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and allegiance developed for a sport, event, or team 
(Funk and James, 2006; Funk, Ridinger, and Moor-
man, 2003; Wakefield and Sloan, 1995). Scholars 
also have tested measures of event sponsorship 
performance with attitudes and/or purchase inten-
tion (Bennett, Ferreira, Lee, and Polite, 2009; Car-
rillat and Grohs, 2019; Meenaghan, 2001; Simmons 
and Becker-Olsen, 2006; Speed and Thompson, 
2000; Wakefield and Bennett, 2010). Thus, there is 
a wealth of knowledge in identification and spon-
sorship from the lens of consumer attitudes and/
or purchase intentions. Advertisers and brands, 
however, are keenly interested in knowing about 
any indirect effects of event sponsorship-related 

INTRODUCTION
With approximately 60 percent of event properties 
and 62 percent of sponsoring brands re-evaluating 
their sponsorship investments (IEG, 2020), schol-
ars and managers alike are intensely interested 
in research explaining sponsorship effectiveness. 
Events, sponsors, and advertisers seek insights 
from the lens of consumers who attend a sponsored 
event or branded experience in their efforts toward 
effective marketing of events and sponsorship, 
which are strong forms of integrated brand promo-
tion (O’Guinn, Allen, Scheinbaum, and Semenik, 
2019). Existing research examines identification and 
relationships between sponsored event attributes 
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Consumers routinely experience sponsored events near and far, and whether the 

attendee is a local or not may affect the event sponsorship’s impact. With data from a 

professional cycling event (n=2,394), results show that attendees traveling from farther 

distances tend to be more knowledgeable about the sport than local attendees. This 

contributes to higher levels of fan identification among fans from far away, which, in 

turn, strengthens their fan attachment to the sporting event in comparison with that of 

local fans. Highly identified fans tend to be more attached to a sporting event, thereby 

increasing their desire to support sponsoring brands through sponsor patronage intent.

• Sponsor patronage intent is driven in part by event attendees’ knowledge about the sport 
corresponding to the event sponsored, how identified they are as fans of the sport, and how 
attached they are to the event. 

• For event marketers, fan attachment with the event has positive downstream effects on sponsor 
patronage intent.

• Attendees traveling from farther distances (i.e., “faraway fans”) tend to be more knowledgeable 
about the sport than local fans, contributing to higher levels of fan identification, which, in turn, 
strengthens their fan attachment to the event. 

• For events and sponsoring brands, it is important to consider differences between local and 
faraway fans, since these two groups are different in terms of the event and sponsorship impact.
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concepts, especially relative to whether the attendees are local 
versus having to travel to attend the event. An earlier study 
explored the related role of fan isolation in sponsorship effective-
ness, which gives further reason to consider the domicile origins 
of the attendee in sport marketing (Mazodier, Henderson, and  
Beck, 2018). 

Despite increasing scholarly investigation into sponsorship-
linked marketing (Cornwell, 2019; Cornwell and Kwon, 2020), 
any indirect impact on event marketing effectiveness that is 
related to whether an attendee is a local resident remains unclear. 
There is also a gap in the literature relative to nonlocal fans (Rei-
furth, Bernthal, Ballouli, and Collins, 2019). Consumers routinely 
experience sponsored events near and far; having to travel to 
attend the event (versus being local) may intensify some posited 
relationships relative to event sponsorship. How does the status 
of an attendee as local or nonlocal shape posited relationships in 
the context of sport sponsorship? 

The objective of this research is to propose and test a con-
ceptual model explaining the relationships among posited and 
established aspects of sponsorship—identifying as a sports fan, 
attachment to a sporting event, and sponsor patronage intent—
while considering any indirect impact from whether the attendee 
is a local. 

This article is organized as follows. First, a review of the litera-
ture and theoretical framework are proposed. Then, an overview 
of the field study, model estimation, and results based on both 
the entire sample and a holdout sample are presented. Next, tests 
of moderation by means of multigroup analyses are formulated. 
The discussion and intended contribution to advertising scholar-
ship are highlighted by the contribution to theory and implica-
tions for practice.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
This section presents an expanded conceptual model of event 
sponsorship effectiveness. Per the literature, a predominant theory 
inherently guiding the relationships of identifying as a sport fan, 
attaching to a sport event, and sponsor patronage intent, is social 
identity theory. This theory suggests that people classify them-
selves into different social categories because of a need to define 
themselves in their environment (Ashforth and Mael, 1989). Fan 
attachment with a sporting event is defined as one’s support for 
a certain team or sporting event (Gwinner and Swanson, 2003). In 
sports, especially with regard to fan attachment and fan identifica-
tion with a sport, social identity is relevant because of consumers’ 
self-perceptions as fans of the sport. The conceptual model incor-
porates both established and new relationships, as well as locals 
versus nonlocals as moderator (See Figure 1). The proposed frame-
work entails individual differences, an event factor, and a sponsor 
factor. The individual differences examined are knowledge of a 
sport and fan identification with a sport. The event factor is fan 
attachment toward a sporting event. The outcome construct for the 
sponsor is sponsorship patronage intent. Next, the authors provide 
an overview of the posited direct relationships between these vari-
ables as well as any moderating effects.

Knowledge (Sport) 
Product knowledge and brand knowledge are key aspects of spon-
sorship effectiveness (Lacey, Close, and Finney, 2010). Knowledge 
of the sport characterizes the consumer’s awareness and experi-
ence level associated with the sport. Having knowledge in a cer-
tain domain, such as a sport, entails having experience or even 
expertise with that sport and related gear. Someone who cycles, for 
instance, gains knowledge through experience around the sport of 
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Figure 1 Conceptual Model: Relationships between Local and Non-Local Fans and Moderating Effects on Fan Attachment
And Sponsor Partronage
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cycling and affiliated gear, such as bikes and tires. Knowledge in 
a sport may be related to involvement, as the level of involvement 
in the domain of a sport will positively associate with group iden-
tification (Fisher and Wakefield, 1998). Per social identity theory, 
individuals who identify as fans of a sport may do so to be a part of 
a social category (Ashforth and Mael, 1989). Advertising literature 
and social identity theory support the prediction that the more a 
consumer knows about a sport, the more they will identify as a fan 
of the sport. Thus:

H1a: Consumers who are more knowledgeable about a sport 
will identify more strongly as fans of a sport.

Residence status should have an impact on the strength of the 
relationship between consumers’ knowledge about a particular 
sport and their identification with that sport. Resident status refers 
here to whether the event attendee is a local versus a nonlocal. 
Local resident status is operationalized as living within 50 miles of 
the event, which is a standard distance marker in tourism research 
(e.g., Hunt and Layne, 1991). Sport event tourism positions events 
as attractions for which sport fans travel to support a team or a 
player as spectators, whereas sport participation tourism focuses 
on the physical participation of fans in sports (Hunt and Layne, 
1991). Knowledge about the event domain could make the con-
sumer identify more with the sport if they traveled to attend it. 
Specifically, those fans who must travel to attend an event (rather 
than locals, who travel 50 miles or less) will have stronger identity 
effects. Fans who strongly identify with a team or sport tend to 
invest larger amounts of time and money to show their support 
(Fisher and Wakefield, 1998; Watanabe, Cassendra, Salleh, and 
Zhang, 2018). The fan identification process may be more salient 
for those who travel to a sporting event. Thus:

H1b: Consumers who are more knowledgeable about a sport 
will identify more with the sport if they traveled from 
farther away to attend the sports event than will locals. 

Fan Identification (Sport) and Fan Attachment (Event)
Fan identification is generally understood as representing a fan’s 
perceived connection with a sport entity (Gwinner and Swanson, 
2003; Wann, Melnick, Russell, and Pease, 2001). The fan identifica-
tion literature is typically rooted in social identity theory (Bhattacha-
rya, Rao, and Glynn, 1995; Fisher and Wakefield, 1998; Johar and 
Pham, 1999; Wann and Branscombe, 1995). Fan attachment, which 
is distinct from fan identification hereinafter refers to the liking of an 
event (Speed and Thompson, 2000) and is defined as one’s support 
for a certain team or sporting event (Gwinner and Swanson, 2003). 
Higher levels of fan identification should translate to higher liking 
of an event and, thereby, stronger fan attachment with the event. 

Theoretically, highly identified fans of a sport derive social iden-
tity benefits from displaying that they are committed to it (Fisher 
and Wakefield, 1998). Fans become involved with the domain 
itself, which is defined as emotional relevancy between consumers 
and their interests (Meenaghan, 2001). Attendees who feel passion-
ate about the domain of the event, such as a particular sport, more 
likely will have more favorable attitudes toward the event (Close, 
Finney, Lacey, and Sneath, 2006). In turn, attendees who partici-
pate in recreational sports more likely will have more favorable 
attitudes toward the event or perceive more community involve-
ment (Bennett et al., 2009).

Given the scholarly focus predominantly on identity develop-
ment among sport fans, the concept of team identification (Fisher 
and Wakefield, 1998) is most closely related to identification with a 
sport. Conceptually, the psychological connection that sports fans 
have to particular teams (Wann et al., 2001) can be ascribed to their 
connection with particular sporting events. Highly identified fans 
are significantly devoted to a particular sport or team, such that 
being a fan of the sport or team is a central part of their identity 
(Wann et al., 2001). Wann and Branscombe (1995) have noted that 
the level of knowledge related to a team or event equates with 
higher fan identification. 

More broadly, consumers seek events consistent with their life-
styles (Kahle, Kambara, and Rose, 1996). Research has shown a 
connection between active participation in an event and favorable 
sentiments toward the sponsored activities (Meenaghan, 2001). 
Highly identified consumers may view the experience vis-à-vis 
the event in a more altruistic way, in part because these fans have 
emotional relevancy and connection with the events and associ-
ated community. Effective community initiatives are contingent 
on active support from consumers (Maignan and Ferrell, 2001). 
Here, the purported affect for the sport may carry over to the 
sporting event on the basis of the ideas of transfer of image and/
or affect in sponsorship (Gwinner, Larson, and Swanson, 2009). 
Previous studies have examined relationships between sport event 
attributes and benefits and the allegiance developed for a sport, 
event, or team from an identity lens (Funk et al., 2003; Wakefield 
and Sloan, 1995). The literature and social identity theory sug-
gest that sport fans should show a stronger attachment toward an 
event. Thus:

H2a: Consumers who identify more strongly as a fan of a 
sport will have a stronger fan attachment toward a 
sports event.

Locals versus nonlocals may moderate the aforementioned 
hypothesis. As consumers feel more involved in a sport, they 
have a higher propensity to attend a sporting event (Wang, 
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Braunstein-Minkove, Baker, et al., 2020). People who travel farther 
to attend the event likely put more effort and resources into doing 
so, whereas local residents more likely may attend because of the 
convenience or community aspect. Usually, the “faraway fans” 
(faraway is relative to the local, who likely did not travel far, if at 
all), or nonlocals, spend more time to search and pay for transpor-
tation to the event, which may entail long drives or airline travel 
(versus a relatively short drive and sleeping at home). 

When seeking to satisfy the need to belong, which is hinged 
in social identity theory, a consumer may patronize a local event 
because it promotes community solidarity (Funk and James, 2006) 
and reinforces the consumer’s identity. Nonlocals maintain fan 
identification while facing greater geographic distances required 
to travel to attend the sporting events (Kerr and Gladden, 2008). 
Consumers who travel to sport events also may endure negative 
psychological consequences, such as fatigue due to the longer 
travel distance and time. Nonlocal consumers, therefore, are pos-
ited to more likely identify with a sport and have a stronger fan 
attachment toward a sporting event. Thus:

H2b: Consumers who identify as a fan of a sport will be more 
attached to a sports event if they traveled from farther 
away to attend the sport event than locals will be.

Event Social Responsibility and Sponsor Patronage Intent
Identifying as a fan of a sport increases assessments of event social 
responsibility (Scheinbaum, Lacey, and Drumwright, 2019). Event 
social responsibility is defined as consumer perception that an 
event gives back to the community in which it takes place (Schein-
baum and Lacey, 2015). Events that have a community involve-
ment aspect are especially effective when they take place in town 
centers and utilize public parks and roads and are involved with 
local businesses. A company’s community efforts directly and indi-
rectly affect consumers’ intentions to purchase its products (Sen 
and Bhattacharya, 2001). 

Companies sponsor or host events to elicit a variety of con-
sumer behavioral responses, including an increase in customer 
willingness to buy their branded products and services (Speed 
and Thompson, 2000). Thus, a common aim of sponsored events 
is to increase consumer willingness to buy the sponsors’ products 
or, more broadly, sponsor patronage intent. Community sup-
port also contributes to more feelings of obligation toward pur-
chasing (Simmons and Becker-Olsen, 2006). If an event resonates 
with consumers as community oriented, they likely will have a 
greater propensity to attend the event and transfer that affect to 
event sponsors in the form of stated intentions to buy their goods 
or services. Event social responsibility enhances fan attachment to 

an event, and that fan attachment drives positive event word of 
mouth (Scheinbaum and Lacey, 2015). It is posited that fan attach-
ment enhances sponsor patronage intent; per the affect transfer 
mechanism (Gwinner, Swanson, and Larson, 2009), transfer may 
occur from the event to the event sponsor. Thus:

H3a: Fan attachment toward a sport event leads to stronger 
sponsor patronage intent for the event sponsors.

Whether the attendee is local or nonlocal is posited to moderate 
the relationship between fan attachment and sponsor patronage 
intent. Researchers have found strengthened results of sponsor-
ship-linked marketing, including increased purchase intentions 
for sponsors, when considering “isolated fans,” or fans who live 
far from their team location (Mazodier et al., 2018). Fans may look 
for opportunities to create closer connections to faraway events. 
Individuals who travel extensively to attend a particular sporting 
event may be more apt to show their support of the event’s spon-
sors through sponsor patronage intent. When one identifies with 
or attaches with an entity, such behavior can reinforce their cat-
egorization of that experience as an in-group member (Gwinner 
and Swanson, 2003). One way to signal identification is to attend, 
attach to, and have intentions to do business with the sponsors 
of the event. If a consumer displays sponsor patronage intent on 
the basis of positive evaluations of an event, these effects may be 
intensified for faraway fans (nonlocals). Thus:

H3b:  Consumers who are more attached to a sport event 
will display increased sponsor patronage intent if they 
traveled from farther away to attend the sport event, 
compared with local fans.

Events that have a community involvement 

aspect are especially effective when they 

take place in town centers and utilize 

public parks and roads and are involved 

with local businesses. A company’s 

community efforts directly and indirectly 

affect consumers’ intentions to purchase 

its products.
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METHOD
The event context to test the framework was drawn from a large-
scale field study of a professional men’s cycling event, the USA 
Cycling National Championships 2012, involving 12 communi-
ties in the State of Colorado. The event generated $81.5 million 
in economic impact to businesses in this region. The event is an 
appropriate and ecologically valid context for the objective of this 
study because of the attendance from both locals and nonlocals 
who traveled to the free event. Each finish festival had a sponsor 
vendor village, where attendees could engage with sponsors, many 
of whom were local or regional brands or media outlets. 

Procedure 
The procedure entailed having individuals complete in-person, 
paper-and-pencil surveys at the race. The race went through seven 
stages. A field research team consisting of sports marketing pro-
fessionals and volunteers from the 12 local host communities dis-
tributed the surveys. Field researchers invited adults at the event 
to participate in the survey (only completing it one time) for seven 
consecutive days throughout each of 12 local host communities in 
the following order: Durango, Telluride, Montrose, Crested Butte, 
Gunnison, Aspen, Beaver Creek, Breckenridge, Colorado Springs, 
Golden, Boulder, and Denver. In-person surveys occurred at each 
of the starts and finishes, with a majority of responses coming at 
finishes. Gathering more surveys at the finish line was expected 
because, in racing, finish lines represent the culmination of the event 
festivities and the place where cycling fans spend more time. The 
only exception to this was in Stage One, where the entire weeklong 
event began. Each paper-and-pencil survey contained a unique code 
for data entry purposes. The surveys were scanned and entered into 
a database. One author completed a quality control check for poten-
tial data entry issues by selecting surveys at random.

Sample 
To be eligible to be in the sample, individuals must have been in 
attendance at the race, be at least 18 years of age, and not have 
taken the survey previously. A total of 4,050 attendees filled out 
the survey. After removing responses that were either unreadable, 
incomplete, or completed by those less than 18 years old, the usa-
ble sample size was 3,760 attendees. The estimate of response rate 
was approximately 40–50 percent, which is comparable with that 
in survey research in sports marketing (e.g., 28.5 percent of papers 
in a review reported a response rate of <50 percent; Jordan, Walker, 
Kent, and Inoue, 2011).

Sample sizes for survey completion at the 12 Colorado locations 
over the course of the weeklong event were as follows: Durango 
(n = 767), Telluride (n = 193), Montrose (n = 242), Crested Butte 

(n = 240), Gunnison (n = 19), Aspen (n = 320), Beaver Creek (n = 288), 
Breckenridge (n = 176), Colorado Springs (n = 261), Golden 
(n = 454), Boulder (n = 396), and Denver (n = 404). The authors used 
a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with Scheffé post hoc tests 
to examine whether any statistically significant differences exist 
for any of the 12 host venues for each of the study’s six constructs, 
representing 396 individual venue comparisons. The comparisons 
of group mean responses to the survey questions revealed no sig-
nificant difference (p = .10) on all of the variables, which suggests 
that neither location nor date of the survey likely will be an issue 
in interpreting the results of this study.  

The geographic representation of the sample indicates that most 
attendees came from Colorado, but there was also representation 
from most U.S. states. As previously noted, 50 miles is a cutoff for 
local resident status on the basis of the definition of a tourist estab-
lished by the National Tourism Resources Review Commission; 
a tourist is similarly defined as a person who travels from their 
home for a distance of 50 miles or more (Hunt and Layne, 1991). 
This nonlocal distance requirement of 50 miles is well entrenched 
in the tourism research literature (Hungenberg, Gray, Gould, and 
Stotlar, 2016; Kim and Bonn, 2016; Kinley, Forney, and Kim, 2012; 
Pezenka and Weismayer, 2020). Over two thirds (68 percent) of the 
respondents resided within a 50-mile radius of the race (i.e., locals). 
The remaining 32 percent comprised attendees who resided more 
than 50 miles away from the race. 

For sample gender and age demographics, the sample skewed 
male (54.1 percent); this was expected because it was a men’s 
cycling event. Approximately half (48.4 percent) of the participants 
were 40–49 years old, whereas 22.7 percent were between 18 and 
30 years old. The stated household income for most of the sample 
was between $50,000 and $75,000 annually, and 47.1 percent of the 
sample had a household income exceeding $85,000 per year.

Sponsors
Rather than the more traditional emphasis on one title sponsor, the 
focus here was on the sponsor set. Brands often have concurrent 
sponsorships (Carrillat, Harris, and Lafferty, 2010). Asking attend-
ees to focus on only one brand would be an issue, as the consumer 
may be thinking of a completely different sponsor. Thus, the inter-
est in the current work is in the sponsor set, which is stable across 
the 12 data collection locations because the sponsorship is at the 
event level overall (not at various stages or locations).

The event sponsor set/portfolio consisted of 14 brands or media 
partners. The survey contained a sponsor awareness check. Par-
ticipants were given a list of 16 brands or media partners (which 
included two brands that were not affiliated at all with the event, 
Nike and Apple) and were asked to add a check mark beside the 
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brand name if they were aware of it as a sponsor. Almost all par-
ticipants correctly identified at least one sponsor, and more than 
three-fourths of the participants did not select the “incorrect” yet 
ubiquitous brands as sponsors. The following sponsoring brands 
were correctly identified by the following percentages of the sam-
ple: New Belgium, 71.3 percent; Nissan, 61.9 percent; Radio Shack, 
53.8 percent; United Healthcare, 50.6 percent; Waste Management, 
45.3 percent; Exergy, 34.9 percent; 9News, 34.9 percent; Centura 
Health, 28.4 percent; Denver Post, 28.2 percent; Colorado.com, 21.9 
percent; Evolve Beverages, 14.2 percent; Aquadraat, 7.8 percent; 
America’s Road Home, 6.5 percent; and Beyond the Edge, 4.1 per-
cent. Regarding the sponsor identification of unaffiliated brands, 
75.9 percent of the respondents correctly did not mark Apple as a 
sponsor. For the second false sponsor, 74.9 percent of the respond-
ents correctly did not mark Nike as a sponsor. In essence, the inclu-
sion of the false sponsors served as an attention check. The authors 
subsequently removed all survey respondents who misidentified 
Apple and/or Nike as a sponsor, resulting in a final sample size of 
n = 2,594 respondents. 

Measurement 
Existing scales were used or modified to measure the constructs. 
Items had 7-point Likert-type scales, ranging from 1 = strongly disa-

gree to 7 = strongly agree. The authors have provided a full list of 
scale items and confirmatory factor analysis results (See Table 1).

The three-item scale to measure sponsor patronage intent (e.g., 
“I support companies who sponsor sports I follow”) was adapted 
from Gwinner and Swanson (2003). The knowledge (sport) scale 
adapts three of four measures of product knowledge that address 
“experience with,” “know a lot about,” and “regularly use” and 
comes from Close, Krishen, and Latour (2009). The item on exper-
tise was not collected for parsimony in the field. The two items to 
measure event social responsibility (e.g., “The event is involved 
with the local communities”) were adapted from Lichtenstein, 
Drumwright, and Braig (2004). Three items used to measure 
fan attachment with the event (e.g., “The event is a unique and 
valuable experience”) were adapted from Speed and Thomp-
son’s (2000) “personal liking of the event.” Their original scale 
has four items (“supporter,” “want to attend,”  “enjoy following 

Table 1 Scale Items and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (n=200) 

Lambda Loadingsa Composite 
Reliability

Average Variance 
Extracted

Knowledge (Sport) .93 .81

I have experience with cycling. .91 

I regularly use cycling gear. .89

I know a lot about cycling. .89 

Fan Identification (Sport) .89 .74

I feel a connection to cycling and its athletes. .92

I view professional cycling as relevant to me. .87

I strongly support cycling and its athletes. .78

Event Social Responsibility .86 .75

The (event) is involved with the local communities. .82

Local companies benefit from the (event). .91

Fan Attachment (Event) .88 .70

I enjoy following coverage of the (event). .85

I am likely to attend the (event) next year. .77

The (event) is a unique and valuable experience. .89

Event Word of Mouth .98 .94

I will say positive things about the (event) to others. .99

I will recommend the (event) to others. .97

I would recommend the (event) to anyone who seeks advice about cycling events. .96

Sponsor Patronage Intent .90 .76

I support companies who sponsor sports I follow. .89

Sponsorship is the best indicator of support for a sponsor or event. .86

As a result of the (event), I am more likely to consider doing business with these sponsors. .86
a Standardized solutions
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coverage,” and “important to me”); the items adapted here men-
tion following coverage and being likely to attend again. The two 
items about support and importance were replaced with an origi-
nal item about the event experience as valuable and novel. The 
three-item scale used to measure fan identification (e.g., “I feel a 
connection to cycling and its athletes”) was drawn from Fisher 
and Wakefield (1998) and adapted to cycling versus group iden-
tification to a hockey team. Last, the three-item scale to measure 
event word of mouth (e.g., “I will say positive things about the 
(event) to others”) was adapted to be event anchored from Price 
and Arnould (1999) on the basis of their work on intentions to 
recommend service providers. 

Common Method Bias Testing
To test for the presence of common method variance, following 
the guidance of Hulland, Baumgartner, and Smith (2018), par-
tial correlation procedures were used. Specifically, correlations 
among focal variables are compared with corresponding partial 
correlations when conditioned on a survey item that is theoreti-
cally unrelated to one or more focal variables in the model and 
used as a marker variable (Lindell and Whitney, 2001). If there 
is not a theoretical reason to anticipate a correlation between a 
marker variable and a focal construct, any existing correlation 
reflects method variance (Hulland et al., 2018). Here, the survey 
item “Mountain biking is a big part of my life” is the marker 
variable; correlations between this marker variable and all other 
variables are less than the 0.3 threshold (Lindell and Whitney, 
2001). Correlations with and without the marker variable are very 
similar, as shown by the largest absolute difference of .002. This 
(in addition to the Harmon single-factor test) indicates that com-
mon method bias does not pose a problem.

Measurement Model
Measurement reliability and validity were examined by means of 
confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL 8.80. Of the usable sam-
ple of n = 2,594 attendees surveyed at the event, a holdout sample 
(random subsample) of n = 200 respondents was used to test the 
adapted scales. This was done because a sample of this size could 
potentially be overpowered (McQuitty, 2004). Further following 
the guidance of McQuitty (2004), the authors selected and analyzed 
goodness-of-fit indices that are less sensitive to sample size. This 
analysis yielded the following results: χ2(104) = 371.34, non-normed 
fit index (NNFI) = .96, comparative fit index (CFI) = .97, incremen-
tal fit index (IFI) = .97, and standardized root mean square residual 
(SRMR) =.061. An SRMR value less than .08 is generally considered 
a good fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999). The NNFI, CFI, and IFI values 
satisfy the recommended cutoff of .95 (Hu and Bentler, 1999). 

Construct measures yield strong validity and reliability proper-
ties, as seen in the confirmatory factor analysis and lambda load-
ings, composite reliability, and average variance extracted (AVE). 
Previous research suggests evidence of convergent validity results 
when the factor loading on an item is significant (Bagozzi and Yi, 
1988); analyses provide evidence of convergent validity in each 
construct, with the parameter estimates ranging from λ = .77 to 
λ = .99. As an internal reliability assessment, composite reliabili-
ties range from .86 to .98, well above the .70 threshold (Nunnally 
and Bernstein, 1994). In the assessment of discriminant validity, 
AVE values ranged from .70 to .94, well exceeding the .50 bench-
mark (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). The authors present the correlations, 
means, and standard deviations of the constructs for the holdout 
sample dataset (See Table 1A in the Appendix). 

Structural Model
The authors analyzed the structural model using the constructs 
from the measurement model analysis. After removing the 200 
holdout sample participants, the remaining sample of n = 2,394 
attendees was used to test model fit. The analytic statistics sug-
gest an overall good fit between the model and data. The struc-
tural model exhibits acceptable levels of fit: χ2(111) = 2,223.32, 
NNFI = .98, CFI = .98, IFI = .98, and SRMR = .067. Given the 
satisfactory model fit, the authors then examined the standard-
ized coefficients for the model’s hypothesized relationships. 
The authors provide the path result estimates along with the t 
values for H1a, H2a, and H3a (See Table 2). Additionlly, three 
other established paths reported in the literature review were 
replicated in this study to provide a more robust identity-based 
structure of event sponsorship. 

Table 2 Structural Model Path Results (n=2,394)

Estimatea t-value

Hypothesized Paths 

H1a Knowledge (sport)  
→ Fan identification (sport)

.91 50.18** 

H2a Fan identification (sport)  
→ Fan attachment (event)

.17 12.80**

H3a Fan attachment (event)  
→ Sponsor patronage intent

.66 35.89** 

Established Paths 
(established relationships in the literature)

Fan identification → Event social responsibility .51 24.30** 

Event social responsibility  
→ Fan attachment (event)

.85 52.88** 

Fan attachment (event) → Event word of mouth .93 79.65**

Note: a Standardized solutions. Goodness-of-fit indices: χ2=2223.32, df=111, 
p<.00; CFI=.98; IFI=.98; NNFI=.98; SRMR=.067; **p < .001 *p < .01.
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Multigroup Analyses 
Next, a test of indirect effects through multigroup analyses for 
the proposed moderator for (1) locals (n = 1,611) and (2) nonlo-
cals (n = 783) was conducted. Structural parameters were con-
strained to be equal for both groups, thus producing an estimated 
covariance matrix per group and an overall value for the sets 
of submodels as part of one single structural system. Parameter 
equality constraints allow estimation of paths separately with no 
restraint, resulting in a second value with fewer degrees of free-
dom. The difference between the groups was significant; there-
fore, the researchers rejected the null hypothesis that structural 
parameters were identical across resident categories (param-
eter invariance). A series of multigroup tests determined what 
accounted for unequal covariance structures. The authors present 
the results of multigroup analyses (See Table 3).

Recall that H1b, H2b, and H3b predict that resident status 
moderates these direct hypothesized paths; it is operational-
ized as either locals (who traveled <50 miles) or nonlocals (who 
traveled 50+ miles). Of the three hypothesized indirect relation-
ships, two are significantly affected by the moderator (H1b and 
H2b) (See Table 3). For H1b, the posited effect of knowledge of 
the sport on fan identification is stronger for nonlocals than for 
locals (p < .01). For H2b, the effect of fan identification with the 
sport on fan attachment with the event is stronger for nonlocals 
compared with locals (p = .003). For H3b, locals and nonlocals 
are not significantly different, which does not indicate support 
for the posited effect of fan attachment with the event on spon-
sor patronage intent for the event sponsors. As an additional 
multigroup test, however, the authors compared differences 
between two nonlocal groups: in-state (Colorado) residents 
who live 50+ miles away from the tested event (n = 345) and 
out-of-state residents who typically traveled from much farther 
distances to attend the Colorado event (n = 438). In this case, 
the effect of fan attachment on sponsor patronage intent is sig-
nificantly stronger (p < .0001) for out-of-state attendees com-
pared with in-state attendees who live 50+ miles away from the  
tested event. 

Group Mean Comparisons
Multigroup analysis provides evidence that the relationship 
strength between constructs is moderated by the resident status 
of the event attendees. The authors next examined group mean 
comparisons to determine the extent to which locals differ from 
nonlocals and whether the group mean differences are in the 
hypothesized directions (See Table 4). 

Specifically, nonlocals were found to be significantly more 
knowledgeable about the sport (p = .0035) and reported signifi-
cantly higher levels of fan identification (p < .0001), in compari-
son with locals. Nonlocals also have significantly higher sponsor 
patronage intent, stating that they exert effort to do business with 
the sponsors (p = .0011). No significant differences were found 
between locals and nonlocals with regard to fan attachment to the 
event, event social responsibility, and event word of mouth. 

Overall, the comparison of group means tests provides direc-
tional evidence for H1b; namely, that attendees who are more 
knowledgeable about a sport will identify more with the sport 

Table 3 Multi-Group Chi-Squared Difference Test Results

Equity Constraint χ2(229) = 2737.56

 χ2 (230) ∆χ2

H1b Knowledge (sport) → Fan identification 2745.12 7.56* 

H2b Fan identification → Fan attachment (event) 2746.28 8.72*

H3b Fan attachment (event) → Sponsor patronage 
intent

2738.73 1.17

*p < .01.

Table 4 Differences between Group Means t-Test Results

Mean S.D. t-value

Knowledge (Sport)

Locals 5.28 1.71

Non-locals 5.50 1.71

Non-locals vs. locals  2.93*

Fan Identification

Locals 5.17 1.67

Non-ocals 5.53 1.59

Nonlocals vs. locals  5.07**

Event Social Responsibility

Locals 5.54 1.44

Nonlocals 5.50 1.36

Nonlocals vs. locals –0.52 

Fan Attachment (Event)

Locals 5.75 1.41

Nonlocals 5.81 1.37

Nonlocals vs. locals  0.33

Event Word of Mouth

Locals 5.91 1.42

Nonlocals 5.99 1.37

Nonlocals vs. locals  0.17

Sponsor Patronage Intent

Locals 4.90 1.60

Nonlocals 5.12 1.58

Nonlocals vs. locals  3.26*

**p < .001 *p < .01.
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if they are nonlocals versus locals. Directional evidence was also 
found in support of H2b; namely, that the effect of fan identifica-
tion with the sport on fan attachment with the event was stronger 
for nonlocals compared with locals. Finally, directional evidence 
was found in support of H3b; namely, that the effect of fan attach-
ment with the event on sponsor patronage intent was stronger for 
nonlocals than for locals. 

DISCUSSION
Summary and Intended Contribution
Consumers routinely experience sponsored events near and far, 
and whether the attendee is a local or not (termed a “faraway 
fan”) does affect the event sponsorship’s impact, despite little 
research on this focus in advertising or marketing. With data 
from a professional cycling event (n = 2,394), the results of this 
study show that the faraway fans (nonlocals) tend to be more 
knowledgeable about the sport than local attendees. This con-
tributes to the nonlocals or tourists reporting higher levels of fan 
identification with the sport which, in turn, strengthens their fan 
attachment to the event (versus locals who attended the event). 
Highly identified fans tend to be more attached to a sporting 
event, thereby increasing their desire to support sponsoring 
brands through sponsor patronage intent.

This study’s chief contribution is an expanded identity-based 
framework of event sponsorship with application to the fields of 
advertising and event sponsorship-linked marketing. This work 
also re-examines and confirms established relationships in the 
event sponsorship literature. Fan identification increases fan attach-
ment to an event, especially for those traveling outside the region 
(versus local residents). This is because faraway fans, or nonlocals, 
exert effort to attend the event and thus are highly identified fans 
of a sport. The authors argue that this effort indicates that the sport 

is part of their social identity and that they are, therefore, more 
attached to it, per social identity theory. Faraway fans may want 
to reinforce their social identity by supporting the event sponsors.

The strength of the relationship between fan identification with 
the sport and attachment to the sporting event is robust. This is fur-
ther supported by the finding that when attendees are nonlocals, 
their fan identification appears to have the strongest impact on 
their attraction to the event. The entire experience for faraway fans 
is more involving and time intensive, thus potentially contributing 
to their social identity development. The community involvement 
component drives outcomes for both fan attachment with the event 
and enhanced sponsor patronage intent toward the event sponsors. 
Finally, the results do not provide evidence that the relationship 
of sponsor patronage intent based on positive evaluations of the 
event is intensified by nonlocals; however, evidence is found for 
the nonlocals who travel from out of state. The out-of-state event 
attendees are more willing to report sponsor patronage intent than 
are locals and nonlocals who reside in the same state. 

Implications for Advertisers and Sport Marketers 
The findings of this robust field study highlight implications for 
both marketers and sport sponsorship partners. When specta-
tors are willing to travel to an event, one could surmise that they 
have a high level of motivation or involvement with it. Indeed, 
the study’s findings are consistent with this idea and show that 
the high level of knowledge brought in from nonlocal fans also 
positively affects their identification with the sport and attachment 
to the event. Marketers can benefit from these findings in multi-
ple ways. Messaging appeals fit into two broad categories; namely 
rational/informational and emotional/transformational appeals 
(Aaker and Norris, 1982). Given this study’s findings, advertisers 
would benefit from information-based campaigns, i.e., those that 
convey learning tips or white papers about the sports themselves. 
Marketers can also strategize ways to enhance event and sport 
knowledge with permission-based location-specific social media 
campaigns. Segments of sport fans from various locations can be 
targeted for hospitality and other sponsor-based offers that may 
be of interest to travelers. Sports-knowledge-based social media 
campaigns or contests also can serve as promotions and winners 
could receive discounted tickets to events or branded items. Sports 
and event knowledge can have a positive effect on the information 
processing of sponsor messages (Roy and Cornwell, 2004). In con-
junction with the current research findings, this implies that mar-
keters should broaden their advertising base to include nonlocals 
with knowledge- and rational information-based campaigns; such 
appeals should ultimately lead to elevated levels of processing of 
sponsorship messaging and recall as well. 

The authors argue that this effort (by 

faraway fans) indicates that the sport is 

part of their social identity and that they 

are, therefore, more attached to it, per 

social identity theory. Faraway fans may 

want to reinforce their social identity by 

supporting the event sponsors.
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The field study results also imply that, as suggested by Wakefield, 
Wakefield, and Keller (2020), part of targeting the correct type of 
consumers with the best type of campaign includes a focus on their 
location as an important demographic characteristic. Whereas locals 
are more readily targeted with mass appeals, nonlocals represent a 
potentially lucrative market that can be differentially targeted with 
effective zip-code-based campaigns that can include both digital 
(e.g., social media) and direct (e.g., personalized mailers) campaigns. 
Event marketing campaigns that target both locals and nonlocals will 
require customer relationship marketing databases that track touch-
points and provide mechanisms for loyalty-driven promotions. As 
such, the study’s findings indicate that event marketers should track 
repeat customers and offer loyalty programs, especially for those 
who are nonlocals, potentially offering sponsorship-based rewards. 

Finally, sports marketers and advertisers can utilize social-
media-based communities such as Facebook groups, YouTube 
channels, Twitter messaging, or Instagram groups, to include both 
locals and nonlocals in rational and transformational campaigns 
in the context of sport. Research indicates that online communities 
can create a sense of belonging and provide a messaging mecha-
nism for brands (Kachen and Krishen, 2020). Creating such fan 
communities can serve multiple purposes, including permission-
based promotions, community-driven communications, brand 
awareness, and increased event and sport knowledge. 

Limitations and Future Research
Although this research included testing in 12 different commu-
nities, one of the limitations is that this study may not be gen-
eralizable to other types of experiences or sponsored events. 
Future research can test and extend this model in the context of 
other branded experiences or sporting events. There is a formida-
ble research opportunity in other genres of events, and advertis-
ing scholars are encouraged to examine these other experiential 
domains. For instance, virtual events are underexamined genres of 
experiences that appear to be growing in importance. 

A second limitation is that sponsors may turn over and be incon-
sistent between sporting events (Carrillat and Grohs, 2019). This 
can make sponsor recognition more difficult as a measurement 
mechanism. A third limitation is the use of one method; therefore, 
another avenue for future research is examination of these relation-
ships in the current model with experimental methods. Although 
there is a clear need for field research in sponsorship because of the 
unique, face-to-face experiential nature of event sponsorship, field 
studies provide limited researcher control. Scholars are, therefore, 
encouraged to develop this work further with additional methods 
of inquiry, such as experiments, qualitative studies, and mixed 
methods to interrogate the theoretical mechanisms at play. 
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Table A1 Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations (n=200)

Construct Ma SD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(1) Knowledge (sport)  5.35 1.69 1.00

(2) Fan identification (sport) 5.33 1.60 .82 1.00

(3) Event social responsibility 5.62 1.38 .40 .47 1.00

(4) Fan attachment (event) 5.80 1.28 .40 .51 .80 1.00

(5) Event word of mouth  6.04 1.30 .38 .46 .73 .80 1.00

(6) Sponsor patronage intent 5.04 1.49 .47 .55 .58 .56 .44 1.00
a 7-point scale (1=Strongly disagree to 7=Strongly agree).
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