, overall experience (Brady et al., 2006; 

Mittal & Kamakura, 2001; Theodorakis et al., 2015;). 

 

1. ToughMudder     2   

2. Warrior Dash     2 

3. Spartan Race     2 

 
 

The survey collected consumer characteristics (demographics and past behavior) 

for reporting and comparison reasons to determine common characteristics of 

participants. Questions relating to brand image recognition were formatted to ask 

participants to select from a list of brand images for the three selected OCR companies 

(Tough Mudder, Spartan Race, and The Warrior Dash). Questions relating to brand 

tagline recognition were formatted to ask participants to select from a list of brand 

taglines for each of the three OCR companies. Dummy brand images and dummy brand 

taglines were included in the list of answer choices (i.e., brand images and taglines that 

are present in the list but which are not actually brand images of the OCR companies). 

Brand recognition was assessed by asking study participants to select from a list of brand 

and dummy images of OCR companies (see Figure 2).  
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Figure 2 

Brand Images of Obstacle Course Race Companies 

 

 

Similarly, in Miloch and Lambrecht (2006), “sponsor recognition was assessed by 

asking subjects to select from a list of the sponsors of the event. Dummy sponsors were 

also included in their list of choices” (p. 149). Also, Potwarka and Johnson Tew (2005) 

utilized recognition testing in that spectators were required to identify sponsors from a 

prepared list including “dummy” brand names. The dummy brand names were sponsors 

that didn’t actually sponsor that particular event. Consumer awareness is important to 

obstacle course racing companies because brand images influence purchase decisions. 

Furthermore, consumers purchase products or services that are familiar to them (Miloch, 

2010).  

Questions pertaining to purchase intentions were measured with these two items: 

(1) “Select the events you plan to participate in as a runner in the future. (Check all that 

apply)” with response options Spartan Race, Tough Mudder, or The Warrior Dash and, 

(2) “Select the events you plan to attend as a spectator in the future (Check all that 
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apply)” with response options Spartan Race, Tough Mudder, The Warrior Dash, or other. 

Baker et al. (2018) used similar questions including “Do you plan to participate in the 

[name of race] next year?” with response options “yes,” “not sure,” and “no” (Baker et 

al., 2018, p. 44). 

The last section of questions was formatted using a 5-point Likert level of 

satisfaction scale to assess OCR events. Six-items were used to assess event satisfaction 

with questions pertaining to quality of obstacles, event price, event location, atmosphere, 

finisher medal, and overall satisfaction. These items were adapted from Theodorakis et 

al. (2015) and Brady et al. (2006) to measure event satisfaction. Table 1 indicates the 

survey questions with their corresponding research questions and the literary source in 

from which the question was adapted. Survey questions have been grouped by research 

questions for clarity. 

Brand image and taglines of OCR companies were included in the survey 

instrument. Figure 2 shows the brand images, actual and dummy images, that were 

included in the assessment of brand recognition. Similarly, Figure 3 shows the taglines, 

actual and dummy taglines that were assessed in the survey instrument.   
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Figure 3 

Taglines of Obstacle Course Race Companies 

 

 

Procedure 

     Agency approval from Mud Run Guide was acquired from Mud Run Guide, and 

they agreed to let the researcher post the survey instrument on the Facebook page linked 

to their website, mudrunguide.com. This particular site was picked for this study 

considering its mass audience (27 million page views and 8.7 million viewers) and the 

breadth and depth of features (i.e., training suggestions, event discounts, race event 

reviews, race news, and race gear reviews) it offers to OCR participants, spectators, and 

fans. Data was collected using Psychdata through a survey link posted to the Mud Run 

Guide’s Facebook site. Upon receipt of the dissertation committee and TWU IRB 

approval, survey participants were asked to click on the survey link located in the sidebar 

on Mudrunguide.com homepage. A recruitment letter emailed to Mud Run Guide editors 

that included the purpose of the study, a description of the survey, a message of consent, 

confidentiality, potential participant risks, and a link to the online survey. Participation in 

the study was voluntary and consent was assumed upon submission of the voluntary 
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survey. Access to the survey closed after a 7–10 day collection cycle, when the desired 

sample size of around 500 of submissions were not received another cycle was repeated. 

According to Pandya (2020), an optimal survey instrument’s highest response rate will be 

85% and the lowest could be 2%. Survey instructions indicated that respondents were 

limited to one response per person. Once data collection was completed, responses were 

downloaded from Psychdata and imported into the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) for analysis. 

     Potential risk for participating in this study was not above that of normal, 

everyday life for participation in this study. However, risks did include loss of time in 

completing the survey but was minimal as the survey could be completed in 5–7 minutes. 

Additional risks included loss of confidentiality associated with online communications. 

However, no personally identifiable information was obtained and therefore, participant 

confidentiality was protected to the greatest extent possible. Survey questions were 

general in nature and specific to participants' awareness and recognition of the OCR 

industry. All data was kept confidential and only the researcher and the major professor 

had access to the data that was collected. 

 Expert Review 

According to Portney and Watkins (2009), face validity “indicates that an 

instrument appears to test what it is supposed to and that it is a plausible method for 

doing so” (p. 99). Face validity was established through review of the instrument by three 

experts with knowledge in the subject areas of sport management, sport marketing, and/or 
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sport brand management. Content experts were emailed the link to the survey instrument 

for review, and any suggestions were considered and incorporated into the final survey 

instrument for use in the research.  

Internal Validity 

 Gaining internal validity is necessary in research so that rival hypotheses can be 

eliminated (Thomas et al., 2005). According to Portney and Watkins (2009), “internal 

validity focuses on cause and effect relationships” (p. 176) and threats to the internal 

validity include: history, maturation, testing, instrumentation, statistical regression, 

selections bias, experimental mortality, selection-maturation interaction, and expectancy 

(Thomas et al., 2005). The control of each of these threats impacted the study’s research 

design, data analysis, and how the data was interpreted (Thomas et al., 2005). This 

research design was a factorial design which assessed the effect of three independent 

variables (event awareness, brand recognition and tagline recognition) on two dependent 

variables (event purchase and purchase intention). See Table 2 for descriptions of internal 

validity threats and how this research controlled for them. 

 

Table 2  

 

Internal Validity Threat Descriptions and Controls 

 

Threats Description Control 

History Unplanned events occur during 

data collection. 
The occurrence of unplanned events was 

minimal considering the short duration of 

the survey (5–7 minutes). 
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Maturation Changes associated with aging. This was not applicable because groups were 

only tested once. 

Testing Effect of taking tests more than 

once. 
This was not applicable because groups were 

only tested once. 

Instrumentation Accuracy of observer and 

conformity of equipment. 
Instrumentation was controlled for with a 

reliability testing and expert review. 

Statistical 

Regression 
Groups are selected by extreme 

measures instead of being 

selected randomly. 

Not applicable 

Selection Groups are selected by 

characteristics instead of selected 

randomly. 

Groups were tested once by random 

selection through an outside source.  

Experimental 

Mortality 
Loss of participants. Participation loss was limited due to the 

short duration of the survey (5-7 minutes). 

Selection-Maturation 

Interaction 
Effect of groups not randomly 

selected and growth associated 

with aging. 

This was not applicable because groups were 

only tested once.  

Expectancy Researchers anticipated certain 

test results. 
Researchers only had the ability to interpret 

the data and did not influence the survey 

participants. 

 
Note. Adapted from Research Methods in Physical Activity (5th ed.), by J.R. Thomas, J.K. Nelson, & S.J. 

Silverman, 2005. In the public domain. 
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 External Validity 

According to Portney and Watkins (2009), “external validity refers to the extent 

to which the results of a study can be generalized beyond the internal specifications of the 

study sample” (p. 184). Threats to external validity include interaction of treatment and 

selection, interaction of treatment and setting, and interaction of treatment and history 

(Portney & Watkins, 2009). The current research was specific to Spartan Race, The 

Warrior Dash, and Tough Mudder obstacle course race brands making generalization of 

results unwarranted. 

Data Analysis 

The online survey instrument was created in Psychdata and distributed through 

the internet Facebook site for Mudrunguide.com. Psychdata survey instruments allowed 

for participants to record their responses in a simple and secure manner. After data was 

collected, results were exported into SPSS for analysis. Descriptive statistics were used to 

report the consumer characteristics of demographics (age, gender, ethnicity, income, 

country of residence, highest level of education, marital status, highest level of sport 

involvement, number of dependents), past behavior (number of years participating in 

OCR, number of years spectating at obstacle course race events), and event satisfaction 

of obstacle race spectators and participants of the Tough Mudder, Spartan, and Warrior 

Dash events (Research Question 1). Consumer characteristics and past behavior data 

were reported in the form of percentages for reporting tendencies and frequency 

distributions (Portney & Watkins, 2009).  
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To address Research Question 2, descriptive statistics analysis was followed by a 

correlation analysis to determine relationships between consumer characteristics and 

years as a runner or spectator to event awareness, event satisfaction, event purchase, and 

purchase intention. Data analysis used Pearson correlation and other appropriate 

techniques depending on data type. Additionally, and to address Research Question 3, a 

two-way ANOVA was administered for event awareness, event purchase and purchase 

intention. Frequency statistics was conducted to evaluate brand recognition, and tagline 

recognition among survey participants. Data was checked for univariate outliers. These 

outliers were removed following the check for them. Statistical tests were evaluated using 

a level of significance, 𝛼 = .05.  

Summary  

The current study’s research questions helped assess the consumer awareness of 

obstacle course racing brands and events through examination of recall and recognition 

and purchase intentions. The study examined three OCR companies, Spartan Race, 

Tough Mudder, and Warrior Dash. The consumer’ awareness of brand image and tagline 

recognition of these companies’ events were examined. Also, the consumer’s intent to 

attend future events as a participant or spectator were analyzed. The hope was to find 

practical implications for effective sport branding that would provide greater insight for 

event organizers, sport marketers, and sport management scholars when examining 

consumer awareness for new sports like OCR.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of the dissertation was to assess the consumer awareness of obstacle 

course racing brands and events through examination of recall, recognition and purchase 

intention. The study aimed to examine three obstacle course racing companies including 

Spartan Race, Tough Mudder, and Warrior Dash. The consumer awareness of brand 

image and tagline recognition of these company’s events was examined. Also, the 

consumer’s intent to attend future events as a participant or spectator was analyzed. 

Specifically, the research questions that propelled this study included the following: 

Research Question 1: What are the consumer characteristics, past behaviors, and 

event satisfaction of obstacle race spectators and participants?  

Research Question 2: What is the correlation of the consumer characteristics and 

past behavior of obstacle race spectators and participants on event awareness, 

event satisfaction, event purchase, and purchase intentions?  

 Research Question 3: What is the effect of event awareness, brand recognition, 

and tagline recognition on event purchase and purchase intention? 

Results of this study were examined using six steps of data analysis that included  
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(1) Expert review of the survey instrument to determine face validity by content experts, 

(2) Pilot study for reliability testing, (3) Distribution of the survey and data collection, (4) 

Descriptive statistical analysis for a description of participants and to test Research 

Questions 1 through 3, (5) Correlation analysis to test Research Question 2, and (6) 

ANOVA testing to further test Research Question 3.  

Expert Review 

The first step of analysis included review by a panel of expert reviewers. The 

instrument was emailed to three experts selected for their knowledge in the subject areas 

of obstacle course race branding experience, sport management, and/or sport branding in 

order to establish face validity.  

Overall responses were positive and helpful in establishing the face validity of the 

instrument. Table 3 provides a breakdown of each item, reviewer comment and any 

changes that were made to the survey instrument.  

 

Table 3 

 

Survey Changes per Expert Review  

 

Item Reviewer 

Comment 

Revision 

Demographics None. N/A 

Sport participation Add “select 

sports”. 

Select sports added. 

Participation/spectating None. N/A 

Brand familiarity Change 

familiarity to  

 awareness. 

Changed familiarity to  

 awareness. 
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Participation frequency Change “almost” 

to “rarely”  

 and “often” to 

“very often”. 

Changed almost to rarely  

 and often to very often. 

Participation frequency  

 

Add “0”.  

 

 

“0” added. 

Plan to participate in (race  

 name) as a runner or  

 spectator. 

None. N/A 

Satisfaction Add skip. No change. Too many options 

to apply skip logic correctly. 

Match brand logo  

 and company. 

Drag and drop 

option 

No drag & drop option in  

 Psychdata, aligned photo  

  above option.  

Awareness of obstacle race 

event companies. 

None N/A 

 

Demographic items 1 (sex, age, ethnicity, level of income, marital status, number 

of dependents, highest level of education) and 2 (county of residency and state of 

residency [US only]) were not commented on by the review experts, while demographic 

item 3, highest level of sport participation (none, junior high, high school, college, 

NCAA Division I, NCAA Division II, NAIA, NJAA, semi-professional, professional, 

International/National, Olympic, Paralympic ) and type of sport participated (American 

football, archery, badminton, baseball, basketball, bowling, competitive martial arts, 

competitive stunt and tumbling, crew, cycling, cross country, fast-pitch softball, slow-

pitch softball, fencing, field hockey, golf, gymnastics, ice hockey, lacrosse, power lifting, 

soccer, swimming/diving, tennis, field & track, volleyball, water polo, and wrestling, was 
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commented on by one expert to add select sports as an option considering that many 

children and youth participate in both high school and select sports.  

Item 4 (years of participation [runner] in obstacle course racing events, 1 year to 

+10 years and years of spectating in OCR events, 1 year to +10 years) was not 

commented on by any of the reviewers. However, one reviewer commented on items 5–7 

(1 = Never hear of this OCR company, 2 = rarely hear of this obstacle course race 

company, 3 = sometimes hear of this obstacle course race company, 4 = often hear of this 

obstacle course race company, and 5 = always hear of this obstacle course race 

company), indicating a level of familiarity with the brands. This reviewer suggested 

changing familiarity to awareness for increased clarity and understanding.  

Items 8–10 regarding level of frequency of participation, the suggestion was to 

change the wording from almost to rarely and often to very often. Items 11–14 for level 

of frequency of participation, the suggestion was to have 0 as an option by itself. Items 

15–20, “I plan to participate in (race name) as a runner or spectator”, were suggested to 

change the word runner to participant because the reviewer felt that runner was a strange 

label for the audience. However, considering participants could be a runner or a spectator 

in the world of OCR, the word participant with runner in parentheses was used to 

increase clarity. 

 Items 21–37 for level of satisfaction was suggested to include a skip option, 

however, there were too many options to skip correctly. Additionally, for items 38–41 

matching brand image with the correct OCR company, one reviewer suggested a drag and 
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drop option. PsychData, however, does not provide a drag and drop option therefore 

alignment of the brand image above the answer choices was assured. Items 42–52 had no 

suggestions or comments from the panel reviewers.  

Pilot study Reliability Testing 

Following expert review and editing of the instrument, the second step included a pilot 

survey that was distributed to a Texas Woman’s University student listserv. The number 

of responses from the pilot study was 17. Results were analyzed in SPSS and tested for 

reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha criterion set at .7 (Field, 2009, p. 674). All items met 

the .7 criterion with the exception of the future runner or spectator questions. The items 

15–20 of the survey that asked intent to participate in different races as future runners or 

spectators were not correlated with each other; however, questions were necessary for 

future participation growth, and were therefore  unchanged in the survey instrument. 

Reliability testing indicated a Cronbach’s Alpha of α = .896 for level of awareness, α = 

.730 for frequency of participation, α = .941 for level of satisfaction with Tough Mudder 

events, α = .799 for level of satisfaction with Spartan Race events, α = .827 for level of 

satisfaction with Warrior Dash events, and α = .367 for future runner or spectator 

questions (see Table 4).  
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Table 4 

Pilot Study Reliability 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Cronbach’s Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items 

N of 

Items 

Level of Awareness  0.90 0.90 3 

Frequency of Participation  0.74 0.73 3 

Level of Satisfaction with 

Tough Mudder  

0.93 0.94 6 

Level of Satisfaction with 

Spartan Race 

0.80 0.80 6 

Level of Satisfaction with 

Warrior Dash 

0.83 0.83 5 

Future Runner or Spectator  0.40 0.40 3 

 

Survey Distribution  

The third step of data analysis included survey distribution. The final instrument 

was then distributed to a MudRunGuide member’s private Facebook group. The 

Facebook page has 56,200 followers with 41 individuals that started the instrument and 

39 that completed the survey instrument. The link to the survey instrument was posted 

three times with 7 to 14 days in between each post.  

Descriptive Statistics  

The fourth phase of analysis included descriptive statistical analysis in which a 

total of 41 responses were submitted by participants. The data was then downloaded from 

PsychData directly into SPSS for analysis. Responses were evaluated and two participant 
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responses were labeled as missing values. The remaining responses (n = 39) were 

reviewed to determine that each respondent completed the survey only once as instructed 

in the introduction of the instrument. Descriptive statistics of the respondents are shown 

in Table 5.  

 

 

 

Table 5 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

Categorical variable n % 

Age   

18–24 1 2.4 

25–34 13 31.7 

35–44 15 36.6 

45–54 8 19.5 

55–64 2 4.9 

Total 39 95.1 

Missing 2 4.9 

Gender   

Male 21 53.8 

Female 18 46.2 

Total 39 95.1 

Missing 2 4.9 

Race/Ethnicity    

African American/Black 1 2.4 

Asian 2 4.9 

Caucasian 35 85.4 

Hispanic/Latino 1 2.4 

Total 39 95.1 

Missing 2 4.9 

Level of Income   

Under $10,000 (1) 1 2.4 
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Categorical variable n % 

$20,000–$29,999  2 4.9 

$30,000–$39,999 4 9.8 

$40,000–$49,999  5 12.2 

$50,000–$59,999  2 4.9 

$60,000–$69,999  4 9.8 

$70,000–$79,999  2 4.9 

$80,000–$89,999  2 4.9 

$90,000–$109,999  4 9.8 

$110,000–$119,999  4 9.8 

$120,000–$129,999  2 4.9 

$130,000–$139,999  1 2.4 

Over $150,000  6 14.6 

Total 39 95.1 

Missing 2 4.9 

Marital Status   

Married 22 53.7 

Divorced/ Separated 5 12.2 

Never Married 11 26.8 

Total 38 92.7 

Missing 3 7.3 

Number of Dependents   

0 12 29.3 

1 10 24.4 

2 9 22.0 

3 3 7.3 

4 5 12.2 

Total 39 95.1 

Missing 2 4.9 

Highest Level of Education   

High School Degree 1 2.4 

Some College 5 12.2 

Associate’s Degree 1 2.4 

Bachelor’s Degree 22 53.7 

Master’s Degree 7 17.1 
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Categorical variable n % 

Doctoral or Professional 

Degree 

3 

7.3 

Total 39 95.1 

Missing 2 4.9 

Country of Residency   

United States 38 92.7 

Canada 1 2.4 

Total 39 95.1 

Missing 2 4.9 

State of Residency (US ONLY)   

Colorado 1 2.4 

Connecticut 1 2.4 

Florida 4 9.8 

Georgia  1 2.4 

Illinois 4 9.8 

Kentucky 1 2.4 

Maryland 1 2.4 

Massachusetts 4 9.8 

New Hampshire 1 2.4 

New Jersey 1 2.4 

New York 4 9.8 

North Carolina 1 2.4 

Ohio 1 2.4 

Pennsylvania 3 7.3 

Texas 5 12.2 

Utah 1 2.4 

Virginia 1 2.4 

Washington 2 4.9 

West Virginia 1 2.4 

Total 38 92.7 

Missing 3 7.3 

Highest Level of Sport Involvement   

None 8 19.5 

Junior High 3 7.3 

High School 18 43.9 
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Categorical variable n % 

College 2 4.9 

NCAA Division I 1 2.4 

NCAA Division II 3 7.3 

NAIA 2 4.9 

NJCAA 2 4.9 

Total 39 95.1 

Missing 2 4.9 

Type of Sport Participated   

American Football 3 7.3 

Baseball 3 7.3 

Basketball 3 7.3 

Competitive Stunt and 

Tumbling 

1 

2.4 

Crew (Rowing) 2 4.9 

Cross Country 3 7.3 

Fast-Pitch Softball 2 4.9 

Slow-Pitch Softball 1 2.4 

Soccer 6 14.6 

Swimming/Diving 2 4.9 

Field & Track 2 4.9 

Volleyball 2 4.9 

Wrestling 1 2.4 

   

Total 31 75.6 

Missing 10 24.4 

Years of Participation in OCR 

(Runner) 

 

 

1 Year 2 4.9 

2 Years 2 4.9 

3 Years 5 12.2 

4 Years 4 9.8 

5 Years 4 9.8 

6 Years 3 7.3 

7 Years 6 14.6 

8 Years 5 12.2 
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Categorical variable n % 

10 Years 2 4.9 

10+ Years 2 4.9 

Total 35 85.4 

Missing 6 14.6 

Years of Spectating in OCR    

0 Years 19 46.3 

2 Years 2 4.9 

3 Years 1 2.4 

4 Years 3 7.3 

5 Years 2 4.9 

6 Years 1 2.4 

8 Years 2 4.9 

10 Years 1 2.4 

10+ Years 1 2.4 

Total 32 78.0 

Missing 9 22.0 

 

Note. Frequencies not summing to n = 41 reflect missing data. 

 

As shown, there were 41 total participants in the study with 39 completed 

responses. Participant ages ranged from 18–64 with the most frequent age group reported 

as 35–44 years old (n = 15, 37%), followed by, 25–34 years old (n = 13, 32%), 45–54 

years old (n = 8, 20%), 55–64 years old (n = 2, 5%), and the least frequent age group 

reported was 18–24 years old (n = 1, 2%). Participant gender was reported with the most 

frequent being male (n = 21, 54%) and least frequent being female (n = 18, 46%). 

Participant race/ethnicity indicated that most participants were Caucasian (n = 35, 85%) 

while the lowest responses were Asian (n = 2, 5 %), African American/Black (n = 1, 2%), 

and Hispanic/Latino (n = 1, 2%).  
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With regard to participant income, the most frequent income reported was over 

$150,000 annual income (n = 6, 15%). Followed by $40,000–$49,999 (n = 5, 12%), 

30,000–$39,999 (n = 4, 10%), $60,000–$69,999 (n = 4, 10%), $90,000–$109,999 (n = 4, 

10%), $110,000–$119,999 (n = 4, 10%), $20,000–$29,999 (n = 2, 5%), $50,000–$59,999 

(n = 2, 5%), $70,000–$79,000 (n = 2, 5%), $80,000–$89,999 (n = 2, 5%), $120,000–

$129,999 (n = 2, 5%), and the least frequent responses were $10,000 (n = 1, 2%) and 

$130,000–$139,999 (n = 1, 2%). For marital status, the most frequent responses were 

married (n = 22, 54%) followed by divorced or separated (n = 5, 12%).  

Under the category of dependents, zero dependents was the most frequent 

response (n = 12, 29%) followed by one dependent (n = 10, 24%), (n = 9, 22%), two 

dependents (n = 9, 22%), four dependents (n = 5, 12%), and three dependents (n = 3, 8%) 

yielded the least amount of responses. In the category for highest level of education, the 

most frequent responses was a bachelor’s degree (n = 22, 53%) followed by master’s 

degree (n = 7, 17%), some college (n = 5, 12%), doctoral or professional degree (n = 3, 

7%) and a high school or Associate’s degree (n = 1, 2%).  

In the variable category for country of residency, only two countries were 

presented, United States (n = 38, 93%) and Canada (n = 1, 2%). When U.S. participants 

were broken down by state, the most frequent response was Texas (n = 5, 12%) as the 

participant’s state of residency. This was followed by Illinois (n = 4, 10%), 

Massachusetts (n = 4, 10%), and New York (n = 4, 10%), Pennsylvania (n = 3, 7%), 

Washington (n = 2, 5%), Colorado (n = 1, 2%), Connecticut (n = 1, 2%), Georgia (n = 1, 
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2%), Kentucky (n = 1, 2%), Maryland (n = 1, 2%), New Hampshire (n = 1, 2%), New 

Jersey (n = 1, 2%), North Carolina (n = 1, 2%), Ohio (n = 1, 2%), Utah (n = 1, 2%), 

Virginia (n = 1, 2%), and West Virginia (n = 1, 2%). 

When considering participants’ past sport involvement, the data showed that the 

highest level of sport involvement that had the most frequent responses was at the high 

school level with 44% (n = 18), followed by no sport involvement (n = 8, 20%), junior 

high (n = 3, 7% ), NCAA Division II (n = 3, 7%), select sport (n = 2, 5%), NAIA (n = 2, 

5%), and NJAA (n = 2, 5%) and the least amount of sport involvement was NCAA 

Division I level (n = 1, 2%). When individual sport involvement was evaluated, that data 

showed that soccer (n = 6, 15%) had the highest frequency of responses followed by 

American football (n = 3, 7%), baseball (n = 3, 7%), basketball (n = 3, 7%), and cross 

country (n = 3, 7%), crew (n = 2, 5%), fast-pitch softball (n = 2, 5%), swimming/diving 

(n = 2, 5%), field & track (n = 2, 5%), and volleyball (n = 2, 5%). The lowest frequency 

of responses included competitive stunt and tumbling (n = 1, 2%), slow-pitch softball (n 

= 1, 2%), and wrestling (n = 1, 2%).  

The last two variable categories included years of participation in OCR as a 

runner or years of participation in OCR as a spectator. The data found that years of 

running in OCR with the highest response rate was 7 years (n = 6, 15%), followed by 3 

years (n = 5, 12%), 8 years (n = 5, 12%), 4 years (n = 4, 10%), 5 years (n = 4, 10%), 6 

years (n = 3, 7%), 1 year (n = 2, 5%), 2 years (n = 2, 5%), 10 years (n = 2, 5%), and 10+ 

years (n = 2, 5%). The years of spectating in OCR with the highest response rate was 0 
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years (n = 19, 46%) followed by 4 years (n = 3, 7%), 2 years (n = 2, 5%), 5 years (n = 2, 

5%), 8 years (n = 2, 5%), and the lowest response rate of spectating was 3 years (n = 1, 

2%), 6 years (n = 1, 2%), 10 years (n = 1, 2%), and 10+ years 2% (n = 1). 

Event Satisfaction 

To assess event satisfaction, Table 6 indicates the means, standard deviations, 

minimum, and maximum on questions assessing level of satisfaction via a Likert scale 

and using anchors from 1 (very dissatisfied) through 5 (very satisfied). Ratings of 

consumer satisfaction for event satisfaction included the variables of quality of obstacles, 

event price, event location, atmosphere, finisher medal, and overall experience was 

collected for each of the three obstacle course race brands. For Tough Mudder, 

satisfaction was represented with quality of obstacles (M = 4.3, SD = 1.0), event price (M 

= 3.0, SD = 1.4), event location (M = 3.5, SD = 1.2), atmosphere (M = 4.3, SD = 0.9), 

finisher medal (M = 3.5, SD = 1.2), and overall experience (M = 4.0, SD = 0.9). With 

regard to Spartan Race, satisfaction was represented with quality of obstacles (M = 4.0, 

SD = 1.1), event price (M = 2.8, SD = 1.2), event location (M = 3.8, SD = 0.8), 

atmosphere (M = 4.0, SD = 0.8), finisher medal (M = 4.3, SD = 0.9), and overall 

experience (M = 4.0, SD = 0.8). Satisfaction for Warrior Dash was represented with 

quality of obstacles (M = 3.6, SD = 1.1), event price (M =3.9, SD = 1.1), event location 

(M = 4.0, SD = 0.9), atmosphere (M = 4.0, SD = 1.0), finisher medal (M =3.7, SD = 

1.2), and overall experience (M = 3.9, SD = 0.9).  
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Table 6  

Level of Satisfaction  

  N M SD Min Max 

Tough Mudder       

 Quality of Obstacles 19 4.3 1.0 1 5 

 Event Price 19 3.0 1.4 1 5 

 Event Location 19 3.5 1.1 2 5 

 Atmosphere 19 4.3 0.9 2 5 

 Finisher Medal 19 3.5 1.1 1 5 

 Overall Experience 19 4.0 0.9 2 5 

Spartan Race       

 Quality of Obstacles 27 4.0 1.1 1 5 

 Event Price 26 2.8 1.2 1 5 

 Event Location 27 3.8 0.8 2 5 

 Atmosphere 26 4.0 0.8 2 5 

 Finisher Medal 27 4.3 0.9 2 5 

 Overall Experience 27 4.0 0.8 2 5 

Warrior Dash       

 Quality of Obstacles 23 3.6 1.1 1 5 

 Event Price 23 4.0 1.1 2 5 

 Event Location 23 4.0     0.9 2 5 

 Atmosphere 23 4.0 1.0 2 5 

 Finisher Medal 23 3.7 1.2 1 5 

 Overall Experience 23     4.0 0.9 1 5 

 

Note. n not equal to 41 reflects missing data. (where 1 = very dissatisfied, and 5 = very  

satisfied). 

 

Correlation Analysis 

With regard to Research Question 2, descriptive statistics analysis was followed 

by correlation analysis to determine relationships between consumer characteristics and 

past behavior to event awareness, event satisfaction, event purchase, and purchase 

intention. Table 7 indicates the relationship between consumer characteristics and event 

purchase, event awareness, and purchase intentions. The data revealed that there was a 
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significant correlation between event awareness and age (r = .35, p = .03) with a 

significantly negative correlation for event awareness and marital status (r = -.33, p = 

.04). The data revealed that there was a negative linear correlation between event 

purchase and gender (r = -.39, p = .02). The data revealed that there was no significant 

correlation between sport involvement and event awareness, r = .02, p = .91. All other 

correlation analysis did not yield significant results. 

 

Table 7 

Correlation Between Consumer Characteristics and Event Purchase, Event Awareness, 

and Purchase Intentions 

Variable Event Purchase Event Awareness Purchase Intention  

Gender -.39* 0.14 0.18 

Age 0.10 0.35* -.06 

Race  0.27 0.31 -.01 

Income  0.09 0.07 0.10 

Marital status 0.07 -.33* -.18 

Dependents  0.1 0.10 0.15 

Education 0.22 -.07 -.32 

State of Residency 0.04 -.05 0.17 

Sport Involvement 0.07 0.02 0.23 

 

Note: *p < .05 
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The data in Table 8 revealed that there was a positive, significant relationship 

between years of running in OCR by participants and event purchase, r = .39, p = .03. 

However, there was no significant correlation between years of running in OCR by 

participants and purchase intentions, r = .07, p = .72.  

 

Table 8 

Correlation of Years of Obstacle Course Race Participants (Runner) on Event Purchase 

Variable n OCR Participant Event Purchase Purchase Intention 

OCR Participant 30 -- 0.39* 0.07 

Event Purchase 35 0.39* -- -.08 

Purchase Intention 32 0.07 -.08 -- 

 

Note: *p < .05 

 

The data in Table 8 revealed that there was a positive, significant relationship 

between years of spectating in OCR by participants and purchase intention, r = .40, p = 

.03. However; there was no significant correlation between years of spectating in OCR by 

participants and event purchase, r = -.32, p = .09. This was the opposite result of the 

correlation analysis for years of running in OCR and event purchase and purchase 

intention (see Table 9).  
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Table 9 

Correlation of Years of Obstacle Course Race Spectating on Event Purchase and 

Purchase Intention 

Variable n OCR Spectating Event Purchase Purchase Intention 

OCR Spectating 30 -- -.32 0.40* 

Event Purchase 35 -.32 -- -.08 

Purchase Intention 32 0.40* -.08 -- 

 

Note: *p < .05 

 

 

Table 10 represents the relationship between the consumer’s highest level of 

organized sport involvement and OCR years of participation as a runner. The data 

revealed that there was a significant correlation between highest sport involvement and 

years of participation as a runner in OCR, r = .45, p = .01.  
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Table 10 

Correlation Between Highest Level of Sport Involvement and Years of Participation 

(runner) in Obstacle Course Racing Events 

Variable n Highest Sport 

Involvement 

OCR Years of 

Participation 

Highest Sport 

Involvement 

35 -- 0.45** 

OCR Years of 

Participation 

35 0.45** -- 

 

Note: n = 35, **p = .01 

 

ANOVA Analysis 

In determining the effect of event awareness, brand recognition, and tagline 

recognition on event purchase and purchase intention, a Likert scale for satisfaction was 

used. Specifically, satisfaction was measured using five response anchors: 1 = very 

dissatisfied, 2 = somewhat dissatisfied, 3 =neutral, 4 = somewhat satisfied, and 5 =very 

satisfied. Brand image and tagline recognition were evaluated through questions that 

asked participants to correctly match the brand image and brand tagline for each obstacle 

course race company. Further, brand recognition was measured using a 5-point Likert 

scale of familiarity: 1 = never heard of this obstacle course race company, 2 = rarely 

hear of this obstacle course race company, 3 = sometimes hear of this obstacle course 

race company, 4 = often hear of this obstacle course race company, and 5 = always hear 
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of this obstacle course race company. Lastly a one-way independent ANOVA was 

administered to analyze event awareness, event purchase, and purchase intention.  

Table 11 indicates the standard deviation and number of correct responses for 

brand image and tagline recognition for Tough Mudder, Spartan Race, and Warrior Dash. 

The data for correctly matched brand image for Tough Mudder was 68% (n = 28), 

Spartan Race had a correct response rate of 71% (n = 29), and Warrior Dash had a correct 

response rate of 61% (n = 26). Similarly, Spartan Race had a correct response rate of 61% 

(n = 25) for correctly matched brand tagline while Warrior Dash had a correct response 

rate of 10% (n = 4) and Tough Mudder yielded a correct response rate of 0% (n = 0).  

 

Table 11  

Frequency Brand Image and Brand Tagline Responses  

  N N Correct % SD 

Tough Mudder      

 Tagline Recognition 41 0 0% 0.0 

 Brand Image Recognition 41 28 68% .47 

      

Spartan Race      

 Tagline Recognition 41 25 61% .49 

 Brand Image Recognition 41 29 71% .46 

      

Warrior Dash      

 Tagline Recognition 41 4 10% .30 

 Brand Image Recognition 41 26 63% .49 
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To address the last part of Research Question 3 – What is the effect of event 

awareness on event purchase and purchase intentions? – a one-way independent ANOVA 

was administered. Table 12 provided the mean, standard deviation, and minimum and 

maximum response sample.  

 

Table 12 

Effect of Event Awareness on Event Purchase and Purchase Intention Descriptive  

 n M SD Std. Error Minimum Maximum 

Event Purchase      0 9 18.1 8.0 2.7 6 31 

1 26 20.7 10.0 1.9 6 40 

Total 35 20.0 9.2 1.6 6 40 

Purchase Intentions   0 9 9.67 2.35 0.78 6.00 13.00 

1 24 11.00 2.11 0.43 5.00 15.00 

 n M SD Std. Error Minimum Maximum 

Total 33 10.64 2.22 0.39 5.00 15.00 

 

 

Table 13 reflected that event purchase had a p-value of 0.47 and purchase 

intentions had a p-value of 0.13. This reveals that the means were not significantly 

different for these variables and that event awareness does not have a significant effect on 

event purchase or purchase intention.  
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Table 13 

Effect of Event Awareness on Event Purchase and Purchase Intention ANOVA Analysis  

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F      Sig. 

Event Purchase      

   Between Groups 44.54 1 44.54 0.53 0.47 

   Within Groups 2800.43 33 84.86   

Total 2844.97 34 84.86   

Purchase Intentions      

   Between Groups 11.64 1 11.64 2.47 0.13 

   Within Groups 146.00 31 4.71   

Total 157.64 32    

 

 

Table 14 reflected that event purchase had a p-value of 0.30 and purchase 

intentions had a p-value of 0.31. These results show that the means were not significantly 

different for these variables and that brand recognition does not have a significant effect 

on these variables. 
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Table 14 

Effect of Brand Recognition on Event Purchase and Purchase Intention ANOVA Analysis 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square       F     Sig. 

Event Purchase      

   Between Groups 508.13 5 101.63 1.26 0.31 

   Within Groups 2336.84 29 80.58   

Total 2844.97 34    

Purchase Intentions      

   Between Groups 30.37 5 6.07 1.29 0.30 

   Within Groups 127.27 27 4.71   

Total 157.64 32    

 

Table 15 reflected that event purchase had a p-value of 0.74 while purchase 

intention yielded a p-value of 0.53. This indicated that the means were not significantly 

different for these variables and that tagline recognition does not have a significant effect 

on these variables. 
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Table 15 

Effect of Tagline Recognition on Event Purchase and Purchase Intention ANOVA 

Analysis 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square        F      Sig. 

Event Purchase      

   Between Groups 47.50 2 23.75 .27 0.76 

   Within Groups 2797.50 32 87.42   

Total 2844.97 34    

Purchase Intention      

   Between Groups 6.56 2 3.28 .65 0.53 

   Within Groups 151.08 30 5.04   

Total 157.64 32    

 

 

Summary 

Results presented here address research questions one through three examining 

consumer characteristics and past behaviors of obstacle race spectators and participants, 

the correlation of the consumer characteristics and past behavior of obstacle race 

spectators and participants on event awareness, event purchase, and purchase intentions, 

and the effect of event awareness, brand recognition, and tagline recognition on event 

purchase and purchase intention. Using a mixture of descriptive statistics, Pearson 

correlation, and ANOVA, the present research was able to find some implications for 

effective sport branding that provide greater insight for event organizers, sport marketers, 
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and sport management scholars when examining consumer awareness for new sports like 

obstacle course racing.    
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of the study was to assess brand awareness, event awareness, tagline 

recognition, event satisfaction, event purchase, and purchase intentions for three major 

obstacle course event companies, Spartan Race, Tough Mudder, and Warrior Dash. The 

study also examined the influence of consumer characteristics (demographics and past 

behavior) on satisfaction and the satisfaction–repurchase relationship among race 

participants and spectators. From the results, best practices for branding running events 

specific to sport managers within the obstacle course race business were recommended. 

To examine event purchase and purchase intention among the three different obstacle 

course race companies, a survey instrument was made available on a popular obstacle 

course race social media site, Mud Run Guide, via Facebook. This approach for 

delivering the instrument was acceptable given their Facebook page reported 56,253 likes 

and 56,200 followers. Additionally, their website which is linked with their Facebook 

page, had over 2.1 million users that used the site for information on mud runs, Ninja 

Warrior, race gear, news, race event training, and event and gear discounts (Mud Run 

Guide, n.d.). With over 27 million page views since its inception and 8.7 million viewers, 

the website was the ideal data collection site, however, the site’s editor preferred data be 

collected via their social media website on Facebook.  
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Interpretations  

Consumer Characteristics 

The majority of the obstacle course race participants who participated in this 

study were between the ages of 25 and 44 years old. According to Grate (2016), this age 

demographic is what makes up half of the runners in races, making this age range an 

important target audience for advertising racing events. When looking at consumer 

gender, both males and females were equally represented suggesting that obstacle course 

racing is not designed or marketed for one gender over others but generally attracts both 

males and females. Further, the large majority of the participants were Caucasian 

suggesting that this could be the primary race/ethnicity that has awareness of or interest 

in these particular obstacle course race events.  

Regarding level of income, the survey participants were somewhat evenly 

dispersed, which can be interpreted in two primary ways. First, this may mean that 

income level does not play a role in consumers’ interest in these particular obstacle 

course race events or second, that event pricing is appropriate for a wide range of income 

earners. In regard to marital status, the data revealed that over half of the participants 

were married while all others were either divorced, separated, or never married. Further, 

the data revealed that more participants that had an awareness of obstacle course racing 

are married as opposed to other marital statuses. Specific to dependents, most participants 

had two or less dependents.  
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In addition to level of education, most participants had earned a bachelor’s degree 

whereas few participants had high school degrees, some college, an Associate’s degree, a 

master’s degree, or a professional or doctoral degree. Regarding residency, a large 

majority of participants reported their country of residency as the United States with one 

participant residing in Canada. More specifically, the large majority of U.S. study 

participants resided in the states of Texas, New York, Massachusetts, Illinois, and 

Florida. Not one of these states was predominantly represented considering that each 

state yielded a handful of participants. This indicated that obstacle course race companies 

either offer events in a variety of states that encourage participation across the US or that 

they pull participants from across the 50 states and race participants are willing to travel 

to compete. Additionally, the majority of the participants for this study resided in Texas 

even though these companies host events worldwide. More specifically, Spartan Race 

have ventured internationally to also offer events in Canada, Australia, and various 

European countries. In addition, they also have obtained a Facebook friends following 

from race fans in the Philippines, Europe, Australia, and Malaysia. Tough Mudder has 

also held events in Ireland and Indonesia with Facebook friends from the US, Europe, 

and Australia. Finally, Warrior Dash has not thus far offered events internationally and 

therefore hosts events throughout the US.  

In regard to previous sport involvement, the most common level of previous 

organized sport participation from all study participants included high school sport, 

followed by no sport involvement, junior high sport, and college sports on the NCAA 
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Division II, NAIA, NJCAA, and NCAA Division I levels. The result that most 

participants participated in high school over all others is not surprising considering that 

high school sport participation is common and opportunities are readily available within 

the United States. Further, it is logical that many OCR consumers have some type of 

previous sport experience and that they are now looking to consume sport by other means 

as a participant or spectator.  

Within the type of sport participated, soccer yielded the most responses with the 

remainder of participant responses being fairly evenly distributed among the other sports. 

This could be possible because soccer is readily available at high schools in the United 

States. Soccer and obstacle course racing are both endurance sports lending themselves to 

be popular and generate high interest among endurance athletes. When considering the 

number of years of participation as an obstacle course runner and spectator, participants 

indicated that they had multiple years of previous participation with little to no years as 

spectators of these types of racing events. However, since the survey design not lend 

itself to distinguishing between spectators and runners in the analysis, both spectator and 

runner were recognized as participants. From this data, it can be concluded that OCR 

participants are repeat consumers. Overall, the majority of participants in this research 

study were between the ages of 25–44, Caucasian, earned bachelor’s degrees, and had 

previous sport experience. OCR companies may identify populations with these 

characteristics along with individuals who have previous soccer and OCR experience as 

potential target markets.  
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Consumer Characteristics Correlations with Event Awareness, Event Purchase, and 

Purchase Intentions 

Potential relationships between the consumer characteristics of age, gender, 

ethnicity/race, income, marital status, dependents, education, highest level of sport 

involvement, type of sport involvement, country of residency, state of residency, years of 

running in OCR events, and years of spectating OCR events, and event awareness, event 

purchase, and purchase intention were analyzed in this study. Of all the relationships 

analyzed, only a few of the relationships were significant. These significant relationships 

included gender and event purchase and age and marital status with event awareness.  

More specifically, gender was one consumer characteristic that showed to have a 

correlation with event purchase. The data showed that an almost equal response rate was 

obtained for males and females for this study, therefore, both males and females are 

inclined to make event purchases. Furthermore, the correlation of gender on event 

purchase revealed that both male and female participants have participated in obstacle 

course race events as runners. According to Colgan (2020), it is believed that obstacle 

course racing is dominated by men. However, at least in this study both genders were 

fairly equally represented as being participants of obstacle course racing.  

For event awareness, two significant relationships were identified, one being age 

and the other being marital status. Looking at age and event awareness, the highest 

response rate for these age groups were 25–34 and 35–44 years of age. Further, there was 

a high response of awareness of all three obstacle course race companies among this 
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group. According to Atkinson (2009), there is limited research in the middle aged and 

older adults in sport. This information can assist in supplementing future research of 

middle age and older adults in the sport community and certainly with regard for OCR. 

The last significant relationship was marital status and event awareness. Regarding 

marital status, the highest response was married, followed by never married and then 

divorced or separated. The data found that those that are married were aware of OCR 

events. This makes sense as the OCR companies have evolved through the years they 

have encouraged and marketed towards family and friends with group rates. Despite the 

significant relationships found for event awareness and event purchase, the analysis 

determined that no significant correlations existed between consumer characteristics and 

purchase intentions. 

Years of OCR Involvement 

 Potential relationships between participants’ past sport involvement, such as 

soccer, football, baseball, basketball, and cross country and years of obstacle course 

racing and spectating on event awareness, event purchase, and purchase intention were 

analyzed in this study. Of the relationships analyzed a few relationships were found to be 

significant. More specifically, OCR participation as a runner yielded a significant 

relationship with event purchase and purchase intention while years participating in OCR 

as a spectator yielded a significant relationship with purchase intentions. In regard to 

years of participation as a runner in OCR events and event purchase, as the years 

increased for participation as a runner, so did the number of race events participated in 
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for all three race companies: Tough Mudder, Spartan Race, and Warrior Dash. In regard 

to years participating in OCR as a runner and purchase intentions, the data revealed that 

as one’s years of OCR running increased there were similarly higher purchase intentions. 

Lastly, the correlation between years of spectating yielded a significant relationship with 

purchase intentions. The majority of responses had zero years of spectating, however, the 

response for intent to purchase increased. The majority of the purchase intention 

responses were that they somewhat agree or strongly agree that they plan to participate as 

a runner while the opposite was revealed for responses to plan to participate as a 

spectator. This shows that while spectating OCR events will not increase purchase 

intentions, participating as a runner does increase the likelihood of intent to purchase. 

According to Weisberg et al.’s. (2011) study, past purchase behavior predicts purchase 

intentions. Also, according to Baker et al. (2018), prior experience produced a 

relationship with repeat participation behavior. Additionally, the findings of the present 

study found this to be true as participating in previous race events increased intent to 

purchase.  

Event Satisfaction  

Previous studies have found that consumer demographic characteristics (i.e., 

gender, age, income, education, number of children, marital status, personality, and 

relationship age) influence both satisfaction levels and the satisfaction–repeat patronage 

relationship (Baker et al., 2018; Mittal & Kamakura, 2001). According to Baker et al. 

(2018), previous researchers found that consumer satisfaction can lead to an increase in 
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retention (Cronin et al. 2000). The data for satisfaction in this study revealed that Tough 

Mudder participants rated their satisfaction levels between neutral and somewhat satisfied 

when it comes to event price, location, and finisher medal. In regards to the quality of 

obstacles, atmosphere, and overall experience at events, participants reported being 

somewhat or highly satisfied. Further, more than three-quarters of respondents plan to 

participate in Tough Mudder events in the future as a runner. Additionally, this study did 

not distinguish between satisfaction of event price and satisfaction with the value of the 

price.  

Regarding Spartan Race, the mean ratings were somewhat dissatisfied or better. 

The participants indicated that they were somewhat dissatisfied with event price and 

satisfied with event location. Further, the participants indicated that they were somewhat 

satisfied with the quality of obstacles, atmosphere, finisher medal, and overall 

experience. As a reflection of Spartan Race, the majority of the participants plan to 

participate in Spartan Race events in the future as a runner. 

  For Warrior Dash, the mean ratings were somewhat satisfied or better. The 

participants indicated that they were somewhat satisfied with event price, event location, 

atmosphere, and overall experience and neither satisfied or dissatisfied with quality of 

obstacles and finisher medal. Furthermore, over half of the participants indicated they 

were somewhat satisfied or very satisfied with the overall experience they had at a 

Warrior Dash event and that this population was mostly satisfied with all six variables of 

event satisfaction for the Warrior Dash.  
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Satisfaction variables were evaluated across three different OCR companies. 

Study participants rated the event atmosphere and overall experiences of all OCR events 

as somewhat or highly satisfied. Further, participants rated the remaining variables, 

quality of obstacles, event purchase, location, and finisher medals from satisfied to 

dissatisfied with the lowest of these being event price. According to Cao et al. (2003), 

increased price has an effect on low satisfaction. Additionally, study participant ratings 

indicated that the highest levels of satisfaction were in the areas of atmosphere, overall 

experience, and quality of obstacles. Based on this information, practical implications 

encourage OCR brands to consider adjusting their event prices as this may increase 

overall consumer satisfaction, event purchase, and purchase intention.  

Brand and Tagline Recognition 

 According to Henseler et al. (2011), brand awareness is a presence in the mind of 

a consumer and can be measured as brand recognition, recall, and “top of mind.” This 

study evaluated brand image recognition and tagline recognition through matching 

images with the racing company brand logo as well as matching taglines to the 

appropriate racing company. All three OCR companies had over half of the respondents 

recognize their brand logos. Spartan Race had the highest percent of correct responses 

followed by Tough Mudder and then Warrior Dash. Additionally, for tagline recognition, 

Tough Mudder had no participants correctly match the tagline to the brand name, while 

Spartan Race had over half of the participants correctly match their tagline, and Warrior 

Dash had four correct responses. Even though the recall of these brand’s logos and 
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taglines is low, these three racing companies are at the top of the obstacle course racing 

industry with over 550,000 to 750,000 participants annually (Fisher, 2015). For this 

study, taglines were not recalled successfully. According to Vincent et al. (2020), 

branding must be constantly evaluated to maintain brand equity. The taglines for Tough 

Mudder and Warrior Dash may need to be evaluated and amended so that they may be 

recalled by consumers more effectively.  

Further, Talbot (2018) posed the question of whether the strategic marketing tool, 

taglines, shelf life had been reduced? He quoted Shashi Matta of Ohio State University, 

that stated, a tagline “...should embody the brand’s value proposition, which in turn must 

be driven by the organization’s ‘most value insight’ about its customers” (para. 16). 

Given that the taglines for Tough Mudder and Warrior Dash were not effectively recalled 

by the consumer, there could be a couple reasons behind these findings. One reason could 

be these companies could either consider changing their taglines to have a more visual 

identity in the minds of the consumer or to make this more of a focus of their branding 

initiatives. Another reason could be that brand image may lend itself to being recalled 

more often because of characteristics of the brand image design as compared to taglines. 

Essentially, the brand image may include design characteristics that are easily associated 

with the brand name. 

The final component of this research study was to analyze whether event 

awareness, brand recognition, or tagline recognition had an effect on event purchase 

and/or purchase intention. The outcome of this analysis was that there was not a 
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significant effect of event awareness on purchase or purchase intentions. This can be 

interpreted that even if awareness of OCR events exists, it does not necessarily mean that 

participation has occurred or that the intent to participate will occur. This is contradictory 

to the previous research of Hein (2008) who found that event awareness (marketing) will 

affect a consumer’s purchase intentions. The implications for this could be that the type 

of event awareness plays a role in increased purchase intentions.  

Similarly, there was no significant effect of brand recognition on purchase or 

purchase intention. This can be interpreted that the consumer’s ability to identify prior 

brand exposure did not affect purchase in an OCR event or the intent to participate in an 

OCR event. These findings, however, are somewhat contrary to the findings of 

Pandjaitan (2018) who found that brand value increases purchase intentions. Further, 

Pandjaitan (2018) found that consumers have a tendency to buy products they are 

familiar with or ones they remember. Therefore, OCR companies must build their brand 

equity for their brand awareness to have an effect on purchase and purchase intentions.  

The final analysis revealed that there also was not a significant effect of tagline 

recognition on purchase or purchase intentions. One explanation for this could be that 

consumers’ were not able to recall the taglines of the three OCR companies and therefore 

had no effect if they had participated or planned to participate in OCR events. 

Implications for this component would be that OCR companies would evaluate their 

branding taglines to further enhance their brand in the minds of their consumers. 
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According to Cheema et al. (2016), taglines not only impact the perception of a brand but 

also create brand associations.  

Strengths, Limitations, and Recommendations 

Within the design and results of this research there are strengths, limitations, and 

recommendations for future research that were revealed. In particular, there are four 

strengths of this study. These include: (1) an original research design, (2) laying the 

foundation for future research in the area of branding and OCR, (3) revealing branding 

trends that may need less focus and highlighting branding trends that need increased 

focus, and (4) provides practical implications of the results.  

First, this study represents an original research design using previous study 

methods to construct a new survey instrument. The originality of the study serves as a 

foundation and a basis for exploring this topic more in future studies. Second, this study 

laid the foundation for future research in the area of OCR and is unique in conducting 

research within a developing sport industry segment that has thus far generated little to no 

research. Especially since this is the first study of its kind within OCR, it opens up the 

doors for many future studies that have the potential to discover applicable implications 

for branding in sport. Third, this study found a branding facet, such as taglines that may 

need less focus and brand logo that may need to be enhanced for OCR in the future.  

Additionally, the branding facets that did not perform well in this study were 

taglines for all companies evaluated. Interestingly, this result did not appear to have an 

effect on event awareness and brand image identification did fairly well among all three 
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companies. Given this information, OCR companies should focus on their brand images 

and either need not target branding efforts with regard to taglines or should make 

branding their taglines a priority. Fourth, this study provided practical implication, such 

as consumer satisfaction and event pricing, brand imaging and tagline recognition, from 

the results for future studies and application in the area of branding in sport management. 

One such practical implication regards event pricing. Implications include that OCR 

brands could consider adjusting their event prices as this may increase overall consumer 

satisfaction, event purchase, and purchase intention. Another implication is that OCR 

companies consider focusing on brand imaging over taglines in the area of event 

awareness.  For future research, it is recommended to ask how many times a participant 

has participated in OCR events as that may influence their ability to recall brand images 

and taglines. For example, race t-shirts or finisher medals that may include the brand 

image versus/or taglines may aid in their ability to recall brand images or taglines as 

those items would likely be seen/viewed more often that any brand imaging at OCR 

events. 

In addition to its strengths, there are four primary limitations of this study that 

include restricting data collection to three OCR companies, survey distribution through 

social media, not representing countries besides the United States, and low number of 

research study participants. First, data collections for this study were restricted to three 

OCR companies, Tough Mudder, Spartan Race, and Warrior Dash. Even though these 

companies represent some of the top businesses in the obstacle course racing community, 
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there are many other companies that put on similar events. Knowing what makes Tough 

Mudder, Spartan Race, and Warrior Dash stand apart from other companies in the 

business could provide additional insight and further contribute to the sport management 

literature.  

Second, this study used social media, Facebook, to distribute the survey 

instrument for data collection. Social media could have limited the number of responses 

as well as the variety of participant responses and diversity of participant demographics. 

For example, the social media platform in which the instrument was distributed may or 

may not be the primary source for social media for primary age of its users. According to 

Chen (2020), found that YouTube was one of the most widely used social media 

platforms. Therefore, by using other social media platforms or other data collection 

methods could have affected the results.  

Third, the study did not provide a good representation of other countries that host 

these events or events similar to them. Furthermore, of the responses received, all but one 

were from the United States. This is a limitation because the other countries that these 

events are held were not represented in the study. These companies put on events around 

the world and it would benefit future studies to expand data collection globally. The 

fourth limitation was low research study participation. This was a limitation considering 

the low response rate may not have been a good representation of a wider variety of OCR 



76 

 

consumers. Further, the low response rate also is a limitation considering that low 

responses rates increases the margin of error.  

Recommendations for this study include adding more OCR companies to the 

study, collecting data on-site at race events, and increasing the number of research study 

participants. The first recommendation would be to expand the number of OCR 

companies assessed and potentially include the top 10 obstacle course race companies, or 

more, to obtain a clearer picture of the effectiveness of how the industry is being branded 

and promoted. Having data from other companies could provide a more thorough 

overview of the branding strategies used by these companies and provide insight in the 

different forms of branding used. Second recommendation for this study would be to 

expand the means by which study participants are recruited and data collected. One 

potential solution would be to collect data on-site at race events instead of limiting 

research study participation to social media (i.e., Facebook) users. Specifically, if the 

researcher was able to visit the race sites in several different regions, the data would show 

a clearer picture of the general OCR consumer, their characteristics, preferences, levels of 

satisfaction, and the impact of brand efforts on consumers. Furthermore, if data collection 

for future studies would take place in a variety of race event sites in the U.S. as well as 

other countries this could give the researcher a larger spectrum of participants of different 

ethnicity groups.  
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Conclusion 

 To summarize, the main findings of the study were that brand imaging appears to 

have more of an impact on consumers than taglines, consumer satisfaction with events is 

focused in areas of quality of obstacles, atmosphere of the race events, and consumers are 

least satisfied with event price. Additionally, the typical consumer in the study included 

males and females between the ages of 25–44 that had previous sport experience. Further, 

most previous OCR consumers plan to participate in future events so they are a prime 

target market group, and therefore OCR companies may focus strongly on customer 

retention. 
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PERMISSION LETTER 

November 1st, 2018 

Ms. Margaret Schlachter 

Editor-In-Chief of Mud Run Guide 

Ms. Schlachter, 

I am writing to request assistance with my research looking at Brand Awareness 

among obstacle course race participants and spectators. Specifically, I am asking if you 

would place a link to my online survey instrument on your website. I am a doctoral 

student at Texas Woman’s University, and this research is for my dissertation and final 

graduating requirement.  

As you are most likely aware, obstacle course racing has successfully experienced 

phenomenal growth since 2009 and it becomes very important for sport industries such as 

obstacle course racing, to understand why participants return to their events. The goal of 

my research is to look at the demographic makeup of obstacle course racing participants 

and spectators, the effect of event awareness, and event satisfaction on event purchase 

and purchase intention, and the effect of brand recognition and tagline recognition on 

event purchase and purchase intention of three popular obstacle course racing companies 

(Spartan Race, Tough Mudder, and Warrior Dash). In doing so, I aim to provide these 

obstacle course racing practitioners with information that they can implement to improve 

their brand awareness among their consumer base.  

My current timeline puts my data collection in late January-Early February. 

Utilizing PsychData to host my survey, respondents will be asked to respond to each 

question, which should take approximately 10 minutes to complete. Data will be kept 

confidential and no identifying information will be collected. Data analysis, using 

statistical software package SPSS, will be conducted over the summer, and a final 

product presented to my dissertation committee in the fall semester of 2019.  

I look forward to hearing from you. Please feel free to contact me should you 

have any questions. 

Sincerely,  

Kimberly Coffman-Brewster  

Ph.D. Candidate in Sport Management, School of Health Promotion and Kinesiology 

Texas Woman’s University 

Denton, TX 76204 

kcoffman1@twu.edu 
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PERMISSION LETTER RESPONSE 
 

 

Hi Kimberly, 

  
We have a private Facebook group that you can post your link with the survey, or I can 
post it for you. https://www.facebook.com/groups/mudrunguide/ 
  
If you have not yet joined, put in a request and I can approve you. 
  
Kristen Stewart 
Global Sales & Marketing Manager 
kristen@mudrunguide.com 
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