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ABSTRACT 

 

This study is introduced with a review of Funk and James (2001), Funk, Haugtvedt, and 

Howard (2000), and Krosnick and Petty (1995), which provide the basis for measuring 

psychological commitment.  It is proposed that a better understanding of the concept of attitude 

strength may provide insight into the antecedents and the primary evidence (resistance to change) 

of psychological commitment.  More specifically, Funk et al. (2000) suggest that various 

attitudinal properties (e.g., knowledge, extremity, importance) may function as antecedents of 

psychological commitment.  This understanding provides a direction for conceptualizing and 

measuring the factors comprising psychological commitment to a sports team.  The conceptual 

model of psychological commitment to a sports team proposed that the antecedents of 

psychological commitment are represented by nine attitude properties, categorized into three 

strength-related dimensions: (1) cognitive structure - affective reaction, cognitive reaction, 

amount of knowledge, direct experience, and accessibility, (2) subjective beliefs - personal 

relevance, certainty, and importance of the attitude object, and (3) attitude valence - extremity 

attributes. 

The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of the antecedents of 

psychological commitment to a sports team through a conceptual model based on the concept of 

attitude strength, and the causal relationship between psychological commitment to a sports team 

and resistance to changing team allegiance.    

Based upon the results of the pilot study and preliminary analysis of the main study, 

accessibility, direct experience, and personal relevance were dropped.  In doing so, the proposed 

model of psychological commitment was revised.  The measurement models and the structural 

model were analyzed.  The results of the measurement models indicated that the proposed model 

of psychological commitment to a sports team was confirmed as well as the results of structural 

model indicated that resistance to changing team allegiance was directly influenced by 

psychological commitment to a sports team.  The findings of this study will contribute not only 

to an extension of the knowledge base of psychological commitment to a sports team in the area 

 xiii



of sport marketing, but also to practical applications for sport-team marketers and managers.  

The findings of this study suggest several directions for future study.  

 xiv



 

CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Sport is an important source of leisure for many in society today.  A large number of 

individuals report that they frequently watch sports on television, attend live sporting events, 

read about sports in newspapers, purchase a newspaper for the sport section, and discuss sports 

(Iso-Ahola and Hatfield, 1986; Lieberman, 1991; Sage, 1990).  In terms of game attendance, 

$10.1 billion was spent by fans attending live sporting events in 2001 (US Census of Bureau, 

2003).  That figure consists of admissions to professional athletic events, amateur athletic events, 

auto racing, horse racing, and dog racing.  In 2001, over 136 million Americans attended 

professional basketball, baseball, football and hockey games; over 78 million attended collegiate 

football and basketball games (US Census of Bureau, 2003).  In 2002, over 20 million American 

adults attended professional basketball, baseball, football and hockey games once or more a 

month; over 10 million adults attended collegiate football and basketball games once or more a 

month (US Census of Bureau, 2003). Attendance figures illustrate that sport spectatorship is an 

important part of the leisure industry, and that the popularity of sport spectatorship has increased. 

Individuals attending sporting events are similar in that they all spend time and money to 

consume the events.  There are, however, differences in the degree of emotional commitment to 

a sports team or event.  That is, some people attend or watch a sporting event with a minimal 

emotional attachment to the outcome (spectators) while others are emotionally involved with the 

outcome of a game (fans).  According to Pooley (1978) and Zillman and Paulus (1993), a 

spectator is defined as one who attends or watches a game, but overlooks the experience 

afterward.  On the other hand, a fan is an enthusiastic devotee toward his/her favorite team 

(Guttmann, 1986; Sloan, 1989).  That is, true fans are individuals who exhibit a strong 

psychological commitment and repeat behavior in terms of the frequency of sport spectatorship 

toward their favorite team. 
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Allegiance to a favorite sport team, or team loyalty, is an important factor with respect to 

its influence on an individual’s desire to attend a sporting event (Wakefield & Sloan, 1995).  

Team loyalty is considered to be “…a social-psychological phenomenon in which individuals 

form strong, stable and continuous attachments to athletic teams” (Funk, 1998. p. 6).  That is, 

team loyalty is the bond of an individual to a team that is exhibited through a strong attachment 

and devotion to a favorite team (Branscombe & Wann, 1990).  For example, some college 

students wear clothes with a particular athletic team’s name or insignia in order to represent 

themselves as fans of a specific team.  They also show their enthusiasm by traveling long 

distances to attend a game of their favorite team.  Loyal fans own their favorite team’s 

merchandise (e.g. hat, sweater, shirt, bumper sticker), and exhibit repeat purchase behavior (e.g. 

purchase of season tickets, purchase of licensed merchandise, watching games).  They also feel 

frustrated when their favorite team loses a game against another team (Gibson, Willming, & 

Holdnak, 2002; Quirk, 1997). 

There is a variety of research that utilizes attendance data (e.g. total attendance, 

proportion of attendance, increase in ticket sales, the extent of repeat attendance) to measure  

team loyalty (Baade & Tiehan, 1990; Becker & Suls, 1983; Hansen & Gauthier, 1989; Howard 

& Crompton, 2004; Mullin, Hardy, & Sutton, 1993).  Although attendance data (behavioral 

dimension) may be an observable indicator of team loyalty, the behavioral dimension does not 

tell us anything about the attitudinal dimension of loyalty to a sports team. 

In general, loyalty is represented by two primary dimensions; an attitudinal dimension 

and a behavioral dimension (Day, 1969; Jocoby & Chestnut, 1978).  The behavioral dimension 

of loyalty has been assessed by frequency of usage or proportion of purchase.  The attitudinal 

dimension of loyalty has been difficult to measure since an attitude is not something that is 

directly observable (Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard, Havitz, & Howard, 1999).  Recognizing the 

difficulty of measuring an attitude, various researchers examining the topic have proposed that 

psychological commitment is an appropriate construct for measuring the attitudinal dimension of 

loyalty (Backman & Crompton, 1991; Day, 1969; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978; Mahony, Madrigal, 

& Howard, 2000; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).    
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Psychological commitment to a sport object (e.g., a specific sport activity or a specific 

team) includes an individual’s emotional and cognitive commitment that influences him/her to 

participate in an activity or attend a team’s games time after time.  Backman and Crompton 

(1991) measured psychological commitment toward a sport activity (i.e., golf, tennis) using a 13-

item semantic differential scale assessing general feelings regarding an activity.  Backman and 

Crompton concluded that general feelings were not enough to explain psychological 

commitment, which is “psychological decision-making, evaluative processes” (Jacoby, 1971, p. 

655). 

Mahony et al. (2000) proposed that the attitudinal dimension of loyalty could be 

measured by psychological commitment toward a sports team.  They, however, examined the 

resistance of an individual’s psychological commitment toward a sport team, which is believed 

to provide primary evidence of psychological commitment (Crosby & Taylor, 1984; Pritchard et 

al., 1999).  Therefore, the question remains as to what factors determine psychological 

commitment toward a sport team, and how psychological commitment contributes to the 

resistance to changing loyalty toward a team.  In order to answer these questions, it is necessary 

to develop a conceptual model of psychological commitment toward a sport team. 

While it has been difficult to measure the attitudinal dimension of loyalty to a sport team, 

discussions by Funk (1998), Funk and James (2001), Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000), and 

Krosnick and Petty (1995) provide ideas for measuring psychological commitment.  The writings 

include the proposition that a better understanding of attitude strength may provide insight into 

the components and the primary evidence (resistance to changing one’s attitude) of 

psychological commitment.  More specifically, Funk et al. (2000) and Krosnick and Petty (1995) 

suggest that three strength-related dimensions (i.e., cognitive structure, subjective beliefs, 

attitude valence) are believed to be primary dimensions of psychological commitment as well as 

various attitudinal properties (e.g., knowledge, extremity, importance, and etc.) may function as 

sub-dimensions of psychological commitment.  These ideas provide direction for 

conceptualizing and measuring the factors comprising psychological commitment to a sports 

team.  The purposes of this study are to propose and test a model of psychological commitment 

to a sports team based on the concept of attitude strength. 
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Statement of Problem 

According to Howard and Crompton (2004), revenue sources of collegiate and 

professional sport teams do not cover expenditures. Specifically, collegiate sport teams have 

suffered from financial burdens due to expenses exceeding revenue (Fulks, 2002).  For example, 

the net operating results of the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division I and 

Division II athletic programs showed annual deficits in 1985, 1989, 1993, 1995, 1997, 1999, and 

2001 (Fulks, 2002).  According to Fulks (2002), total revenues for NCAA Division I and 

Division II were $30.2 million in 2001; total expenses were $39.4 million in 2001. 

Financial difficulties have pressed many professional sport franchises to either move the 

franchise, or look for other revenue sources such as adding more luxury boxes when facilities are 

remodeled or new facilities are built (Fried, Shapiro, & Deschriver, 2003; Siegfried & Zimbalist, 

2000).  These are not, however, long-term strategies in terms of maintaining relationships with 

loyal fans.  When a team is relocated, fans to a particular team might maintain their loyalty, lose 

their loyalty, or transfer their loyalty to other teams.  Also, it could be assumed that fans would 

feel difficulty-demonstrating loyalty to the team that may not exist as time passes due to the 

team’s relocation.  

In order for sport teams to achieve long-term business success, they should be concerned 

about maintaining and developing a large loyal fan base because loyal fans provide sport teams 

with a long-term sustainable source of income.  According to Mullin et al. (1993), we cannot 

overlook the importance of loyal fans for a sport organization’s success.  Mullin and his 

associates proposed a “20-80” rule for a sport team based on the purchasing behavior of loyal 

fans.  They proposed that 20% of a sport team’s loyal fans account for 80% of its total business.  

According to Mullin et al. (1993), 20% of the existing attendees’ buying more tickets resulted in 

80% of the increase in ticket sales from one season to the next for the Pittsburgh Pirates.  One 

strategy for sport teams to reduce the financial difficulties they face is to better understand what 

factors play a role in the formation of team loyalty.  Sport teams must develop long-term 

strategies to maintain, and furthermore, increase a large base of loyal fans. 

The name of a sport team (i.e., Pittsburgh Pirates) is considered a brand name from a 

marketing perspective.  Loyal fans to a particular sport team are the same as loyal consumers to a 
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particular brand.  Thus, team loyalty is included as a type of brand loyalty.  Engel, Blackwell, 

and Miniard (1993) mentioned, “a high degree of brand loyalty is one of the greatest assets a 

marketer can posses” (p. 45).  Light (1994) also indicated that a brand loyal customer had nine 

times more purchasing power than did a disloyal one. 

Although brand loyalty is an important element for developing a sustainable competitive 

advantage (Kotler, 1984), marketers cannot entirely rely on brand loyalty. According to a study 

by Sebastian and Bristow (2000), college students exhibited significantly less brand loyalty for 

inferior or low quality products in four categories: blue jeans, soft drinks, tennis shoes, and 

delivery pizza.  The results suggest that consumer brand loyalty decreases as the performance, 

including service quality and function, of a product declines.  At the same time, if the 

performance of a specific brand a consumer used to prefer declines, a consumer may be expected 

to choose a competing brand that promotes itself based on better service quality and performance.  

With regard to a sport team product, however, Sebastian and Bristow (2000) found that college 

students’ brand loyalty scores were not negatively impacted for their favorite sport teams even 

when they exhibited low quality or inferior performance.  In their study, it is suggested that 

college students, who are committed to their favorite sport, are loyal fans.  The characteristics of 

loyal fans are very similar to “die-hard” fans in the sense of those who supported their favorite 

teams to the core.  It does not matter for the “die-hard” fan if their favorite team wins or loses the 

games (Wann & Branscombe, 1990).  

Bristow and Sebastian (2001) characterized followers of the Chicago Cubs baseball team 

as die-hard fans because despite not having won a World Series title since 1908, the team 

continues to attract fans to Wrigley Field.  On the other hand, the Minnesota Twins who won 

World Series titles in 1987 and in 1991 routinely have not drawn crowds to the Metrodome as 

large as those going to Wrigley Field.   

Sebastian and Bristow (2000) suggested that, “…one might expect the Minnesota Twins, 

a team that has performed well enough to win two world titles in recent memory, to enjoy greater 

fan loyalty than the Chicago Cubs, a team whose performance has not led to a world 

championship in more than ninety years” (p. 213). Interestingly, however, attendance data at the 

teams’ respective ballparks proves that the opposite is true.  According to the recent figures, in 
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1999, the Cubs drew nearly 3 million fans and the Twins just over 1 million (Bristow & 

Sebastian, 2001; Sebastian & Bristow, 2000).  This pattern of support seems illogical. 

Even during losing seasons the pattern of team loyalty is not as expected. The Chicago 

Cubs finished the 1999 season thirty games out of first place; the Minnesota Twins were thirty-

three games out of first place in 1999.  Based on both teams’ relatively poor performance in 1999, 

one might expect to see a decline in fan support, indicated by diminishing numbers of fans at the 

ballparks for both teams.  There was, however, an observable difference in team support.  The 

Minnesota Twins experienced the predicted decline in ticket sales during the year.  The Cubs had 

a ten percent increase in paid attendance during the 1999 season, suggesting strong and steady 

fan support for the team (Bristow & Sebastian, 2001). 

These observations lead one to wonder why fans would remain loyal to a particular team 

that is inferior to others based on performance.  What is it about fans that drive them to remain 

loyal to a particular team?  In order to answer these questions, it is necessary to uncover what 

psychological attributes drive the attitudes and subsequently the behaviors that contribute to 

sport team loyalty.  A weakness of previous (behavioral) research, however, has been its inability 

to explain the underlying psychological processes of loyalty toward a sport team (Zillman & 

Paulus, 1993).  According to many loyalty researchers, psychological commitment is an 

appropriate construct for measuring the psychological processes of loyalty, which represents an 

attitudinal dimension of loyalty (Day, 1969; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard 

et al., 1999).  Concerning team loyalty, a conceptual framework of psychological commitment 

has not been developed in the sport domain.   

 

Purpose of Study 

The purposes of this study are to propose and test a model of psychological commitment 

that may be used to measure the attitudinal dimension of team loyalty.  More specifically, this 

study is to (1) propose a conceptual model of psychological commitment based on nine 

attitudinal properties, (2) develop a valid and reliable scale to measure psychological 

commitment to a sports team, and (3) test the proposed model of psychological commitment to a 
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sports team and the causal relationship between psychological commitment to a sports team and 

its consequence (resistance to changing team allegiance). 

 

Conceptual Framework 

Dimensions of Psychological Commitment toward a Sports Team 

Previous studies of psychological commitment in business and consumer behavior 

literature suggest that the construct is appropriate for measuring an attitudinal dimension of 

loyalty (Backman & Crompton, 1991; Day, 1969; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978; Mahony, et al., 

2000; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard, Havitz, & Howard, 1999).  Writings in the sport domain also 

suggested that psychological commitment is an appropriate construct for measuring an attitudinal 

dimension of loyalty toward a sport team (Backman & Crompton, 1991; Mahony, et al., 2000).  

There is, however, a lack of empirical research defining the construct, specifically in relation to 

the components of psychological commitment and its consequence, resistance to changing one’s 

psychological commitment toward a sport team.  Therefore, it is suggested that the development 

of a conceptual model of psychological commitment toward a sports team is needed.  In this 

section, the proposed model of psychological commitment is presented, including the 

components (i.e., sub-dimensions and primary dimensions) of psychological commitment and its 

consequence, resistance to changing team allegiance. 

The key dimensions of the proposed conceptual model are adapted from Funk (1998), 

Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000), Funk and James, (2001), Krosnick et al. (1993), and 

Krosnick and Petty (1995).  The authors suggest that one means of assessing psychological 

commitment is based on the concept of attitude strength.  The relationship among various 

attitudinal properties (sub-dimensions) and three strength-related dimensions (primary 

dimension) is proposed as providing the elements to conceptualize psychological commitment.  

Based on the suggestions from the various authors, this study is an attempt to develop a 

conceptual model of psychological commitment toward a sports team.   

Drawing from the work of Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000) and Krosnick and Petty 

(1995), the proposed model is believed to include three primary dimensions of psychological 

commitment.  The three primary dimensions are based on the writings about attitude strength, 
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“aspects of the cognitive structure associated with the attitude and attitude object in memory, 

subjective beliefs about the attitude and attitude object, and aspects of the attitude itself” 

(Krosnick & Petty, 1995, p. 5).  The works by Funk et al. (2000) and Krosnick and Petty (1995) 

further indicate that the three attitude strength-related dimensions (primary dimensions) are 

represented by various attitude properties (sub-dimensions) (e.g., knowledge, extremity, 

importance, and etc.).  In this study, the three primary dimensions of psychological commitment 

are represented by nine sub-dimensions or attitude properties. 

Cognitive structure is included as the first primary dimension, which is defined by five 

corresponding sub-dimensions: affective reaction, cognitive reaction, knowledge, direct 

experience, and accessibility (Funk et al., 2000; Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  For instance, Funk et 

al., (2000) proposed that the dimension of cognitive structure is associated with the strength 

between an attitude object and the evaluation or the amount of knowledge related with the 

attitude in memory, representing the amount of knowledge about a sport team, direct prior 

experience with various team activities, and consistency between feelings and beliefs toward a 

sport team.   

The dimension of subjective beliefs is included as the second primary dimension, and is 

determined by three sub-dimensions: personal relevance, certainty, and importance (Funk et al., 

2000; Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  According to Funk and his associates (2000), the dimension of 

subjective beliefs is represented by subjective judgments or perceptions indicating the 

psychological importance of a team to an individual, his or her attitudinal confidence toward the 

team and personal relevance of a team.   

The third primary dimension is an attitude itself, which is represented by attitude valence.  

The dimension of attitude valence indicates the feature of the evaluation itself, such as extremity, 

elicited by the team, which are the evaluative responses of an individual’s favorability (Funk et 

al., 2000; Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  Krosnick and Petty (1995) noted that extremity captures 

whether an individual feels that an object (i.e., team) is good or bad, regardless of his/her 

evaluation of other aspects of experiences related to an object (i.e., win or loss).  Psychological 

commitment is hypothesized as a third order latent variable comprised of the three attitude-
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strength dimensions (primary dimensions), which are determined by nine attitude properties 

(sub-dimensions) (see Figure 1.1).   
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Figure 1.1 

Proposed Model of Psychological Commitment to a Sports Team 

Source: Adapted from Funk (1998), Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000), and Krosnick  
and Petty (1995) 
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Relationship Between Attitude Properties and Attitude Strength

Previous research has conceptualized attitude strength in terms of various attitudinal 

properties (Bassili, 1996; Funk, 1998; Funk & Pastore, 2000; Krosnick et al., 1993; Raden, 1985; 

Scott, 1968).  Scott (1968) identified attitude strength using ten attitudinal properties: extremity, 

flexibility, consciousness, cognitive complexity, intensity, ambivalence, affective salience, 

embeddedness, salience, and overtness.  Raden (1985) expanded the number of attitudinal 

properties based on an extensive literature review in order to conceptualize strength-related 

attitude dimensions including accessibility, evaluative-cognitive consistency, certainty, direct 

behavioral experience, importance, latitudes of acceptance and rejection, intensity, crystallization, 

stability, and vested interest.  The results of Raden’s (1985) research indicated that these 

attitudinal property dimensions are not all reflections of a single primary, superordinate 

dimension.   

In Krosnick et al.’s (1993) research, they analyzed the relationships among ten 

dimensions of attitudinal properties toward abortion, capital punishment, and national defense 

spending using multitrait-multimethod confirmatory factor analysis: importance, affective 

intensity, accessibility, extremity, interest in relevant information, direct behavioral experience, 

certainty, knowledge, affective-cognitive consistency, and latitude of rejection and 

noncommitment.  They found that most attitudinal property dimensions were related with low to 

moderate correlations but all were distinct.  Bassili (1996) also found that nine attitudinal 

properties were a distinctive structural formation toward employment quotas for women, a ban 

on pornographic films, and laws against hate literature based on the result of factor analysis: 

certainty, importance, strength, knowledge, attention, frequency of thought, extremity, 

ambivalence, and response time. 

In team sport research, two studies have examined various properties of the strong 

attitude construct.  Funk (1998) demonstrated that attitudinal loyalty to the Cleveland Indians 

professional baseball team was demonstrated through eight distinct attitudinal properties 

including importance, personal relevance, extremity, intensity, cognitive-affective consistency, 

knowledge, direct experience and certainty.  Gladden and Funk (1999) measured the strength of 

team brand associations using three attitudinal properties: importance, knowledge, and affective 
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reaction.  Both studies indicate that the attitudinal properties are related, but distinct, and 

contribute to a continued psychological relationship between a sport team and fans. 

Research has demonstrated that, various attitudinal properties are related yet distinct 

(Bassili, 1996; Funk, 1998; Funk & Pastore, 2000; Krosnick et al., 1993).   From this perspective, 

the previous research demonstrates that various attitudinal properties represent independent 

dimensions and are consistent with attitude strength in that various attitudinal properties provide 

the general measure of attitude strength. 

According to Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000) and Krosnick and Petty (1995), 

attitude properties may be categorized into three strength-related dimensions: (1) cognitive 

structure, (2) subjective beliefs, and (3) attitude valence. 

Cognitive structure reflects attitudinal traits associated with the strength between an 

attitude object and its evaluation stored in memory (Funk et al., 2000; Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  

That is, cognitive structure is represented by cognitive elements stored in memory, indicating 

attributes regarding the amount of knowledge, consistency between affect and cognition, direct 

experience and ambivalence (Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  For instance, Funk et al., (2000) 

proposed that the dimension of cognitive structure toward a sport team may be measured by the 

amount of knowledge about a sport team, direct prior experience with various team activities, 

and consistency between feelings and beliefs toward a sport team. 

Subjective beliefs represent an individual’s subjective perceptions or judgments of an 

attitude, such as how confident an individual is in its validity (Gross, Holtz, & Miller, 1995).  

That is, individuals possess some beliefs about the attributes of their own attitudes as well as the 

attributes of the attitude object.  For instance, individuals perceive their important personal goals, 

desires and wishes to be closely associated with some attitude objects, including personal 

relevance, certainty, and importance of the attitude object (Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  According 

to Funk and his associates (2000), the dimension of subjective beliefs could be measured by 

psychological importance to the team, attitudinal confidence (certainty) toward the team and 

personal relevance of the team. 

Attitude valence indicates the features of the evaluation itself.  That is, attitudes vary 

along an evaluative continuum, which ranges from strongly positive to neutral to strongly 
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negative, decomposed into valence and extremity attributes (Judd & Brauer, 1995; Krosnick & 

Petty, 1995).  According to Funk and his associates (2000), the dimension of attitude valence is 

defined by extremity elicited by the team, which are the evaluative responses of an individual’s 

favorability.  Krosnick and Petty (1995) noted that extremity captures whether an individual feels 

that an object (i.e., team) is good or bad, regardless of his/her evaluation of other aspect of 

experiences related an object (i.e., win or loss).   

This concept of three strength-related dimensions related with attitude strength reveals an 

appropriate outline of the conceptual relationship among nine attitude properties.  Three 

strength-related dimensions provide better understanding of the conceptual framework of attitude 

strength and categorizing between nine attitude properties and attitude strength.  Thus, it is 

suggested that the nine attitude properties influence the formation of attitude strength through 

three strength-related dimensions.    

Relationship Between Attitude Strength and Psychological Commitment 

As reported by Krosnick and Petty (1995), the conceptualization of various attitude 

properties as distinct and independent provides a means to examine their impact on attitude 

strength.  That is, attitude strength toward an object is not easy to change and has more powerful 

effects on an individual than do others.  Krosnick and Petty (1995) proposed that although 

attitudinal properties and three strength-related dimensions were conceptually and empirically 

distinct, they have been linked to strong attitudes of persistence over time and resistance to 

change, and were considered to bias cognitive processes, and guiding behavior.   

According to Krosnick and Petty (1995), attitude strength is associated with the outcomes 

of persistence over time, resistance to change, a biased cognitive process, and guiding behavior.  

These outcomes could categorize two features of attitude strength.  That is, an individual who 

has a strong attitude possesses two effective indicators of attitude strength: durability of attitude 

positions over time and impactfulness on associated attitudes and behavior.  The durability is 

associated with persistence over time, and resistance to change.  Impactfulness refers to a biased 

cognitive process, and guiding behavior (Krosnick & Petty, 1995).   

Although four defining features of attitude strength were conceptually and empirically 

distinct, some of the features of attitude strength directly influence others.  According to Schwarz 
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(1978), guiding behavior relies on persistence over time in that unless an attitude persists over 

the time, it is unlikely to predict behavior (persistence over time  guiding behavior).  

Similarly, Fazio (1995) noted that guiding behavior is dependent on the ability of a biased 

cognitive process toward an object (a biased cognitive process  guiding behavior).  Krosnick 

and Petty (1995) suggested that the effect of attitude strength associated with resistance to 

change was directly influenced by a biased cognitive process (a biased cognitive process  

resistance to change).  They mentioned, “factors that might enhance an attitude’s impact on 

information processing also seem likely thereby to enhance its resistance to change” (p. 4).  That 

is to say, a biased cognitive process produces resistance to change.  Krosnick and Petty (1995) 

proposed that persistence over time through reinforcement in memory (i.e., knowledge, direct 

experiences, cognition) contributes to resistance to change.  Persistence over time, which is 

attitude stability toward an object, is likely to form a strong relationship with resistance to 

change.  In other words, the more persistent an individual’s attitude over time, the more likely 

he/she is to resist attempts to change the attitude.  That is, an attitude is willing to change toward 

persuasive message if it does not persist over time (persistence over time  resistance to 

change).  Strong attitudes of persistence over time and resistance to change should also be more 

likely to guide behavior than weak attitudes (Petty, Haugtvedt & Smith, 1995).  According to 

Funk and James (2001), strong attitudes that persist over time and are resistant to change have 

“greater correspondence with behavioral intent” and “longer duration of related behavior” (p. 

136).  Strong attitudes that persist over time and are resistant to change also are more likely to 

increase the “likelihood that an individual will engage in some form of behavior (attend, read, 

watch, listen, purchase) related to the team” (Funk & James, 2001, p.136) (persistence over time 

and resistance to change  guiding behavior). 

Based on this perspective, persistence over time, biased cognitive processing, and 

resistance to changing one’s attitude contribute to predict behavior (guiding behavior).  

Furthermore, resistance to changing one’s attitude is dependent on the ability of an attitude’s 

stability over time (persistence over time) and a biased cognitive process.  Considering the four 

defining features of attitude strength, there is the causal relationship among them.  Persistence 

over time and a biased cognitive process are the formative constructs of attitude strength, which 
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lead resistance to changing one’s attitude (their consequence) as a primary evidence of attitude 

strength.  Guiding behavior as future intention of behavior is a latent outcome of attitude 

strength, which is influenced by formative constructs of attitude strength (i.e., persistence over 

time and a biased cognitive process) and primary evidence of attitude strength (i.e., resistance to 

changing one’s attitude).  Therefore, the effect of resistance to changing one’s attitude can 

represent the consequence of formative constructs of attitude strength (see Figure 1.2). 
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Figure 1.2 

Causal Model of Attitude Strength 

Source: Adapted from Fazio (1995), Funk & James (2001), Krosnick and Petty (1995), and 
Schwarz (1978) 

 

Crosby and Taylor (1983) suggested that psychological commitment was an individual’s 

“resistance to persuasive communication” (p. 414).  That is to say, psychological commitment is 

defined as a propensity to resistance, which is an attitude’s ability to withstand an attack in terms 

of response to conflicting information or experience (e. g., counter-attitudinal message).  

Pritchard, Havitz, and Howard (1999) noted that formative constructs of psychological 
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commitment were represented by informational, identification, and volitional processes, which 

produced their consequence of psychological commitment as “resistance to change, as the 

principal evidence of commitment” (p. 337).   

Informational processes deal with “cognitive structure and how people managed 

information about their preference” (Pritchard et al., 1999, p. 335) represented by cognitive 

complexity (Crosby & Taylor, 1983; Day, 1970; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).  

Identification processes are demonstrated by position involvement, which refers to personal 

attachment between preference of a particular brand and important value and self-image (Crosby 

& Taylor, 1983; Freedman, 1964; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).  Volitional processes 

are represented by volitional choice with respect to an individual’s perception of free choice 

(Kiesler, 1971; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).  Therefore, cognitive complexity, 

position involvement, and volitional choice represent components of resistance to changing one’s 

attitude.  

Resistance to changing one’s attitude as a consequence of formative constructs of 

psychological commitment refers to “individuals’ unwillingness to change their preferences 

toward, important associations with, and/or beliefs about a product or an agency” (Iwasaki & 

Havitz, 2004, p. 50).  Consistent with Crosby and Taylor’s (1983) research, Iwasaki and Havitz 

(1998), Pritchard (1991), and Pritchard and his associates (1999) also supported that resistance to 

changing one’s attitude is the primary evidence of psychological commitment, drawn by 

formative constructs of psychological commitment.   

From this perspective, the concept of attitude strength is very closely associated with the 

concept of psychological commitment.  The consequence (i.e., primary evidence) of formative 

constructs of attitude strength and psychological commitment is used to describe the same 

phenomenon: resistance to changing one’s attitude.  That is, the consequence of formative 

constructs of attitude strength is resistance to changing one’s attitude, which link to the 

consequence of formative constructs of psychological commitment. 

Considering the formative constructs and their consequence of attitude strength and 

psychological commitment, they have relationships among them (Funk and James, 2001; 

Krosnick and Petty, 1995).  As the aspect of attitude strength, persistence over time, a biased 
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cognitive process are components of resistance to changing one’s attitude, which is identified by 

outcomes of various attitudinal properties.  Cognitive complexity, position involvement, and 

volitional choice contribute to resistance to change in the concept of psychological commitment.  

According to Funk and James (2001), a biased cognitive process is formed by high level of 

information complexity, position involvement, and volitional choice.  In other words, an 

individual who is unwilling to change toward counter-attitudinal message exhibits a biased 

cognitive process based on the large amount of information (e.g., beliefs and ideas) toward an 

object, high level of identification between preference of an object and personal values and self-

images, and strong perception of free choice because he/she is more able to evaluate and 

interpret an object as consistent with informational, identification, and volitional processes, 

which lead to resist attempts to change it (Pritchard et al, 1999). 

Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000) proposed that the attitudinal dimension of loyalty 

could be measured by persistence over time, a biased cognitive process, and resistance to 

changing one’s attitude, which are formative constructs of attitude strength and their 

consequence respectively.  Formative constructs of psychological commitment and their 

consequence are appropriate constructs to measure an attitudinal dimension of loyalty (Pritchard 

et al., 1999).  That is, the attitudinal dimension of loyalty can be measured by the basis of 

concept of attitude strength and psychological commitment.  Therefore, this study proposes that 

psychological commitment is explained by the concept of attitude strength.     

Conceptual Framework of Psychological Commitment 

This study is designed to understand psychological commitment based on the concept of 

attitude strength.  Specifically, the purposes of this study is (1) to propose a conceptual model of 

psychological commitment based on attitude strength toward a sports team, (2) to test a model of 

psychological commitment toward a sports team, and (3) to test the relationship between 

psychological commitment and its consequence (resistance to change) toward a sports team.   

  The conceptual framework is identified by the model of psychological commitment and 

the relationship between psychological commitment and its consequence (resistance to changing 

allegiance) toward a sport team.  The proposed model of psychological commitment is integrated 

by three primary dimensions (cognitive structure, subjective beliefs, and attitude valence) and  
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Figure 1.3 

Proposed Model of Psychological Commitment and Its Consequence to a Sports Team 

Source: Adapted from Funk (1998), Funk, et al. (2000), Funk and James, (2001), Krosnick et al. 
(1993), Krosnick and Petty (1995), and Pritchard et al (1999) 
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nine sub-dimensions (affective reaction, cognitive reaction, knowledge, direct experiences, 

accessibility, personal relevance, importance, certainty, extremity) based on the concept of 

attitude strength.  The conceptual framework of this study is developed primarily from the work 

of Funk (1998), Funk, et al. (2000), Funk and James, (2001), Krosnick et al. (1993), Krosnick 

and Petty (1995), and Pritchard et al (1999) (see Figure 1.3). 

 

Research Hypotheses 

 The following research hypotheses were developed from the proposed model of 

psychological commitment and the relationship between psychological commitment and its 

consequence (resistance to change) toward a sport team (see Figure 1.3). 

Cognitive Structure    

RH 1: There will be a significant positive relationship between five attitudinal properties 

and cognitive structure. 

RH 1-1: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of affective reaction and the primary dimension of 

            cognitive structure. 

RH 1-2: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of cognitive reaction and the primary dimension of 

            cognitive structure. 

RH 1-3: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of knowledge and the primary dimension of cognitive  

structure. 

RH 1-4: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of direct experience and the primary dimension of  

cognitive structure. 

RH 1-5: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of accessibility and the primary dimension of cognitive structure. 
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Subjective Beliefs 

RH 2: There will be a significant positive relationship between three attitudinal properties  

and  subjective beliefs. 

RH 2-1: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of personal relevance and the primary dimension of  

subjective  beliefs. 

RH 2-2: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of importance and the primary dimension of subjective  

beliefs. 

RH 2-3: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of certainty and the primary dimension of subjective  

beliefs. 

Attitude Valence 

RH 3: There will be a significant positive relationship between an attitudinal property 

and attitude valence. 

RH 3-1: There will be a significant positive relationship between the sub- 

dimension of extremity and the primary dimension of attitude  

valence. 

Cognitive Structure, Subjective Beliefs, Attitude Valence, and Psychological Commitment 

RH 4: There will be a significant positive relationship between cognitive structure and  

           psychological commitment.  

RH 5: There will be a significant positive relationship between subjective beliefs  

and psychological commitment.  

RH 6: There will be a significant positive relationship between attitude valence 

and psychological commitment.   

Psychological Commitment and Resistance to Change Team Allegiance 

RH 7: There will be a significant positive relationship between psychological  

commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance.  
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Definitions of Terms   

Affective Reaction 

 An individual’s emotions or feelings about an object refer to the affective reaction of an 

attitude.  That is to say, affective reaction refers to the degree of emotions or feelings to which an 

individual responses an evaluation of the object (Krosnick & Perry, 1995).  Madrigal (2003) 

stated, “emotions are the direct result of a subsequent evaluation and interpretation in which an 

actual state is compared to a desired state” (p. 26).  In Cohen and Areni’s (1991) research, they 

stated that affect is “a general descriptor of a valenced feeling state” comprised of emotions (p. 

191).     

Cognitive Reaction 

 Cognitive reaction reflects a person’s belief associated with perception of and 

information about an object (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  Cognitive reaction is acquired by a 

combination of direct experience with the attitude object and related information from various 

sources.  

Knowledge 

 Attitude knowledge refers to a great deal of relevant knowledge about the attitude object 

(Wood, 1982).  Knowledge is represented in terms of the amount of stored information 

individuals have toward an object and individuals’ subjective perception of stored information 

about an object.  

Direct Experience 

Direct experience refers to the degree to which one has had experiences related to an 

object and the amount of direct contact one has had with the object in the past.  Positive direct 

experience in the past has been found to increase the consistency between attitude and behavior 

(Davidson et al., 1985; Fazio & Zanna, 1981).  

Accessibility 

 Attitudes based on accessibility are viewed as the strength of an association between an 

attitude object and the one’s evaluative response of it in memory, which is effortlessly and 

inescapably activated upon the one’s encountering the object (Fazio, 1995).     
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Importance  

Attitude importance refers to the degree to which an individual considers an attitude that 

is personally important and cares deeply about the object.  Thus, attitude importance represents a 

person’s perception of the psychological significance and value attached to an attitude toward the 

object (Funk, 1998; Krosnick, 1989).  

Personal Relevance 

 Personal relevance refers to the extent to which an individual considers that an attitude 

object holds significant outcomes for some aspect of his/her life (Petty & Cacioppo, 1990).  

Personal relevance represents the extent of personal involvement to which the attitude object is 

connected to an individual’s significant consequences (Johnson & Eagly, 1989).  That is to say, 

when the issue or topic has personal relevance, an individual is personally involved with it.   

Certainty 

 Attitude certainty refers to the degree of confidence that the attitude toward an object was 

correct (Krosnick & Schuman, 1988).  That is, attitude certainty represents that individuals have 

confidence in their attitude toward an object. 

Extremity 

 Attitude extremity refers to the degree of favorability.  Extremity is the extent to which 

the attitude deviates from neutrality.  The more extreme an attitude is, the more an individual 

likes or dislikes the object (Abelson, 1995; Judd & Brauer, 1995). 

Attitude Strength 

Attitude strength refers to the “extent to which attitudes manifest the qualities of 

durability and impactfulness” (Petty & Krosnick, 1995, p. 3).  That is, attitude strength is the 

degree to which it is thought to possess persistence, resistance, impact on information processing 

and judgments, and guiding behavior. 

Psychological Commitment 

Psychological commitment refers to a tendency of unwillingness to change preference, 

which stems from a psychological decision-making evaluative process formatted by the amount 

of beliefs and ideas, affective-cognitive consistency, a trust of judgments, linkage between 
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reference and important value and self-image, volitional choice (Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004; 

Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999). 

Loyalty 

 Loyalty is defined as an individual exhibiting high level of repeat purchasing behavior as 

well as a strong attitude toward an object.  According to Jacoby and Chestnut (1978), loyalty is 

“(1) the biased (i.e., nonrandom), (2) behavioral response (i.e., purchase), (3) expressed over 

time, (4) by some decision-making unit, (5) with respect to one or more alternative brands out of 

a set of such brand, and (6) is a function of psychological (decision-making evaluative) 

processes” (p. 84). 

 

Assumptions of Study 

1. It is assumed that the population for this study will be undergraduate students of a particular 

large, public university and has more experiences involving and relating to the athletic team 

representing their university, compared to the undergraduate students of another university. 

2. It is assumed that the selected sample for this study represents the population.  

3. It is assumed that subjects surveyed would give honest answers to survey questions regarding 

their athletic team.  

 

Limitations of Study 

This study will have potential limitations. 

1. The results of this study may be difficult to generalize to professional sport teams.  The 

professional sport teams have contingent characteristics and deal with different consumers’ 

needs.  Thus, the conceptual model of psychological commitment toward a professional sport 

team and a collegiate sport team may be different. 

2. The results of this study will be generalized to a conceptual model of psychological 

commitment toward the football team of Florida State University students.  

3. The results of this study may be difficult to generalize to other collegiate sport teams.  The 

popular collegiate sport teams, such as football and basketball, are closer in relationship than 
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unpopular collegiate sport teams like women’s softball teams.  Thus, the results of this study 

may be different if this study used women’s softball team instead of football.   

4. The results of this study will examine psychological commitment and its consequence 

(resistance to changing allegiance) toward a collegiate sport team.  This study will not 

measure the difference of psychological commitment between gender and academic year of 

Florida State University undergraduate students. 

5. There will be limitations attributed to survey research.  This limitation is related to whether 

the questions to be answered are clear and not misleading and to whether subjects for this 

study thoughtfully and honestly completed the survey questionnaire (Fraenkel & Wallen, 

1996). 

6. There will be a limitation of sampling technique.  The limitation is that the random sampling 

method could not be used in this study.  It leads us conclusions that the results are less exact 

than those based on random sampling techniques (McMillan, 2000).  

 

Significance of Study 

 Although many studies have been conducted with the purpose of understanding the 

attitudinal dimension of loyalty relative to psychological commitment, few studies have been 

undertaken to develop a conceptual model of attitudinal loyalty based on psychological 

commitment (Backman & Crompton, 1991; Funk, 1998; Mahony et al., 2000; Sheth et al., 1999).  

In fact, no research has sought to empirically or conceptually examine attitudinal loyalty with 

respect to psychological commitment through attitudinal properties that might be expected to 

causally influence the consequences of attitude strength toward a sport team.  That is to say, 

there is no conceptual model of psychological commitment based on the concept of attitude 

strength. 

This study proposes a model of psychological commitment based on the concept of 

attitude strength.  This study will also test a causal relationship between psychological 

commitment and resistance to changing allegiance toward a sport team.  The results of this study 

will contribute to theory development for scholars in the area of sport marketing and to practical 

applications for sport team marketers and managers. 
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Not only are sport fans attending games, they are spending a great deal of money in the 

process (Howard & Crompton, 2004).  According to Zhang et al. (1996), attendance affects the 

major revenue for a sport team, thereby increasing profit.  Sport team marketers or managers 

need to effectively utilize their marketing strategies in order to increase attendance at games.  In 

order to increase attendance, it is essential to understand how the attitudinal dimension of loyalty 

(i.e., psychological commitment) toward a sport team actually work with psychological 

components of sport spectators.  

Understanding sport spectators’ psychological commitment associated with 

psychological components, which influence spectators to attend or watch the sport game, is a key 

to developing different strategies that will eventually meet the sport team’s objectives.  In order 

to meet the goals of sport teams, various strategies are utilized to create a greater profit.  For 

example, one of the various strategies is to promote the sport team in association with 

psychological components that influence sport fans to attend or watch the game.  Therefore, 

sport team marketers and managers need to develop a greater understanding of the attitudinal 

dimension of loyalty based on psychological commitment.  This knowledge provides sport team 

marketers and managers with a more effective application of strategies in order to increase 

attendance. 
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CHAPTER II 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

This study proposes that the attitudinal dimension of loyalty may be represented and 

measured using the construct of psychological commitment.  A conceptual framework is 

proposed in which nine attitude properties are presented as components of three strength-related 

dimensions, which together represent psychological commitment, a third-order latent construct.  

The review of literature is based on research from numerous disciplines including consumer 

behavior, business, marketing, and social psychology.  The purpose of this chapter is to review 

the previous literature related to this study.  This chapter begins with a review of previous loyalty 

studies from which an understanding of the loyalty concept is derived.  A critical review of the 

loyalty literature includes an assessment of the approaches used to measure the dimensions of 

loyalty, which provides a rationale for why psychological commitment is an appropriate concept 

to represent the attitudinal dimension of loyalty.  The chapter then provides a review of literature 

pertaining to the conceptualization and measurement of psychological commitment and attitude 

strength.  The relationship between psychological commitment and attitude strength is discussed, 

providing further support for the proposed model.  The last portion of the chapter reviews the 

research and writings relating to nine attitude properties, and presents a rationale for the use of 

the properties as sub-dimensions of psychological commitment. 

 

Loyalty 

Jacoby (1971a) noted that loyalty is “the tendency to prefer and purchase more of one 

brand that of others” (p. 25).  That is, a loyal individual exhibits high levels of repeat behavior 

and a strong and positive attitude toward an object in general.  More specifically, Jacoby and 

Chestnut (1978) remarked that loyalty is represented by a set of six conditions. 

 
Loyalty is (1) the biased (i.e., nonrandom), (2) behavioral response (i.e., purchase), 
(3) expressed over time, (4) by some decision-making unit, (5) with respect to one 
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or more alternative brands out of a set of such brand, and (6) is a function of 
psychological (decision-making evaluative) processes (p. 80-81).  As a result of 
this decision-making evaluative process, the individual develops a degree of 
commitment to the brand(s) in question; he is “loyal.”  The concept of 
commitment provides an essential basis for distinguishing between brand loyalty 
and other forms of repeat purchasing behavior (p. 84).  

  

This conceptual definition emphasizes that a loyal individual exhibits high levels of 

frequency or proportion of behavioral responses to a particular brand over time as a result of 

strong psychological processes.  Previous studies focused on behavioral responses as sufficient 

indicators for measuring loyalty.  However, they fail to provide an explanation of why an 

individual purchases a particular brand over time.  For instance, Day (1969) criticized loyalty 

measures based on behavioral responses; he argued that behavioral measures “do not distinguish 

between true or “intentional” loyalty and “spurious” loyalty associated with consistent 

purchasing of one brand because there are no others readily available or because a brand offers a 

long series of deals, had a better shelf or display location, etc” (p. 30).  Another criticism is about 

the purchase decision, which is “the result of a process in which various alternative brands are 

psychologically (perhaps even physically) compared and evaluated on certain criteria” (Jacoby, 

1971a, p. 26).  The criticisms illustrate that behavioral measures are necessary, but they are not 

sufficient to fully represent loyalty.   

From this perspective, in order to fully represent loyalty, attitudinal and behavioral 

variables must be considered.  To better understand the nature of and represent the concept of 

loyalty, it is necessary to review how the concept of loyalty has been studied in previous research.  

Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) first argued that early loyalty research was predominantly 

operational and devoid of theoretical meaning.  They identified three approaches to measuring 

loyalty through a comprehensive review of early research.  The first measurement of loyalty 

focuses on an individual’s behavior.  This measurement indicates the property of consistent 

purchase of the same product or service over time, ignoring the cognitive processes and attitude 

theories that underlie and create repeat purchase behavior.  In contrast, the second measurement 

emphasizes an attitude.   
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In general, an attitude can be measured by brand preferences, psychological commitment 

or purchasing intention, which affect the consistent repeat purchasing behavior.  The second 

measurement, however, ignores behavioral outcomes.  The third measurement of loyalty, dealing 

with both behavioral and attitudinal measures to assess loyalty, is more complete.  Following is a 

review of previous research pertaining to the three approaches to measuring loyalty. 

Behavioral Measurement of Loyalty 

Early loyalty studies, prior to the late 1960’s, focused on the repeat purchasing behavior 

of a product or service over time.  Traditionally, loyalty research has used various behavioral 

measures drawn from panel data.  These measures included proportion of purchase (Cunningham, 

1966), purchase sequence (Kahn, Kalwani & Morrison, 1986), and probability of purchase 

(Massey, Montgomery & Morrison, 1970) relative to a consumer purchasing one brand over 

alternative choices.   

Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) found 53 operational definitions of loyalty in the studies they 

reviewed, 33 of which were different operational definitions of behavioral loyalty.  More than 

60% of the measures available are behavioral in orientation.  What is now termed “behavioral 

loyalty” may be measured by documenting the actual purchasing behavior of consumers or 

through their self-reported purchasing behavior.  Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) suggested that the 

behavioral definitions of loyalty were divided into five groups: “(1) those concerned with 

proportion of purchases devoted to a given brand, (2) those concerned with the sequence in 

which brands are purchased, (3) those that reflect probability of purchase, (4) those that 

synthesize or seek to combine several behavioral criteria, and (5) a number of miscellaneous 

measures.”(p. 35).  In addition to the extensive review of behavioral loyalty by Jacoby and 

Chestnut, several specific studies are worthy of note. 

Cunningham (1956) first proposed a behavioral definition of loyalty as “the proportion of 

total purchases represented by the largest single brand used” (p. 118).  The phrase “proportion of 

purchase” is explained by market-share concept, which is “the percentage of total purchases” 

devoted to a particular brand most often purchased.  Lipstein (1959) proposed that probability of 

purchase could be predicted through the average number of purchases for which a consumer will 

stay with the brand in question -- by taking the reciprocal of the probability of switching from 
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the brand.  Frank (1962) also examined behavioral loyalty using a probability of purchase 

measure.  It is predicted that probability of purchase using the relative frequency of purchases is 

devoted to a specific brand during a set of previous purchases. 

Tucker (1964) was concerned with the sequence in which brands are purchased, 

proposing loyalty exists only when a consumer purchases a particular brand more times than 

others.  Based on most early loyalty studies, Tucker’s (1964) interpretation of behavioral loyalty 

suggested that “no consideration should be given to what a subject thinks or what goes on in 

their central nervous system: their behavior is the full statement of what brand loyalty is” (p. 32).  

McConnell (1968) stated that loyalty could be said to exist for a brand whenever a sequence of 

three or more consecutive purchases of that brand is made. 

More recently, Bayus (1992) measured brand loyalty by probability purchasing toward 

the same appliance brand as the consumer previously owned, and brand switching analysis of 

home appliances.  This study indicated that consumers previously owned appliances tended to 

purchase the subsequent same appliances as well as loyal consumers who were quality conscious 

and less price sensitive didn’t switch the brand.  Fader and Schnittlein (1993) attempted to 

investigate the advantage of high share brands.  They found that high share brands have 

significantly higher brand loyalty than low share brands.  However, they measured loyalty only 

by repeat purchasing behavior without considering an attitudinal aspect of loyalty.   

Day (1969), Jacoby (1971a), and Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) criticized these behavioral 

measures as lacking a conceptual basis and capturing only the static outcome of a dynamic 

process.  Previous studies of behavioral loyalty made no attempt to understand the factors 

underlying repeat purchasing behavior.  Consequently, conceptualizing loyalty only on the basis 

of behavioral responses does not provide sufficient information to explain how and why loyalty 

is developed and modified. 

Attitudinal Measurement of Loyalty  

 Behavioral measures provide an acceptable and adequate prediction of purchase behavior.  

However, behavioral measures offer little information about attitudes and processes that lead to 

an individual’s behavior.  Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) stated that 12 of the 53 definitions 

reviewed included attitude measures as part of the operational definition of loyalty.  Attitudinal 
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variables have been generally related to an individual’s cognition, intention, and affect toward 

the object.  Attitudinal measures have been operationalized primarily as brand preferences, 

psychological commitment or purchasing intention (Mellens et al., 1996). 

Guest (1942) examined brand preference through preference statements or statements of 

behavior intention.  Bennett and Kassarijian (1972) attempted to examine brand preference and 

loyalty through accepted and rejected brands.  That is to say, loyalty was displayed along a 

continuum of brand preference, which reflected purchasing propensities, scaled acceptance, 

neutrality or rejection. 

Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall (1965) argued that an attitude measurement by a 

unidimensional scale, in terms of semantic differential scales with use of two extremes (e. g. 

positive and negative), was not sufficient to describe an attitude toward an object.  They 

measured the development of attitude with use of the latitude of acceptance, the latitude of 

rejection, and the latitude of noncommitment.  This study provided a basis of assessing the 

attitudinal aspects of loyalty research.  Jacoby and Olson (1970) examined a simple ratio 

between the latitude of acceptance and rejection as an attitudinal measurement of loyalty adapted 

by Sherif et al. (1965).  They mentioned, “as the actual number of brands in the acceptance 

region increases, the extent of brand loyalty displayed toward more than one brand is expected to 

increase and the degree of unibrand loyalty decreases” (p. 49).  Jarvis (1972) developed an 

attitudinal loyalty model based on Sherif et al. (1965) and Jacoby and Olson’s (1970) studies.  

They found that when an individual has a smaller range of latitude of acceptance comparing the 

range of the latitude of rejection to a smaller number of the latitude of noncommitment, a high 

level of loyalty is revealed.  Javis and Wilcox (1976) also examined one’s cognition (i.e., belief) 

through the ratio of acceptance and rejection of brands associated with brand awareness.  Jain, 

Pinson and Malhotra (1987) measured an individual’s intention about general tendency to 

replace service agencies using eight, six-point Likert scales.   

More recently, Hawkes (1994) estimated attitudinal measures of loyalty based on 

commitment, suggesting that high commitment toward a brand is more loyal than low 

commitment.  Sharp et al. (1997) examined loyalty based on attitude toward the loyal or disloyal 

deed depending on changing supplier or not.  Ha’s (1998) attitudinal interpretation of loyalty is 
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based on the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980), stating that loyalty was 

measured and represented by cognition.  That is, commitment and cognitive process are also 

factors to identify different levels of loyalty shown by an individual.  In terms of attitudinal 

measures of loyalty, an individual who shows high levels of commitment or beliefs toward an 

object is the loyal consumer whereas an individual considered as disloyal consumer reveals low 

levels of commitment of beliefs. 

The validity of a single indicator of loyalty, either attitudinal or behavioral indices is 

questionable.  For example, attitudinal indices such as beliefs, feelings, or preferences, are not 

sufficient to represent loyalty.  Although an individual may hold a strong attitude toward a 

specific brand, the same individual may sometimes purchase an alternative brand due to the 

unavailability of his/her favorite brand because the brand is out of stock or there is a lower price 

alternative when a consumption decision is made.  Another example is that an individual may 

consistently purchase a particular brand without a strong attitude because his/her family or 

friends like to purchase it.  This individual is likely to change his/her purchasing pattern if family 

members or friends suggest an alternative brand.  Measuring behavioral or attitudinal variables 

only is not sufficient to assess loyalty.  Day (1969) argued that single indicators of loyalty do not 

distinguish between consumers who may be regarded as having true loyalty and those who may 

have spurious or latent loyalty.      

Day (1969) proposed that loyalty indices should be based on a composite assessment that 

includes attitudinal and behavioral measures.  Further, as repeat purchase is premised on choice 

within the set of alternatives, a consumer’s relative appraisal of targets within the relevant set is 

likely to assume significance.  Thus, attention is drawn to characteristics of an individual’s 

attitude and conditions that lead to attitude congruent purchase behavior in conceptualizing 

loyalty and determining an empirical basis for composite measurement. 

Composite Measurement of Loyalty 

During the early 1970’s, many studies sought to measure loyalty based on a behavioral 

and an attitudinal dimension.  Jacoby (1971a) represented brand loyalty as characteristics of 

attitude variables and noted that “to exhibit brand loyalty implies repeated purchasing behavior 
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based on cognitive, affective-evaluate, and pre-dispositional factors . . . the classical primary 

components of an attitude” (p. 26).    

Based on this perspective, a loyalty index would be a function of both the proportion of 

purchases and attitude toward a brand (Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978; Day, 1969). This function 

improves the accuracy of assessment.  Recognizing a variety of shortcomings associated with the 

measurement of loyalty via only behaviors (buying not because of loyalty, but due to 

convenience, price and availability), some scholars argued that consumers’ loyalty to a certain 

object includes both behavioral and attitudinal components (Day, 1969; Dick and Basu, 1994; 

Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978).  Jacoby and Kyner (1973) also noted that “a unidimensional 

measure is probably insufficient for measuring such a complex multidimensional phenomenon as 

brand loyalty” (p. 1).   

Day (1969) proposed a loyalty measurement with use of the ratio of the proportion of 

purchases and a favorable attitude based on commitment toward an object.  He reported that only 

behavioral measures have the potential limitation, which might not completely measure loyalty.  

This study provided a new approach to the development of loyalty measurements by utilizing a 

composite approach. 

Javis and Wilcox (1976) improved Jacoby and Olson’s (1970) attitudinal loyalty 

measurement in terms of cognitive loyalty through the ratio of acceptance and rejection of brands 

by including brand awareness.  They measured loyalty using the ratio of rejected brands to 

accepted brands weighted by an index of brand awareness and the number of brands purchased. 

Selin, Howard, Udd, and Cable (1988) measured a participant’s level of loyalty toward 

municipal recreation programs by examining the proportion of all programs purchased and 

commitment to the program.  They found that true loyal participants exhibited a high level of 

commitment with intention to continue to purchase while spuriously loyal participants showed a 

low level of commitment in that they were not likely to continue their participations. 

Backman & Crompton (1991) conceptualized loyalty in terms of psychological 

attachment and behavioral consistency.  They indicated that the level of loyalty might be 

determined by level of psychological attachment and level of frequency of participation toward 

specific activities, namely golf and tennis.  They suggested that composite measures would be 
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more effective than attitudinal or behavioral measures.  Bloemer and Kasper (1995) also 

indicated the degree of loyalty was assessed by the commitment and the chance of buying the 

same brand the next time.  They showed that commitment is the most important factor 

differentiating between true loyalty and spurious loyalty; true loyalty is based on commitment 

while spurious loyalty is based on inertia. 

Rundle-Thiele and Mackay (2001) explored the relationship between a measure of 

attitudinal loyalty and a measure of behavioral loyalty toward telecommunications, credit cards, 

and fuel companies.  Attitudinal loyalty measures were based on attitude toward the loyal act, 

brand preference, verbal probability, and attitude toward the brand.  Behavioral loyalty measures 

defined brand loyalty in terms of the actual repeated purchases over a period of time, asking 

price until switching, brand allegiance, price elasticity, and share of category. The results 

suggested that consumers had different levels of brand loyalty toward the two service markets 

(telecommunications and credit cards) and one repeated purchase market (petrol). 

The results from previous research illustrate that a complete measure of loyalty should 

include behavioral and an attitudinal dimensions.  Behavioral only measures such as simple 

repeat purchase indicators do not provide sufficient information to ascertain whether an 

individual is likely to discontinue repeat purchasing.  Behavioral only measures cannot explain 

an individual’s psychological decision-making processes and attachment to an object. 

Measures assessing the attitudinal dimension only also contain potential limitations.  

Even if an individual exhibits a strong attitude, as the sole indicator it is difficult to determine 

whether the individual is loyal because brand may be purchased due to situational impacts for 

which an attitudinal measure would not account.  In order to accurately measure loyalty, both 

dimensions should be assessed.  Composite loyalty measures consisting of both an attitudinal and 

a behavioral dimension provide a more complete assessment of loyalty, and the opportunity to 

segment consumers based on the attitudinal and behavioral dimensions of loyalty. 

 

Loyalty Segmentation 

Day (1969) challenged many behavioral measures, arguing they reflect a great deal of 

“spurious loyalty.”  Day asserted that the individual who holds a favorable attitude toward a 
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brand in addition to repeatedly purchasing the brand is a truly loyal consumer.  In order to 

address the weakness of behavioral measures, he cited evidence of spurious loyalty. 

 
Loyal segment is often defined as a buyer who devotes at least 50 percent of his 
product purchase to a single brand. In this study, 108 of 148 buyers would be 
classified as brand loyal on that basis. However, if loyal buyers were required to 
have an extremely favorable or a very favorable initial attitude toward the brand 
as well as buying the brand on a majority of occasions, then the brand-loyal 
segment is reduced to 76 buyers (p. 31).  

  

It can be said that 32 behavioral consistent buyers (almost 30 percent of the total 

loyal group) were not loyal buyers but spuriously loyal buyers.  This implies that 

ordinary behavioral measures over-represent the existence of brand loyalty.  Thus, loyalty 

may be more accurately assessed using behavioral and attitudinal dimensions. 

Dick and Basu (1994) conceptualized the loyalty paradigm based on the relationship 

between a relative attitude and repeat patronage behavior.  The nature of relative attitude is 

thought to represent a more durable implication of repeat patronage behavior than a simple 

attitude concept, which is determined by an individual’s affect or cognition toward an object.  

Relative attitude is formed by the degree of attitudinal strength and the degree of attitudinal 

differentiation (see Table 2.1).  They noted that attitudinal strength might be described by 

extremity, which is a positively or negatively valenced attitude and attitudinal differentiation is 

an individual’s recognition of differences between brands. 

Dick & Basu (1994) proposed that the conceptualization of loyalty generally exists in the 

condition of a positively valenced attitude.  However, a positive attitude may vary on a 

continuum from weak to strong because it depends upon the individual’s evaluative assessment.  

To determine the degree of a relative attitude, we consider attitudinal differentiation as an 

individual’s perception of distinctions between brands, which leads to high relative attitude.  

Dick & Basu (1994) provided an example of the degree of a relative attitude with use of both the 

degree of a strong attitude and attitude differentiation. 
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Table 2.1 

Relative Attitude toward an Entity Structure 

  
  Attitudinal Differentiation 

  No Yes 

Strong 
Low Relative  

Attitude 
Highest Relative 

Attitude 

Attitude Strength 

Weak 
Lowest Relative 

Attitude 
High Relative 

Attitude 

  

Source: Adapted from Dick and Basu (1994)  

 
In deciding on a purchase, the individual’s perception of differences among 
brands is critical as well, leading to high relative attitude when a significant 
attitudinal differential is perceived. A relative attitude is at its highest when the 
target entity is associated with a strong attitude and is clearly differentiated in the 
consumer’s mind from others associated with weak attitudes.  An attitude that is 
weak (albeit positive) but differentiated from competitors translates into high 
relative attitude and may similarly contribute to loyalty (e.g. an individual’s 
attitude toward his or her chosen auto repair mechanic may be modestly positive 
but much more so compared to others leading to repeat patronage). On the other 
hand, a strong attitude coupled with little perceived differentiation may lead to 
multi-brand loyalty as alternatives are viewed as equally satisfying.  This may be 
the case for consumers who have equally positive attitudes toward Coke and Pepsi 
with the choice between them based on situational factors such as shelf 
positioning.  Likewise, a positive but weak attitude associated with no perceived 
differentiation would lead to lower relative attitude, with patronage possibly being 
less frequent and also varying from occasion to occasion based on nonattitudinal 
influences (p. 101). 
 

Based on this perspective, four conditions emerge from the two-dimensional paradigm of 

loyalty.  That is, the levels of relative attitude and the frequency of repeat patronage form four 
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specific conditions related to loyalty; the conditions are displayed in Table 2.2 (Dick and Basu, 

1994). 

 

Table 2.2 

Relative Attitude with Repeat Patronage Structure 

  
  Repeat Patronage 

  High  Low  

High Loyalty Latent Loyalty 

Relative Attitude 

Low Spurious Loyalty No Loyalty 

  

Source: Adapted from Dick and Basu (1994) Structure 

  
According to Backman and Crompton (1991) and Mahony et al. (2000), the loyalty 

paradigm toward sport activities/team consists of two dimensions in terms of psychological 

commitment and behavioral consistency.  Psychological commitment refers to a tendency or 

unwillingness to change one’s preference, which stems from a psychological decision-making 

evaluative process formatted by a number of beliefs and ideas, affective-cognitive consistency, 

trust of judgments, linkage between preference and important value(s) and self-image, and 

volitional choice (Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999). 

Comparing Dick and Basu’s (1994) loyalty paradigm with Backman and Crompton’s 

(1991) and Mahony et al.’s (2000) loyalty paradigm, the behavioral measure for all three is 

essentially the same, behavioral frequency.  The three paradigms use the same type of measure to 

assess the behavioral dimension of loyalty.  Reviewing the attitudinal measures by Backman and 

Crompton (1991), Dick and Basu (1994), and Mahony et al. (2000), Dick and Basu proposed that 
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an attitudinal dimension could be measured by the concept of relative attitude while Backman 

and Crompton and Mahony et al. suggested that psychological commitment is the appropriate 

construct for measuring the attitudinal dimension of loyalty.  Comparing the two concepts 

proposed as measures of an attitudinal dimension, one could conclude that the concept of relative 

attitude is closely related to the concept of psychological commitment.  For example, in general, 

an individual who exhibits high level of relative attitude (i.e., a strong attitude with the 

perception of differences between objects) toward an object shows the tendency of resistance to 

change relative to persuasive massages (Dick & Basu, 1994).  It can be said that resistance to 

counter persuasion may result from the high level of beliefs and ideas, affective-cognitive 

consistency, a trust of judgments, linkage between preference and important value and self-

image, volitional choice toward the object.  Another example is that relative attitude is formed by 

various attitude properties (i.e., accessibility, direct experience, extremity, certainty, importance, 

affect, cognition) (Dick & Basu, 1994); several researchers have also proposed that 

psychological commitment is derived from various attitude properties (Funk, Haugtvedt, and 

Howard, 2000; Funk & James, 2001; Krosnick and Petty, 1995).  Thus, considering the work 

from previous research that has sought to measure the attitudinal dimension of loyalty, it is 

reasonable to conclude that an attitudinal dimension may be assessed by psychological 

commitment. 

Measuring loyalty as psychological commitment with behavioral consistency provides a 

more complete assessment of loyalty, and the opportunity to segment the construct.  These two 

dimensions (i.e., psychological commitment and behavioral consistency) at two levels of each 

lead to the four specific cells associated with loyalty: true loyalty, latent loyalty, spurious loyalty, 

and no loyalty (see Table 2.3).   

True loyalty is characterized by strong psychological commitment and high behavioral 

consistency.  Day (1969) pointed out that true loyalty was demonstrated by an interaction 

between high ratio of involvement with the purchases and psychological commitment to an 

object.  Dick and Basu (1994) suggested that true loyal customers exhibit a favorable attitude to 

a brand with repeat purchasing behavior as well as perceive significant differences among 

competing brands as a result of psychological evaluative processes, which signify their 
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psychological commitment as “an essential basis for distinguishing between brand loyalty and 

other forms of repeat purchasing behavior” (Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978. p. 84).  Mahony et al. 

(2000) described characteristics of high loyal fans (i.e., true loyalty) that show high level of 

frequency of a behavior (e.g., attending games, watching games on TV) and psychological 

commitment to the team and are likely to maintain close relationship with the team, which 

becomes an important part of their life. 

 

Table 2.3 

The Loyalty Paradigm Structure 

  
  Psychological Commitment  

  Weak  Strong  

Low Low (Non) 
Loyalty 

Latent  
Loyalty Behavioral 

Consistency 

(Intensity of Use)  
High Spurious 

Loyalty 
High (True) 

Loyalty 

 

Source: Adapted from Backman and Crompton (1991); Mahony et al. (2000) Structure 

  
 Latent loyalty refers to high psychological commitment accompanied by low repeat 

purchasing behavior due to a marketplace environment (Dick & Basu, 1994).  For example, 

although an individual is likely to purchase the preferred brand, he/she may purchase an 

alternative because the preferred brand is not available or the price of preferred brands is high.  

Mahony et al. (2000) characterized latent loyal fans that are likely to maintain high 

psychological commitment to the team but show low frequency of attending games due to high 

costs of attending games, the lack of time to attend games, and the distance of games, which may 

reduce a behavioral consistency.  Millin et al. (1993) refer to latent loyal fans as media 
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consumers, who exhibit high psychological commitment to their favorite team but limited 

attendance.  They represent behaviors to their favorite team through not attending games but 

watching or listening to games, and reading about the team in the newspaper.  In this regard, 

Mahony et al. (2000) proposed that potential latent loyal fans can be converted to true loyal fans 

by inhibiting the potential constraints such as various ticket packages based on game schedule 

and date. 

Spurious loyalty is characterized by low psychological commitment and high frequency 

of behavior that is the result of non-attitudinal influences on behavior such as subjective norms 

or situational effects.  An individual perceives little differentiation among brands and engages in 

repeat purchasing behavior on the basis of familiarity, availability, or other types of situational 

cues (Dick & Basu, 1994).  Day (1969) mentioned that spurious loyal consumers are described 

as the dearth of any psychological commitment toward a particular brand.  Thus, they can easily 

change to buy another competing brand, based on various promotion activities such as a reduced 

price, a coupon, or effective in-store promotions.  A spurious loyal consumer has a lower 

intention of repeat purchasing behavior to the same brand than a true loyal consumer. 

According to Mahony et al. (2000), spuriously loyal fans are not committed to their favorite team 

even if their behavior is similar to that of true loyal fans.  Spuriously loyal fans include those that 

attend: “(a) …games primarily because friends or family want to attend; (b) games of the home 

game, but are fans of a team in another location; (c) games are a relatively cheap source of 

entertainment; (d) if they are given the tickets for free (by an employer or another business); or 

(e) …the game for other reasons (e. g., business interactions, socializing, drinking, gambling)” 

(Mahony et al., 2000. p. 23). 

No loyalty refers to an absence of loyalty toward a specific brand characterized by weak 

psychological commitment and low behavioral consistency.  There are two situations of no 

loyalty, when a new brand is introduced to the market or an individual has had negative 

experiences with a brand in the past.  Mahony et al. (2000) proposed that no loyal fans are not 

committed to the team and rarely attend or watch games.  Even if no loyal fans sometimes attend 

games, there is no psychological commitment influencing attendance.  Reasons for attending 

games are not related to the team per se, but for other reasons such as socializing with other 
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people, watching a particular player, watch the opposing team (Mahony et al., 2000), or due to 

promotional activities like price discounts. 

Behavioral consistency and psychological commitment provide the means for 

operationalizing the dimensions of loyalty, and for segmenting consumers based on the two 

dimensions.  This type of loyalty segmentation can be utilized to target distinct consumer groups.  

Mahony et al. (2000) suggested that sport marketers should apply different marketing strategies 

and tactics for maintaining and developing psychological commitment to the team for each of the 

four specific conditions of the loyalty segments. 

A composite measure of behavioral consistency and an individual’s attitude toward a product 

provides a reliable and valid method for loyalty segmentation (Backman & Crompton, 1991; 

Dick & Basu, 1994; Mahony et al., 2000).   

Behavioral measures may be assessed based on frequency of usage or proportion of 

purchase as suggested in previous studies (Cunningham, 1956; Massey, Montgomery & 

Morrison, 1970; Tucker, 1964).  Attitudinal measures have been operationalized primarily as 

brand preferences, cognition, affect, psychological commitment, the latitude of acceptance and 

rejection, or purchasing intention toward the object (Bennett & Kassarijian, 1972; Guest, 1942; 

Ha, 1998; Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004; Jain et al., 1987; Mellens et al., 1996; Pritchard, 1991; 

Pritchard et al., 1999; Sherif et al., 1965).   

There are many kinds of attitudinal measures of loyalty but they have a potential 

weakness.  That is, attitudinal measures do not directly measure an attitude due to a unique 

characteristic of an attitude as a directly non-observable variable (Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 

1999).  Even if attitudinal measures of loyalty have argued that those measures do not support a 

theoretical validation, many researches noted that psychological commitment is a more 

appropriate construct to measure an attitudinal dimension of loyalty (Backman & Crompton, 

1991; Day, 1969; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978; Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004; Mahony et al., 2000; 

Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).  Previous psychological commitment studies suggest that 

psychological commitment provides a good assessment of the attitudinal dimension of loyalty.  

Psychological commitment represents a measure of psychological processes and its evaluation of 

behavior toward the object.  In other words, high level of behavioral response over time is the 
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result of “psychological decision-making, evaluative processes” (Jacoby, 1971, p. 655; Jacoby & 

Chestnut, 1978). 

 

Psychological Commitment 

 The concept of psychological commitment has been broadly discussed as an important 

research topic in psychology, sociology, and consumer behavior (Crosby & Taylor, 1983).  As 

reported by Robertson (1976), a definition of psychological commitment from consumer 

behavior research is an individual’s attitude strength toward an object.  Crosby and Taylor 

(1983) defined psychological commitment as “a tendency to resist change in preference in 

response to conflicting information or experience (p. 414).  Buchanan (1985) proposed that 

psychological commitment is an affective attachment to an object, which influences consistent 

behavior and implies “a rejection of alternative behaviors” (p. 403). 

Many social psychologists have explained psychological commitment based on a variety 

of concepts.  Reviewing those studies leads to a conclusion that psychological commitment is 

formed by cognitive consistency (Rosenberg, 1960); position involvement (Freedman, 1964); 

cognitive complexity, involvement and confidence (Day, 1970); volitional choice (Kiesler, 

1971); or cognitive consistency and position involvement (Crosby and Taylor, 1983; Pritchard, 

Howard, & Havitz, 1992), which influences the level of attitude stability and development of 

psychological commitment. 

 Based on previous studies of psychological commitment, Pritchard, Havitz, and Howard 

(1999) proposed that psychological commitment forms through informational, identification, and 

volitional processes, which consist of cognitive complexity, cognitive consistency, confidence, 

position involvement, and volitional choice (Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998; 2004; Pritchard, 1991).  

The outcome of these processes is psychological commitment, which manifests as “resistance to 

change, as the principal evidence of commitment” (p. 337). 

The informational processes include cognitive complexity, cognitive consistency, and 

confidence.  These three formative factors of informational processes deal with “cognitive 

structure and how people managed information about their preference” (Pritchard et al., 1999, 

p.335).  Identification processes are demonstrated by position involvement, which refers to 
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personal attachment between preference for a particular brand and important values and self-

image (Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).  Volitional processes are represented by volitional 

choice with respect to an individual’s perception of free choice (Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 

1999).  A closer examination of the five components will clarify Pritchard et al.’s proposal that 

cognitive complexity, cognitive consistency, confidence, position involvement, and volitional 

choice represent the sources of psychological commitment (Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998; 2004; 

Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999). 

The Sources of Psychological Commitment 

Cognitive complexity deals with the concept of informational complexity.  A complex 

cognitive structure is one that has a large number of beliefs and ideas linked to an object that 

increase attitude stability, affecting resistance to changing one’s preference (Day, 1970).  In that 

sense, James (1997) provided an example of cognitive complexity toward sport contents as “the 

more complex the ideas one has regarding a sport, team, and/or player, or the greater the number 

of ideas about a sport, team, and/or a player, may influence the ease or difficulty of changing an 

attitude or a preference” (p. 37).  Robertson (1976) suggested that an individual under low-

commitment conditions is described by a simple cognitive structure, which results in easily 

changing his/her beliefs under persuasive communication while a high-commitment individual is 

characterized by cognitive complexity, which avoids and rejects discrepant information and ideas 

against his/her preference and strengthens his/her preference to seek concurrent information 

(Crosby & Taylor, 1983; Freedman, 1964).  For example, James (2001) assessed relationship 

between cognitive complexity and commitment toward a sport team.  He found that subjects who 

exhibited high commitment toward their favorite team had multiple ideas about it, which linked 

to durable allegiance toward the team. 

Cognitive consistency refers to the correspondence between feelings as an overall 

evaluative response toward an object and beliefs as evaluative implications toward an object 

(Rosenberg, 1960).  Based on Rosenberg’s theory, Pritchard (1991) differentiated between the 

affective and cognitive components of an attitude.  “The affective component of attitude is the 

overall positive or negative response to an object, while the cognitive component is made up of 

beliefs about the potentialities of the attitude object for attaining or blocking the realization of 
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valued states” (p. 24).  A high degree of consistency between affect and cognition is purported to 

reflect a strong attitude, which increases stability and resistance to persuasive alternatives 

(Rosenberg, 1968; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).  Hence, cognitive consistency reflects a source of 

psychological commitment associated with resistance to change.  Pritchard and his associates 

(1999) contend that cognitive consistency acts as “a cognitive blueprint to process and 

accumulate consistent information” that resists persuasive appeals, reinterpretation, or loss of 

inconsistent information (p. 335). 

Confidence is another informational process.  Confidence is defined as the degree of an 

individual’s certainty associated with attitudinal judgments, which are either correct or incorrect 

(Day, 1969).  Confidence serves as a source of psychological commitment and attitude stability 

(Beatty et al., 1988).  An individual’s confidence is enhanced by informational complexity, 

provided by consistent information through repeated exposure (Berger & Mitchell, 1989).  Dick 

and Basu (1994) stated that confidence would function as evaluative system in that an individual 

evaluates whether his/her attitudinal judgment (beliefs to an object) is accurate or not.  That is, a 

high level of confidence is stable, contributing to attitude’s resistance to change; a low level of 

confidence, reflected as uncertainty or ambiguity about information, would produce an attitude 

that is easy to change. 

Identification processes are demonstrated by position involvement.  Position involvement 

refers to the degree to which important values and self-image are linked to preference for a 

particular brand (Freedman, 1964).  Based on the suggestions of Freedman (1964), Pritchard 

(1991) noted that position involvement relates to consistency between values and self-image.  

“One’s beliefs of their involvement with an attitude-object are evaluated in order to determine 

whether they are consistent with, and contribute toward the attainment of desired value states and 

self-images” (Pritchard, 1991, p. 24).  Position involvement increases resistance to change when 

personal values and self-images are identified with a particular object (Beatty et al., 1988; 

Crosby & Taylor, 1983). 

Volitional processes are represented by volitional choice as an important element of 

psychological commitment.  Volition refers to an individual’s perception of free choice (Bagozzi, 

1993; Pritchard et al., 1999).  In this context, an individual’s perception of volition influences the 

 42



psychological commitment process (Kiesler, 1971).  Pritchard and his associates (1999) stated 

that volitional choice is a process that “involves both a freedom from constraints and a freedom 

to choose.  Freedom from refers to the notion that brand choice is elicited freely and not 

constrained by external considerations that might limit one’s sense of personal ownership in that 

decision” (p. 336).  Kiesler (1971) also suggested that free choice and self-responsibility have a 

very close relationship. That is, when volitional choice is high, an individual perceives high 

personal responsibility for his/her decision.  Freedman and Steinbruner (1964) made the point 

that high choice increases resistance to change when an individual initially decides.  This implies 

that volitional choice can influence self-responsibility, which reflects the tendency of resistance 

to changing one’s preference. 

Resistance to change as a consequence of psychological commitment refers to an 

“individuals’ unwillingness to change their preferences toward, important associations with, 

and/or beliefs about a product or an agency” (Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004, p. 50).  Consistent with 

Crosby and Taylor’s (1983) work, more recent writings (Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998; Pritchard, 

1991; Pritchard et al., 1999) propose that resistance to change is the primary evidence of 

psychological commitment. 

In sum, previous writings and research (Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998; Pritchard, 1991; 

Pritchard et al., 1999) lead to the conclusion that five dimensions form the antecedent processes 

of psychological commitment: (1) cognitive complexity, (2) cognitive consistency, (3) 

confidence, (4) position involvement, and (5) volitional choice.  These dimensions, precursors of 

psychological decision-making and evaluative processes, influence resistance to change, which is 

the result of psychological processes and a variety of outcomes. 

Based on those conceptual ideas of psychological commitment, previous work has 

attempted to measure psychological commitment based on unidimensional and multidimensional 

concepts.  Funk (1998) developed a psychological commitment scale based on the work of 

Crosby and Taylor (1983), Haugtvedt and Petty (1992), Haugtvedt and Wegener (1994), and 

Mahony (1995) in order to measure the attitudinal dimension of loyalty toward an athletic team.  

In his study, psychological commitment items focus on resistance to change as a critical factor, 

which is related with a consequence of attitude strength.  However, the result of this scale was 
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represented by a unidimensional construct, which cannot describe the formative constructs of 

psychological commitment.  Mahony, Madrigal, and Howard (2000) developed the 

Psychological Commitment to Team (PCT) scale, based on the concept of psychological 

commitment conceptualized by Pritchard, Havtiz, and Howard (1999).  Mahony et al. attempted 

to develop the PCT scale through the multiple steps and four phrases of data collection suggested 

by Churchill (1979) for scale development.  The results revealed that 14 items comprised a 

reliable and valid instrument for assessing psychological commitment to a particular sport team, 

and emphasized the tendency of resistance to change preference. 

More recent research by Kwon and Trail (2003) argued that a few items in the PCT scale 

should be reconsidered due to poor construct validity based on their confirmatory factor analysis.  

Kwon and Armstrong (2004) also argued that the PCT scale was not an appropriate instrument to 

measure psychological commitment toward a sport team because the scale only measures 

resistance to change as a unidimensional construct.  Kwon and Armstrong (2004) examined the 

construct of psychological commitment to a collegiate athletic team among college students.  

They suggested that psychological commitment toward a collegiate athletic team could be 

represented by three constructs in terms of team identification, team commitment, and school 

identification.  However, they did not confirm the three constructs through a rigorous evaluation.  

The three constructs should be examined through confirmatory factor analysis to ascertain 

whether they are appropriate constructs of psychological commitment to a collegiate athletic 

team. 

Psychological commitment has also been measured from a multidimensional approach 

using formative constructs and resistance to change in general.  Pritchard, Howard, and Havitz 

(1992) suggested that a multidimensional approach better represents psychological commitment 

than does a unidimensional approach.  Pritchard (1991) developed the psychological 

commitment instrument (PCI) based on three different travel service categories: (1) hotel 

customers, (2) golf course users and (2) airline patrons.  The author attempted to develop the 

psychological commitment scales, which were purported to be multidimensional.  Pritchard’s 

work was based on previous studies of psychological commitment and the suggestions of 

Churchill (1979) regarding scale development.  The results showed that three out of six 
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dimensions comprised a valid and reliable inventory of psychological commitment (resistance to 

change, volitional choice, and cognitive complexity). James (1997) proposed that psychological 

commitment might be considered an important element in the development of fan loyalty.  

Drawn from Pritchard’s (1991) work, he measured the multidimensional constructs of 

psychological commitment, represented by cognitive complexity, volitional choice, and 

resistance to change.  Gahwiler and Havitz (1998) examined psychological commitment with use 

of four dimensions (resistance to change, cognitive complexity, position involvement, and 

volitional choice).  The Cronbach’s alpha scores ranged from .61 to .74.  The analysis of a 

principal component with varimax rotation indicated three factors with eigenvalues greater than 

1, accounting for 62% of the common variance.  Resistance to change and position involvement 

loaded on one factor.  Even though they did not analyze construct validity using confirmatory 

factor analysis, the results were consistent with the work of Pritchard (1992). 

Pritchard, Havitz, and Howard (1999) later attempted to develop a psychological 

commitment instrument using six constructs: resistance to change, volitional choice, cognitive 

complexity, position involvement, cognitive consistency, and confidence.  In order to develop 

and evaluate the proper measure of psychological commitment, they first purified items of six 

constructs to reduce inappropriate items with use of item-to-total correlations and reliability.  

The results revealed that eight items (cognitive consistency and confidence) were eliminated.  

Four constructs (resistance to change, volitional choice, cognitive complexity, and position 

involvement) were divided as four factors based on factor loading scores through exploratory 

factor analysis (principal axis factoring with an oblique rotation).  Using confirmatory factor 

analysis, the four factors of psychological commitment were confirmed through a rigorous series 

of tests.  Iwasaki and Havitz (2004) also validated four constructs of psychological commitment 

instrument through confirmatory factor analysis.  The results indicated that these four constructs 

were consistent with the work of Pritchard et al. (1999) 

Considering the concept of psychological commitment examined by previous studies, 

psychological commitment represented by a unidmensional approach only focuses on resistance 

to change.  This leads to the result that a unidimensional construct can not describe antecedent 

processes of psychological commitment; whereas a multidimensional approach could represent 
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three antecedent processes with use of volitional choice, information complexity, and position 

involvement and their consequence (resistance to change) (Gahwiler & Havitz, 1998; Iwasaki & 

Havitz, 2004; James, 1997; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard, Havtiz, & Howard, 1999).  The current 

study proposes that the four dimensions, describing an individual’s psychological allegiance and 

processes toward a particular object, can measure the attitudinal dimension of loyalty, premised 

by the strength of an individual’s attitude.   

Resistance to change as a critical factor of psychological commitment is closely related 

with a consequence of the concept of attitude strength toward an object (Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  

In Krosnick and Petty’s (1995) research, a strong attitude is conceptualized by four dimensions: 

(1) resistance to change, (2) persistence over time, (3) impact on information processing and 

judgments, and (4) guiding behavior.  Funk and James (2001) suggested that psychological 

commitment refers to allegiance, which is based on the concept of attitude strength suggested by 

Krosnick and Petty’s (1995) research.  That is, psychological commitment as the attitudinal 

component of loyalty is characterized by three components: (1) resistance to change, (2) 

persistence over time, and (3) biases in cognitive processing (Funk & James, 2001). 

From this perspective, conceptually, both psychological commitment and attitude 

strength are used to describe the same phenomenon.  Biases in information processing and 

judgments in cognitive processing, one of the components of the concept of attitude strength, are 

formed by increased information complexity, position involvement, and volitional choice, which 

represent formative dimensions of psychological commitment (Funk & James, 2001).  Krosnick 

and Petty (1995) suggested that biased cognitive processing directly influences resistance to 

changing important associations with or beliefs about an object.  The consequence of 

components of attitude strength is resistance to change, which links to the consequence of 

components of psychological commitment (Krosnick and Petty, 1995). 

 

Attitude Strength 

Since the late 1980’s, the concept of attitude strength has been a research topic in social 

psychology (Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  As reported by Raden (1985), “attitude strength has 

generally not been defined with any precision and it does not appear to have any agreed-upon 
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meaning for attitude researchers” (p. 312).  Based on Webster’s unabridged dictionary, strength 

refers to “the power to resist attack… durability… force… the power to produce a reaction or 

effect…” (McKechnie, 1976, p. 1801).  Krosnick and Petty (1995) suggested that an individual 

who exhibits strong attitudes could be “very stable, consequential, and very difficult to change” 

(p. 1).  Thus, we say that an individual who exhibits strong attitudes maintains positive attitudes 

to an object time after time, resists changing attitude toward persuasion in opposing directions, 

influences the formation of subjective perceptions and beliefs about an object, and guides 

behavioral decisions with high frequency and commitment.  That is, a strong attitude toward an 

object is not easy to change and has more powerful effects on an individual than does a weak 

attitude. 

Krosnick and Petty (1995) attempted to define attitude strength as a latent psychological 

construct in terms of characteristics or consequences, which are durability and impactfulness.  

Durability is associated with persistence over time and resistance to change, and impactfulness is 

identified with impact on information processing and judgments, and guiding behavior (Krosnick 

& Petty, 1995).  Thus, the consequences of attitude strength are associated with four key 

elements: (1) persistence over time, (2) resistance to change, (3) cognitive processes, and (4) 

guided behavior. 

Persistence over time relates to stability and the degree to which an attitude has remained 

unchanged over a long time, regardless of whether the type of information has been encountered 

directly or not (Perry, Haugtvedt & Smith, 1995).  Persistence represents consistent evaluative 

response drawn by an object and frequency of thoughts about the object in normal life: daily, 

weekly, and monthly (Funk & James, 2001).  That is, an individual who possesses strong 

attitudes exhibits consistent attitudes toward a preferred object over an extended period time 

more than others who do weak attitudes.   

Resistance to change refers to an “individuals’ unwillingness to change their preferences 

toward, important associations with, and/or beliefs about a product or an agency” (Iwasaki & 

Havitz, 2004, p. 50).  In other words, resistance is a tendency of the ability of an attitude to 

withstand toward an object when challenged (Krosnick & Petty, 1995; Petty, Haugtvedt, & 

Smith, 1995).  An individual who exhibits strong attitudes resists counter persuasion to block 
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against persuasive messages, which are negative information about his/her preference or positive 

informative from competing objects.  Crosby and Taylor (1983), Iwasaki & Havitz (1998), 

Pritchard (1991), and Pritchard and his associates (1999) all emphasized that resistance to change, 

one underlying element of attitude strength, was the primary evidence of a consumer’s 

psychological commitment.    

Cognitive processes reflect an impact on attitude formation through the extent of 

information processing and judgments.  The strong attitude toward a particular object is more 

likely to influence “a bias to information processing activity and judgments” than the weak 

attitude (Krosnick & Petty, 1995; p.3).  Funk and James (2001) suggested that biases in cognitive 

processing increases “information complexity, position involvement, and volitional choice” and 

“likelihood that certain information will come to mind or that certain decisions will be rendered” 

(p. 136).  When an individual who exhibits biases in cognitive processing deals with information 

one accepts positive information by one’s free choice while resisting negative information. 

Strong attitudes are more likely to guide behavior than weak attitudes (Petty, Haugtvedt 

& Smith, 1995).   Funk and James (2001) suggest that strong attitudes reflect a “greater 

correspondence with behavioral intent” and “longer duration of related behavior” (p. 136).  With 

strong attitudes there is a greater “likelihood that an individual will engage in some form of 

behavior (attend, read, watch, listen, purchase) related to the team” (Funk & James, 2001, p.136). 

In order to measure attitude strength, Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000) and Krosnick 

and Petty (1995) proposed that attitude strength be measured by three strength-related 

dimensions: “ (a) aspects of the attitude itself, (b) aspects of the cognitive structure associated 

with the attitude and attitude object in memory, and (c) subjective beliefs about the attitude and 

attitude object” (p.5).   Aspects of the attitude itself represented features indicating valence and 

extremity of the evaluative responses elicited by an object.  Thus, it can be said that aspects of 

the attitude itself can be represented by attitude valence.  Attitude valence varies along an 

evaluative continuum, which ranges from strongly positive to neutral to strongly negative.  This 

might be explained by valence as positive orientation to negative orientation and extremity as the 

degree of favorability (Krosnick & petty, 1995).  Attitude extremity is closely associated with 

valence.  For example, when an individual’s attitude toward an object is either extremely positive 
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or extremely negative his/her evaluative response of favorability toward an object is either 

extremely favorable or extremely unfavorable (Abelson, 1995; Judd & Brauer, 1995).  Funk, 

Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000) proposed that the attitude valence dimension indicated extremity 

elicited by the team, which are the evaluative responses of an individual’s favorability through 

dichotomous or bipolar terms. 

According to Krosnick and Petty (1995), aspects of the cognitive structure represents an 

attitude within a system of connecting attitudes to other cognitive elements, stored in memory, 

indicating attributes of the accessibility of the attitude from memory (Fazio, 1995), the amount of 

knowledge (Davidson, 1995; Jaccard, Radecki, Wilson, & Dittus, 1995; Wood, Rhodes, & Biek, 

1995), affective-cognitive consistency(Crites, Fabrigar, & Petty, 1994; Rosenberg, 1956; 

Chaiken, Pomerantz, & Gimer-Soralla, 1995), and ambivalence (Thompson, Zanna, & Griffin, 

1995).  Funk et al. (2000) proposed that the cognitive structure is associated with the attitude and 

attitude object in memory, representing the amount of knowledge about the team, direct 

experience with various team-relevant activities, and affective-cognitive consistency related to 

the team.   

 Subjective beliefs about the attitude and attitude object represent an individual’s 

subjective perceptions or judgments.  That is, individuals possess “a number of beliefs about the 

attributes of their own attitudes and about the attitude object” (Krosnick & Petty, 1995, p. 7).  

Funk et al. (2000) proposed that the subjective beliefs dimension reflects properties indicating 

his/her attitudinal confidence toward the team, importance, and personal relevance of the team.  

For instance, individuals perceive their important personal goals, desires and wishes to be closely 

associated with some attitude objects, including personal relevance (Thomsen, Borgida, & 

Lavine, 1995), certainty (Gross, Holtz, & Miller, 1995), and importance (Boninger, Krosnick, 

Berent, & Fabrigar, 1995).   

Measures of Attitude Strength  

 The concept of attitude strength as a latent construct can be represented by durability and 

impactfulness, which are measured by various strength-related attitude properties.  In other 

words, the conceptualization of various attitude properties provides a means to examine their 

effects on attitude strength.  Krosnick and Petty (1995) proposed that various attitude properties 
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in three strength-related dimensions were conceptually and empirically distinct and independent, 

have been linked to strong attitudes of persistence and resistance, bias information processing 

and judgments, and guide behavior. 

 Numerous studies have investigated the relationship between a single attitude property 

and consequences of a strong attitude.  Krosnick (1988a) examined the relationship between 

level of importance and persistence and resistance toward government policies during 

presidential election campaigns.  The results revealed that level of importance was positively 

related to persistence and resistance.  Fazio and Williams (1986) demonstrated that attitude 

accessibility affected decisions about a presidential election campaign.  They concluded that 

greater attitude accessibility revealed high persistence and resistance to conflicting information 

than less attitude accessibility.  Wood (1982) found that high level of relevant-knowledge on 

environmental issues increased behavioral recall and resistance to counter-persuasive messages 

against environmental preservation activities.  Fazio and Zanna (1978) suggested that attitude 

certainty as a subjective confidence increased the attitude-behavior relationship and behavioral 

intention regarding future events.  

 Previous research has also attempted to conceptualize attitude strength in terms of various 

attitude properties (Bassili, 1996; Funk, 1998; Funk & Pastore, 2000; Krosnick et al., 1993; 

Raden, 1985; Scott, 1968).  Scott (1968) identified ten attitude properties related to attitude 

strength: extremity, flexibility, consciousness, cognitive complexity, intensity, ambivalence, 

affective salience, embeddedness, salience, and overtness.  Raden (1985) expanded the number 

of attitude properties through an extensive literature review.  He identified eleven attitude 

properties, which represented the concept of attitude strength: accessibility, affective-cognitive 

consistency, certainty, direct behavioral experience, importance, latitudes of acceptance and 

rejection, crystallization, generalized attitude strength, intensity, stability, and vested interest. 

The results of Raden’s (1985) research were that the attitude property dimensions are not 

redundant, their correlations were not high. 

Krosnick et al. (1993) analyzed the relationship between ten attitude properties and 

attitudes toward abortion, capital punishment, and national defense spending using multitrait-

multimethod confirmatory factor analysis.  The findings indicated that most attitude property 
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dimensions were related with low to moderate correlations but all were distinct.  Bassili (1996) 

found that nine attitude properties each had a distinctive structural formation based on the results 

of factor analysis; the properties were examined in relation to attitudes toward employment 

quotas for women, a ban on pornographic films, and laws against hate literature.  Funk (1998) 

demonstrated that attitudinal loyalty to the Cleveland Indians professional baseball team was 

accounted for by eight distinct attitude properties including importance, personal relevance, 

extremity, intensity, cognitive-affective consistency, knowledge, direct experience and certainty.  

Gladden and Funk (1999) measured the strength of team brand associations using three attitude 

properties: importance, knowledge, and affective reaction.  Funk and Pastore (2000) attempted to 

investigate attitudinal constructs of commitment to sport teams through eight attitude properties: 

affective-cognitive consistency, certainty, direct experience, extremity, importance, intensity, 

knowledge, latitude of rejection.  The results of three studies conducted by Funk (1998), Funk 

and Pastore (2000), and Gladden and Funk (1999) verified that strength-related attitude 

properties could be independent and distinctive dimensions. 

Reviewing the previous studies of attitude properties, most of them have focused on the 

relationship between a single attitude property and consequences of attitude strength (durability 

and impactfulness).  Krosnick et al (1993), and Krosnick and Petty (1995) argued that although a 

single attitude property was related with the consequences of attitude strength, it could not 

account for an individual’s variation in attitudes and enduring behavior toward a specific object.  

They proposed that there were the structural relations between various attitude properties and 

consequences of attitude strength.  In other words, attitude strength is a multifaceted construct, 

which can be described by not a single attitude property but various attitude properties (Krosnick 

et al, 1993; Krosnick & Petty, 1995; Raden, 1985). 

The results of previous research lead to the conclusion that strong attitudes are comprised 

of three dimensions: (1) attitude valence; (2) cognitive structure; and (3) subjective beliefs.  Each 

dimension is derived from particular attitude properties.  Attitude valence is based on attitude 

extremity property.  Cognitive structure is denoted by accessibility, knowledge, direct experience, 

affective reaction, and cognitive reaction.  Subjective beliefs are indicative of importance, 

personal relevance, and certainty.  The three dimensions produce the outcomes of attitude 
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strength, durability (persistence and resistance) and impactfulness (impact on cognition and 

behavior). 

 

Attitude Properties 

The various attitude properties are the basis of attitude strength and its consequences 

through the three strength-related dimensions.  Furthermore, previous studies indicate that 

although the attitude properties are related, they are distinct and represent independent 

dimensions of an individual’s attitude.  Hence, this study operationalizes attitude strength as a 

latent construct measured by three dimensions (i.e., attitude valence, cognitive structure and 

subjective beliefs).  Three dimensions are comprised of nine attitude properties including 

affective reaction, cognitive reaction, direct experience, knowledge, accessibility, importance, 

personal relevance, certainty, and extremity. 

Affective Reaction 

Madrigal (2003) stated, “emotions are the direct result of a subsequent evaluation and 

interpretation in which an actual state is compared to a desired state” (p. 26).  A consumer’s 

emotions or feelings about an object refer to an attitude based on affective reaction.  In Cohen 

and Areni’s (1991) research, they stated, “affect is probably best employed as a general 

descriptor of a valenced feeling state” (p. 191).  These emotions and feelings are frequently 

treated by consumer researchers as primarily evaluative in nature of affective reactions in that 

they capture an individual’s direct or global assessment of an attitude object or the extent to 

which the individual rates the attitude-object as favorable or unfavorable, good or bad 

(Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000).  Affect-laden experiences also manifest themselves as emotionally 

charged states, such as happiness, sadness, shame, disgust, anger, distress, or surprise.  Research 

indicates that such emotional states may enhance or amplify positive or negative experiences and 

that later recollections of such experiences may impact what comes to mind and how the 

individual acts (Kim, Lim, & Bhargave, 1998).  Higher feelings associated with positive 

affective states toward an attitude object has been associated with higher levels of persistence 

over time, greater resistance to persuasive appeals, and higher attitude-behavior relationships 

(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).  
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Measurement of Affective Reaction 

Affective reaction has generally assessed the extent to which an attitude object creates 

certain affective states with use of an individual’s feelings about an object (Breckler & Wiggins, 

1989; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).  Crites et al. (1994) assessed affective reaction toward literature 

classes, math classes, capital punishment, birth control, church, and snakes by a set of semantic 

differential scales: love vs. hateful, delighted vs. sad, happy vs. annoyed, calm vs. tense, excited 

vs. bored, relaxed vs. angry, acceptance vs. disgusted, and joy vs. sorrow.  Chaiken, et al. (1995) 

assessed the affective reaction associated with emotions such as angry vs. glad, disgusted vs. not 

at all disgusted, displeased vs. pleased, and uncomfortable vs. comfortable toward capital 

punishment using semantic differential scale.  Funk (1998) assessed affective reactions relative 

to the Cleveland Indians through a series of five semantic differential scales: devoted vs. 

opposed, awful vs. nice, favorable vs. unfavorable, pleasant vs. unpleasant, and excited vs. bored.  

Gladden and Funk (2002) assessed affective reactions about individual’s favorite team through a 

series of four semantic differential scales: “Foolish vs. Wise, Good vs. Bad, Worthless vs. 

Beneficial, and Strong vs. Weak” (p. 69). 

Eagly and Chaiken (1993) proposed that the semantic differential procedure was more 

effective and appropriate than other scales (e.g. Likert, Categorical) in that it provides 

comparisons of attitudes based on affective reactions and has become the most popular method 

of measuring affective reactions toward an attitude object.  In Funk’s (1998) study, the results of 

reliability of affective reactions (Cronbach’s Alpha = .96) were appropriate.  Construct validity 

was verified by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using five indices (Chi-Square, RMSEA, 

GFI, NFI, CFI).  The results of CFA confirmed that the measurement model adequately fit the 

data.  Thus, this study adapts Funk’s (1998) five affective reaction items and applies them for 

measuring affective reactions toward a collegiate sport team. 

Cognitive Reaction 

Cognitive reaction refers to a person’s cognitions, that is, the knowledge and perceptions 

that are acquired by a combination of direct experience with the attitude object and related 

information from various sources.  Knowledge and resulting perceptions commonly take the 

form of beliefs; the consumer believes that the attitude object possesses various attributes and 
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that specific behavior will lead to specific outcomes (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000).  Higher 

evaluative response of beliefs toward an attitude object have been associated with higher levels 

of attitude strength in terms of persistence, resistance, and attitude-behavior relationships (Eagly 

& Chaiken, 1993). 

Measurement of Cognitive Reaction 

Cognitive reaction has been measured by the extent to which an attitude object possesses 

attributes or traits of an individual’s perception (i.e., beliefs about an object) (Eagly & Chaiken, 

1993).  Crites et al. (1994) assessed cognitions associated with literature classes, math classes, 

capital punishment, birth control, church, and snakes by a set of semantic differential scale: 

useful vs. useless, wise vs. foolish, safe vs. unsafe, beneficial vs. harmful, valuable vs. worthless, 

perfect vs. imperfect, and wholesome vs. unhealthy.  Funk (1998) measured cognitive reaction 

about the Cleveland Indians through a series of five semantic pairs including necessary vs. 

unnecessary, unproductive vs. productive, useless vs. useful, valuable vs. worthless, and weak vs. 

strong. 

Considering the measurement of cognitive reaction with use of semantic differential 

scales, there is a question as to whether semantic differential scales are an appropriate measure of 

cognitive reaction.  A set of semantic differential cognitive scales does not often match the 

salient cognitive nature of a particular object.  That is to say, semantic differential scales 

sometimes measure the inexact cognitive reactions toward a particular object.  Thus, semantic 

differential scales are not readily applicable to measure cognitive reactions. 

 Another measurement of cognitive reaction is the expectancy-value assessment 

developed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975).  Expectancy-value assessment has also been used to 

measure the cognitive reactions.  In an expectancy-value procedure, cognitive reactions are 

determined in a pretest.  A researcher asks the participants to describe an object’s attributes or 

traits using a free-response format in terms of open-ended questionnaire (Ajzen & Fishbein, 

1980).  The outcomes of cognitive reactions are determined by an elicitation technique.  More 

recently, Kim (2003) asked subjects to describe cognitive reactions about watching the 2003 

Women’s World Cup based on the expectancy-value assessment.  He found nine salient 

cognitive reactions: successful achievement, learning something, entertaining, liking soccer itself, 
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stat players, competition, worldwide, association with soccer, and length to watch.  Thus, it can 

be said that expectancy-value assessment is more accurate and effective measurement to find 

cognitive reactions to a particular object than a set of semantic differential scales. 

Direct Experience 

Direct experience refers to “the degree to which one has participated in behavioral 

activities related to an object and the amount of direct contact one has had with it” (Krosnick et 

al., 1993, p. 1133).  Attitudes formed through direct behavioral experiences with the attitude 

object (voting for candidates for political office, voting for two social policy election initiatives, 

and having an influenza vaccination) were a determinant of attitude-behavior consistency 

(Davidson et al., 1985; Fazio & Zanna, 1981).  According to Fazio and Zanna (1981), attitudes 

based on direct experience exerted a greater impact on subsequent behavior than attitudes based 

on indirect experience because attitudes based on direct experience produced more information 

about an attitude object as well as an individual’s opinion based on direct experience toward an 

attitude object was more confident and certain than that based on indirect experience. 

Attitudes formed through direct experiences exhibited resistance to attitude change in a 

persuasive message and persistence over time.  Wood (1982) found that an individual who has 

attitudes based on direct prior experiences represented more resistance to change toward a 

counter-attitudinal message.  As reported by Watts’ (1967) research, attitudes based on direct 

prior experiences are more stable and predictive of behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Measurement of Direct Experience 

Attitudes based on direct experience have been measured using self-reports of past 

behavioral experiences in that subjects were asked whether individuals have committed any 

actions associated with an object (Regan & Fazio, 1977; Schuman & Presser, 1981).  Krosnick et 

al. (1993) assessed attitudes based on direct experience toward abortion and capital punishment 

by asking subjects: 

 
How involved they were in activities related to the issue, whether they had ever 
had a personal experience relating to the issue, and whether they had ever written 
a letter to a public official expressing their views on the issue, given money to an 
organization concerned with the issue, joined an organization concerned with the 

 55



issue, participated in a protest march or rally on the issue, or attended a group 
meeting to discuss the issue  (p. 1150).   
 

Funk and Pastore (2000) modified items of direct experience adapted by Krosnick et al.’ 

(1993) and measured direct experience related to the Cleveland Indians:  

 
How often have you participated in pregame activities related to Cleveland 
Indians games? How often have you participated in postgame activities related to 
Cleveland Indians games? Please indicate whether you have participated in the 
following activities with regard to the Cleveland Indians baseball team; attended a 
Cleveland Indians game in person, watched a Cleveland Indians game on TV, 
read about the Cleveland Indians in the newspaper, talked about the Cleveland 
Indians in conversation with others, listened to a Cleveland Indians game on the 
radio, obtained information about the Cleveland Indians on TV, and listened to 
talk radio shows about the Cleveland Indians (p. 181). 
 

Attitudes based on direct experiences exhibit more resistance to change when presented 

with persuasive messages, stability over time, and predictive of behavior than attitudes based on 

indirect experiences (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Watts, 1967; Wood, 1982).  For example, an 

individual who has had direct prior experiences such as attending a game and participation in 

pre-game and post-game activities conveys more relevant-knowledge, certainty of opinions, and 

interest in obtaining information about a specific sport team, which lead to subsequent behavior 

and durable attitudes. 

Knowledge 

Knowledge refers to “the amount of information about an object that accompanies one’s 

attitude toward it in memory” (Krosnick et al., 1993, p. 1133).  Knowledge is likely to be formed 

from retrieval of past experiences and retrieval of beliefs (Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  Direct 

behavioral experiences and beliefs as determinants of attitudes based on knowledge with an 

attitude object are important sources of information (Wood, 1982) because knowledge is 

designed to represent the prior experiences and beliefs, which spontaneously come to mind when 

an individual is confronted with an attitude object.  For example, the amount of attitude-relevant 

knowledge may be obtained through repeated encounters with a team over time.  Continued 

interaction with the team confers large stored information, including specific past experiences 

 56



(e.g., attended a game, watched a game, read about the team in the newspaper, talked about the 

team in conversation with others) as well as beliefs about their attributes (e. g., exciting, 

entertaining, enjoyable, competitive, interesting). 

Research by Biek (1992) indicated that the amount of stored knowledge generated 

through most beliefs and experiences toward preservation of the environment were evaluatively 

consistent with an individual’s favored attitude positions.  An individual who exhibits a high 

level of knowledge based on beliefs and experiences toward preservation of the environment was 

strongly in favor of preservation of the environment and unwilling to change his/her attitudes 

toward a counter-attitudinal persuasive message.  The level of attitude-relevant knowledge 

concerning an attitude object is found to influence resistance to change toward a counter-

attitudinal persuasive message and correspondence between attitude and behavior (Davidson et 

al., 1985; Wood, 1982).  Attitudes based on high levels of knowledge are less likely to change 

compared to attitudes based on low levels of knowledge (Wood, 1982).  An extensive, well-

organized knowledge structure composed of an interconnected set of beliefs and prior 

experiences provides determinants for predicting behavior toward the object (Davidson et al., 

1985; Kallgren & Wood, 1986).  

Measurement of Knowledge 

Attitudes based on knowledge have generally been assessed by knowledge listings 

(Kallgren & Wood, 1986; Wood, 1982), the number of correct answers on a questionnaire 

(Wilson, Kraft & Dunn, 1989), quiz questions (Iyengar, 1990), and self-reports of knowledge 

(Davidson et al., 1985; Kanwar, Grund, & Olson, 1990).  Krosnick et al. (1993) assessed 

attitudes based on knowledge toward abortion and capital punishment by asking subjects “how 

knowledgeable they considered themselves on the issue, how much information they had about 

the issue, how long a list would be of everything they knew about the issue, and how expert they 

considered themselves on the issue compared with other issues” (p. 1150).  Funk (1998) 

measured attitudes based on knowledge about the Cleveland Indians through a series of three 

questions: “How much knowledge do you have about the Cleveland Indians? (100-point 

Thermometer scale); if you were to list everything that you know about the Cleveland Indians, 
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how long would the list be? (4-point scale); compared to other teams, I consider myself to be an 

expert about the Cleveland Indians (4-point scale)” (p. 277). 

Gladden and Funk (2002) measured knowledge about a favorite team based on responses 

to three items: “I posses a great deal of knowledge about my favorite team; if I were to list 

everything I knew about my favorite team, the list would be quite long; and compared to other 

sport teams, I consider myself an expert about my favorite team” (p. 69).  Based on this 

perspective, knowledge has generally been assessed through self-report measures.   

Attitudes are considered strong if they are resistant to change and persistent over time.  A 

knowledgeable individual with likely have a strong attitude because s/he has information from 

which to reason.  He/she can use knowledge based on the amount of beliefs and prior 

experiences in memory to interpret and evaluate new information (counter-attitudinal persuasive 

message) on a topic.  A knowledgeable individual’s processing is biased to bolster and protect 

their favored attitude position, which generates considerable attitude strength in terms of stability 

and persistence in attitude judgments.   

Accessibility 

Attitudes based on accessibility represent the amount of time between the presentation of 

an attitude object and the individual’s evaluative response.  Fazio and his associates (1982) 

defined accessibility as “the speed and ease with which the attitude can be accessed from 

memory” (p. 340).  Accessibility is “the strength of the object-evaluation link in memory” 

(Krosnick et al., 1993, p. 1133).  As reported by Fazio (1995), attitude accessibility refers to the 

strength of association between an attitude object and evaluation of the object, which is activated 

from memory effortlessly and inescapably upon the one’s encountering the object.  Fazio (1993) 

examined the relationship between associative strength and the automatic activation.  The results 

revealed that p-value is less than .01, which is statistically significant effect of strength of 

association on automatic attitude activation.  That is, the accessibility of the attitude depends on 

the strength of this object-evaluation association.  An individual’s evaluation of the object in the 

immediate situation is more likely to reflect his/her attitude because accessible attitudes are more 

likely to be activated automatically from memory.  
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An accessible attitude is likely to be formed through various determinants, such as 

emotions that the attitude object creates, beliefs about the value of attributes that the object 

possesses, direct prior experiences with the object, and repeated expressions of an attitude (Fazio, 

1995; Shavitt & Fazio, 1991).  Fazio and Powell (1992) examined the relationship between 

emotional reactions and attitude accessibility.  They found that attitudes based on emotional 

reactions toward an object were characterized by relatively greater attitude accessibility.  Fazio 

and his associates (1982) examined whether direct experience influenced an accessible attitude 

toward intellectual puzzles.  The results of this study indicated that subjects who formed an 

accessible attitude through direct experience had faster response times when answering questions 

about the attitudes than those who formed attitudes through indirect experience.  Fazio et al. 

(1982) also tested the relationship between the strength of object-evaluation association and 

accessibility.  They found that repeated attitudinal expressions would strengthen the object-

evaluation connection and repeated attitudinal expressions prior to a response time task resulted 

in increased accessibility.  Emotional reactions, direct behavioral experiences, and repeated 

expressions of an attitude are determinants of attitudes based on accessibility with an attitude 

object. 

A number of studies have examined attitude-behavior consistency and judgments of 

information relevant to the attitude object as a function of the accessibility of the attitude from 

memory.  Fazio and Williams (1986) examined attitudes related to presidential candidates and 

the relationship between voting and attitudes in a presidential election based on the accessibility 

of those attitudes.  They found that voting behavior of respondents who exhibited high attitude 

accessibility was more readily predicted than the behavior of those with low attitude 

accessibility.  Fazio, Powell, and Williams (1989) also measured the relation between attitude 

accessibility and attitude-behavior consistency toward actual selection of consumer products.  

The results of this study indicated that the more accessible subjects’ attitudes, the more product 

selection was consistent with those attitudes.  Fazio and Williams’s (1986) study indicated that 

the extent of biased informational processing concerning the election debates of presidential 

candidates depended on attitude accessibility.  They found that this biased informational 

processing was more apparent among individuals with relatively accessible attitudes.  Highly 
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accessible attitudes acted as a filter through which attitude-relevant information was processed 

and judged. 

Accessible attitudes are also likely to be resistant to counter-messages and relatively 

more stable over time than are inaccessible attitudes (Bassili & Fletcher, 1991; Fazio, 1995; 

Hodges & Wilson, 1994).  Bassili and Fletcher (1991) examined whether accessible attitudes 

influenced resistance to change toward job quotas for women when they were confronted with a 

counter-argument.  They found accessible attitudes to be more resistant to counter-argument.  

The study by Hodges and Wilson (1994) was relevant to the influence of attitude accessibility on 

attitude stability toward President Reagan.  The results revealed that respondents who exhibited 

accessible attitudes were more likely to be stable over time than those who had inaccessible 

attitudes.   

Measurement of Accessibility 

 Accessibility has been measured by using response time latencies in a task, which paired 

negative and positive adjectives with an attitude object (Fazio, et al., 1982), the length of time to 

report an accessible attitude toward an object on a computer (Fazio & Williams, 1986), over the 

phone (Bassili, 1996), or by the likelihood that an individual would mention the object in 

response to an open-ended question (Krosnick, 1988) or by reports of how often an individual 

thought about or discussed the object (Davis & Smith, 1985; Krosnick et al., 1993).  Krosnick et 

al. (1993) assessed an accessible attitude by asking subjects frequency of discussing the issue 

and frequency of thought about the issue.  The first set of accessibility measures addressed 

frequency of discussing the issue.  Subjects were asked “how often they discussed the issue with 

others, how often the issue came up during informal conversations, how many times in the past 

year they had talked about the issue, and how much time they spent talking about the issue 

compared with other issues” (p. 1150).  The second set of accessible attitude measures focused 

on frequency of thought about the issue.  Subjects reported “how much they thought about the 

issue, how often they thought about the issue compared with other issues, how often they had 

thought about the issue in the past year, and whether they thought about the issue at least 

weekly” (p. 1150). 
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 Funk (1998) identified ten variables believed to reflect attitude accessibility toward the 

Cleveland Indians.  These items were used to measure the participants’ frequency of talking and 

thinking toward the Cleveland Indians.  There were five questions pertaining to talking and five 

question of thinking:  

 
Some students tell us that they discuss the Cleveland Indians very often with 
friends and family, while others say they never discuss the Indians at all. How 
often do you discuss the Cleveland Indians? (7-point scale) How often do you the 
Cleveland Indians come up during your informal conversation? (7-point scale) 
How many times in the past year you say that you have talked about the 
Cleveland Indians? (4-point scale) The Cleveland Indians come up a lot in my 
discussions with others (4-point scale), and compared to other teams, how much 
time do you spend talking about the Cleveland Indians? (thermometer scale) 
Students have told us that they have thought a lot about some sports teams but 
have not thought at all about other teams.  How would you rate the amount of 
thinking you have done about the Cleveland Indians? (7-point scale) Compared to 
other teams, how often would you say that you think about the Cleveland Indians? 
(7-point scale) I think about the Cleveland Indians nearly every week, during the 
past year, how often have you thought about the Cleveland Indians? (thermometer 
scale) Would you say that you think about the Cleveland Indians? (5-point scale)  
(p. 100-101). 
 

 An attitude is viewed as association in memory between an attitude object and an 

individual’s evaluation of the object, and the strength of this association determine the 

accessibility of the attitude from memory.  Attitude accessibility relates to determinants such as 

direct experiences, emotionality, beliefs toward an attitude object, and frequency of attitudinal 

expression.  Attitude accessibility also relates to the stability of the attitude over time, biased 

information processing, and prediction of behavior.  Attitudes that are highly accessible from 

memory more strongly influence behavior toward an object, judgments of information relevant 

to the object, and stability over time. 

Importance 

Importance refers to “the extent to which an individual cares deeply about and personally 

invested in an attitude” (Krosnick et al., 1993, p. 1132).   An object is considered extremely and 

personally important based on an individual’s perception of the amount of psychological 

significance and motivation.  Boninger, Krosnick, Berent, and Fabrigar (1995) noted importance 
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is reflected by those who “care very deeply about one particular attitude to the exclusion of 

concern about all others” (p. 159).  That is, an individual who attaches great personal importance 

to an attitude is deeply concerned about an attitude object. 

Central attitude, ego-involving attitude, and involvement are closely related to attitude 

importance.  These attitude attributes underline the significance of an attitude concerning an 

individual’s psychological system associated with personal concern, caring, or investment.  

Krech and Crutchfield (1948) and Converse (1964) proposed centrality in terms of importance to 

the person, which is measured by the number and strength of the links of an attitude to the self-

concept.  Sherif and Hovland (1961) noted that ego-involving attitude referred to the extent to 

which an attitude is related with the self-aspect such as intrinsic importance.  In Johnson and 

Eagly’s (1990) research, involvement was the link between an object or issue and an individual’s 

important goals, values, or other aspects of the self.  These attributes have been defined as links 

of the attitude object to the self based on objective conditions.  However, attitude importance is 

not the link to the self based on objective conditions but “a subjective sense of psychological 

significance” (Boninger et al., 1995, p. 162).  Attitude importance is defined as links between the 

subjective state of attaching personal importance or value and an attitude object.   

 The origins of attitude importance are self-interest, social identification, and values 

(Boninger et al., 1995).  They examined the causes of attitude importance toward political 

attitudes using content analyses of explanatory statements and correlation analyses provided 

results in that self-interest, social identification, and values affected attitude importance.  

Krosnick (1989) proposed that attitudes based on importance have precursors, which are “more 

frequent subjects of conscious thought, involve stronger affective reactions, and more 

extensively linked to other attitudes, beliefs, and values in memory” (p. 305). 

Several researches have shown that consequences of attitude importance are found to 

increase resistance to change, stability over time, and behavioral consistency.  That is, when an 

individual considered a topic to be personally important, he/she exhibited resistance to change in 

the face of a counter-persuasive message, persistence over time, and correspondence with 

behavior.  Fine (1957) and Rhine and Severance (1970) found that an individual who cares 

deeply about a specific topic showed that his/her attitude toward it is unwilling to change in 
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preferred attitude in response to count-persuasive message.  Thus, high level of attitude 

importance should enhance resistance to change. 

As reported by Schuman and Presser’s (1981) research and Feldman’s (1989) research, 

attitudes based on importance were more stable over time.  They found that an individual showed 

positive relationship between two or more occasions of political attitudes considered as 

personally importance and attitude stability toward those.  Krosnick (1988b) examined the 

difference of persistence over time between degrees of personally importance toward political 

attitudes.  The results revealed that when an individual cared deeply about political attitudes, 

he/she was more persistent over time than other didn’t considered about them.  According to 

Fazio (1990), attitude importance led an individual to perform behaviors with actively and 

effortfully considering relevant attitudes via deliberative processing.  That is, an individual’s 

behavior is made only after committing oneself to very careful think about the object, gathering 

information about it, and using that information. 

Measurement of Importance 

Attitude importance has been measured by an individual’s “self-reports of personal 

importance, concern, or caring about an attitude object” (Krosnick, 1988, 1989; Krosnick et al., 

1993, p. 1132).  There are three types of questions generally asked, “How important an attitude 

object is to them personally, how deeply they care about it, and how concerned they are about it” 

(Boninger et al., 1995; p. 62).  Krosnick and his associates (1993) measured attitude importance 

toward abortion and capital punishment through five questions: “How important the issue was to 

them personally, how much they personally cared about the issue, how important a candidate’s 

position on the issue would be if they were voting, how much the issue meant to them, and how 

important the issue was to them compared to other issues” (p. 1150).   

Funk and Pastore (2000) measured attitude importance through a series of three 

questions: “How much do you personally care about the Cleveland Indians? (7-point Likert 

scale); Compared to how you feel about other professional sports teams, how important are the 

Cleveland Indians to you? (100-point Thermometer scale); I care a great deal about the 

Cleveland Indians (4-point scale)” (p. 181). In addition, as reported by Gladden and Funk (2002), 

they measured importance using three questions toward a favorite team: “I consider my favorite 
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team to be personally important, being a fan of my favorite team is important to me, and 

compared to how I feel about other professional teams, my favorite team is very important to 

me” (p. 69).   

Taken together, attitude importance is formed by self-interest, social identification, and 

values toward an attitude object, which are precursors of resistance and persistence.  Attitude 

importance also guides attitude formation and behavior.  That is, a high level of attitude 

importance exhibits four features as primary evidences of attitude strength in that attitude 

importance has been observed to be a critical element of psychological commitment (Funk & 

Pastore, 2000).  For instance, when asked how important a favorite sport team is in your life, you 

answer that it is the most important aspect.  This response reflects that an individual who exhibits 

high attitude importance toward a favorite sport team frequently thinks about the team, is thought 

to remain consistently preferred evaluative responses over an extended period of time, resists to 

changing his/her commitment toward a favorite team, establishes biases in cognitive processing 

(i.e., positive information is admitted while negative information is denied), and increases 

behavioral likelihood related to the team such as attend, watch, read, listen, purchase.  

Personal Relevance 

Personal relevance refers to an individual’s level of personal involvement he/she has 

relative toward an attitude object, which influences his/her performance.  Personal relevance is 

the extent to which an individual considers an attitude object, which holds significant 

consequences such as outcomes, values, and possessions for some aspect of his/her live (Petty & 

Cacioppo, 1990; Petty, Cacioppo, & Haugtvedt, 1992).  When the attitude object has personal 

relevance, an individual can be personally involved toward it.   

The source of personal relevance toward an attitude object is reflected by a few 

motivational sources in terms of self-interest, values, and social identification.  As reported by 

Boninger, Krosnick, and Berent (1995) and Thomsen, Lavine, Borgida, and Sullivan (1993), they 

assessed correlation of personal involvement to levels of self-interest and values.  Boninger et al. 

(1995) found that self-interest, values, and social identification were related to personal 

relevance toward six political issues.  Furthermore, self-interest is more related with personal 

involvement than are values and social identification.  Thomsen et al. (1993) examined 
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relationships among personal relevance, self-interest, and values toward fourteen political issues 

and three campus issues.  They found that self-interest and values were correlated with personal 

relevance.  They also found that self-interest was more related with personal relevance than 

values.  These findings indicate that even if self-interest, values, and social identification are the 

sources of personal relevance self-interest is thought to be the stronger predicator of personal 

relevance than values and social identification. 

Lavine, Robertson, and Borgida (1993) measured whether personal involvement had 

different results when persuasive message influenced subject’s original involvement on the basis 

of either self-interest or values toward the issue of University of Minnesota energy policy.  Based 

on the self-interest involvement, subjects were informed that decision of energy police (selecting 

either natural gas or coal) would affect tuition increases and the availability of campus parking 

and academic advising.  In the value-based involvement condition, subjects were reported that 

decision of energy policy would have a substantial impact on the environment such as the values 

of natural beauty and protection of it.  Next, persuasive message provide each group of subjects 

concerning either self-interest or values.  The message in the self-interest condition addressed the 

impact on tuition increases and student services and appealed that coal is cheaper than natural 

gas with less environmental impact.  In the value-based condition, the message emphasized the 

environmental impact and supported natural gas.  The results revealed that a persuasive message 

in the self-interest condition was more effective among self-interest involvement subjects than 

value-based involvement subjects whereas persuasion of value-relevance was more effective 

among value-based involvement subjects than self-interest involvement subjects.   

Johnson and Eagly (1989) found that high involvement subjects demonstrated more 

resistance to attitude change based on social judgment theory; even if subjects show high 

personal involvement, their attitude may change when presented with strong arguments based on 

cognitive response theory.  They interpreted the different results as reflecting differential effects 

of personal relevance through use of the basis of both theories.  Social judgment researchers have 

measured preexisting levels of involvement based on prior knowledge and information, 

employing correlational approaches and compared difference in levels of involvement toward a 

familiar issue between groups of subjects.  However, cognitive response researchers focus on 
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self-interest of some subjects in unfamiliar issues.  For example, increased tuition or 

comprehensive exams for college seniors will influence them personally, but not others.  

Consequences of high degree of personal relevance generally reveal resistance to change 

in preference in response to counter-persuasive message, persistence over time, biased cognitive 

processing and judgment, and attitude-behavior consistency.  Howard-Pitney, Borgida, and 

Omoto (1986) assessed differences in cognitive responding between groups who were either 

more involved or less involved in a legislative proposal to change the state drink age.  They 

selected high and low involvement groups through self-reports about the issue.  They found that 

high involvement group represented more relevant thoughts about the issue and more counter-

argued the opposing attitude than low involvement group.  High personal relevance is thought to 

increase resistance to change toward counter-attitudinal message.  Krosnick (1988) and Petty, 

Cacioppo, and Haugtvedt (1992) examined the effect of personal relevance on persistence over 

time.  They found that a high involving attitude was more stable over time than a low involving 

attitude.  Fiske and Neuberg (1990) proposed that an individual who was personally involved in 

an issue pays attention to the relevant-information, which influence an individual’s biased 

cognitive processing.  Omoto and Borgida (1988) reported that high personal involvement 

influenced one’s cognitive processing and resistance to persuasion.  An attitude based on 

personal relevance increase attitude-behavior relations (Krosnick, 1988; Schuman & Presser, 

1981).  That is, when an issue (e. g., political attitudes) affected an individual personally, a high 

involving attitude was more likely to predict behavior than a low involving attitude.  

Measurement of Personal Relevance 

Sherif, Sherif, and Negergall (1965) measured level of personal relevance asking how 

closely subjects pay attention to information about an object and how interested subjects were in 

obtaining information about the object.  Petty & Cacioppo (1986) assessed personal relevance 

asking how likely the attitude object was to influence the subject personally, how relevant 

subjects perceived the attitude object to be, or how likely it was that a proposal influencing the 

subject would be instituted.   Personal relevance has been measured by self-reports of interest or 

attention given to information about an attitude object (Krosnick et al., 1993).  Krosnick and his 

associates (1993) assessed personal relevance through asking subjects a series of four questions: 
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“how closely they paid attention to information on the issue, how interested they were in 

obtaining information about the issue, how closely they paid attention to stories about the issue 

when keeping up with the news, and how important information about the issue was to them” 

(p.1150).  Funk (1998) assessed personal relevance through a series of five questions: 

 
Some students tell us that with some sports teams, they pay close attention to 
relevant information in magazines, newspapers, and on television about the team.  
With other teams, however, they say they devote little attention to relevant 
information.  How closely do you pay attention to information about the 
Cleveland Indians? (7-point scale)  How interested are you in obtaining 
information about the Cleveland Indians? (7-point scale)  When you keep up with 
the news by reading magazines, newspapers or by watching television, how 
closely do you pay attention to stories about the Cleveland Indians? (3-point scale)  
How important is information about the Cleveland Indians to you? (thermometer 
scale)  I am very interested in information about the Cleveland Indians? (4-point 
scale) (p. 101-102) 
 

Since Allport’s (1943) work, several studies have reported the antecedents and 

consequences of attitudes based on personal relevance.  It is shown that self-interest is a stronger 

determinant of personal relevance, which increase the amount of thought.  Thus, an individual 

who exhibits the large amount of thought pays more attention to relevant-information, which 

leads to consequences of personal relevance.  A variety of consequences of personal relevance 

have been observed including an association between personal relevance and the strength of 

attitude-behavior consistency; a positive relation between personal relevance and attitudinal 

persistence over time.  An attitude based on highly personal involving with an issue can also 

increase the individual’s biased cognitive processing and resistance to change.  

Certainty 

An attitude based on certainty refers to “the degree to which an individual is confident 

that his or her attitude toward an object is correct” (Krosnick et al., 1993, p. 1132).  In other 

words, attitude certainty is defined as a subjective sense of confidence or conviction with which 

an individual holds in his/her attitudes.  Attitude certainty is affected by external factors and 

personal attributes.  External factors consist of informational/cognitive sources and social 

sources.  Information or knowledge can be provided by direct experience, which increases 
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opinion certainty (Sample and Warland, 1973).  Estes and Hosseini (1988) measured investment 

decisions based on the relation of investing experience to confidence through nationwide survey 

of business investors.  The finding indicated that investors with more investing experience held 

more confidence when they decided business investments.  That is, a greater amount of relevant 

information generally reduces information seeking and increases certainty.  Cognitive sources 

consist of thought and accessibility.  Attitude certainty is thought to be associated with attitude 

accessibility.  Fazio (1990) proposed that a more certain individual about an issue responded 

more accessible and faster than a less certain individual.  Krosnick and his associates (1993) 

suggested that attitude accessibility was thought to be reflected by frequency of thought about an 

issue.  Social sources are provided by talking others about an issue or group discussion, which 

influences certainty by providing information about the issue as well as by the substantive 

information based on the discussion (Gross et al., 1995).  Personal attributes also received 

attention as sources of attitude certainty including need for certainty (Sorrentino & Short, 1986), 

need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982), self-monitoring (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986), age 

(Helson & Wink), and so on. 

Consequences of attitude certainty are reflected by resistance to change and the strength 

of attitude-behavior consistency.  Swann and Ely (1984) examined whether an individual who 

was certain of his/her own trait behaved in a manner consistent with his/her self-conception 

when he/she received bogus information.  They found that an individual who had more certain of 

his/her own trait was not influenced by bogus information.  Attitude certainty increased 

resistance to change due to confidence placed in an attitude (Swann, Pelham & Chidester, 1988).  

Raden (1985) proposed that attitude certainty was a potential moderator of attitude-behavior 

consistency.  Attitude certainty is found to increase attitude-behavior consistency due to more 

confidence in attitudes, which guides behavior (Fazio & Zanna, 1978).  

Measurement of Certainty 

Attitude certainty has generally been assessed by self-reports including an individuals’ 

certainty of their opinion about an object and an individuals’ confidence of their opinion about 

an object (Budd, 1986; Holtz & Miller, 1985; Krosnick et al., 1993; Krosnick & Schuman, 

1988).  Krosnick and his associates (1993) assessed attitude certainty by asking subjects a series 
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of six questions: “How certain they were of their feelings on the issue, how sure they were that 

their opinions on the issue were right, how firm their opinions were on the issue, how easily their 

opinions could be changed, how definite their views were, and how convinced they were on the 

issue” (p. 1150).  Sample and Warland (1973) asked respondents to rate their certainty of the 

student government on 5-point scales ranged from 1 (not certain) to 5 (very certain).  In Fazio 

and Zanna’s (1978) research, they asked research participants to certainty toward volunteering to 

act as a subject through a 9-point scale ranged from 1 (certain) to 9 (not certain).  Funk (1998) 

measured attitude certainty toward the Cleveland Indians through a series of six questions:  

 
I am convinced about my opinion of the Cleveland Indians. (4-point scale) Some 
students have told us that they were very certain of their feelings toward the 
Cleveland Indians. Others say that they are not certain at all. How certain are you 
of your feelings about the Cleveland Indians? (7-point scale)  How sure are you 
that your opinion about the Cleveland Indians is right? (3-point scale)  How firm 
would you say your opinion about the Cleveland Indians is?  Would you that your 
opinion could be changed very easily, or would if be difficult to change your 
opinion? (7-point scale)  Some students have very definite views about the 
Cleveland Indians, while others have difficulty in reaching a decision about the 
team, which group would you say that you are more like? (2-point scale)   With 
what degree of certainty do you hold your opinion about the Cleveland Indians? 
(thermometer scale) (p. 102-103). 
 

Attitude certainty is the degree to which an individual has confidence about the 

correctness of his/her attitude toward an object.  The antecedents of attitude certainty are 

cognitive, social, and individual in nature in that attitude certainty is a function of the degree of 

thought, knowledge, and information about an attitude object as well as the degree of social 

support an individual has for his/her attitude.  Attitude certainty is thought to increase resistance 

to change because an individual has a stronger confidence about the correctness of his/her 

attitude toward an attitude object.  It has also been suggested that attitude certainty strengthens 

attitude-behavior consistency due to strong confidence placed in an attitude, which has behavior 

guided. 

Extremity 

Extremity refers to “the extent to which the attitude deviates from neutrality” (Krosnick 

& Petty, 1995; p. 6).  When an individual’s attitude toward an object is either extremely positive 
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or extremely negative his/her evaluative response of favorability toward an object is also 

extremely favorable or extremely unfavorable.  That is, attitude extremity has been represented 

by self -placement of subjects along a numerical scale of attitude position, usually labeled at the 

ends with the respective designations, extremely unfavorable and extremely favorable (Abelson, 

1995). 

Attitude extremity is affected by beliefs, thoughts, and knowledge.  Linville and Jones 

(1980) proposed that attitude extremity was caused by complex beliefs toward an object.  They 

demonstrated that an individual who exhibited less complex beliefs about an attitude object was 

found to be more extreme regardless of direction (i.e., valence).  Tesser, Martin, and Mendolia 

(1995) indicated that extremity of attitude could result from mere thought.  They found that 

attitude extremity was developed when subjects had relatively well-integrated and consistent 

thoughts based on cognitive schemas, which is “a cognitive structure that represents knowledge 

about a concept or type of stimulus, including its attributes and the relations among the 

attributes” (Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p. 98).  Liberman and Chaiken (1991) noted that an 

individual’s attitude extremity was influenced by her/him who had the amount of issue-relevant 

knowledge.  They found that issue-relevant knowledge generated through thought was consistent 

with an individual’s on semantic differential scales and single-item rating instruments with 

respect to the deviation in an individual’s attitude from the midpoint of the favorable-

unfavorable dimension (Bassili, 1996; Krosnick et al., 1993).  Attitude extremity is measured by 

asking subjects through four bipolar adjective scales favored attitude positions.   

Consequences of attitude extremity are reflected by resistance to change, persistence over 

time, and attitude-behavior consistency.  Favorable attitude extremity toward an object was 

thought to be more resistant to change than unfavorable attitude extremity toward it 

(Tannenbaum, 1996; Tesser et al, 1995).  Haugtvedt and Petty (1992) proposed that an individual 

who exhibits highly attitude extremity based on issue-relevant knowledge and thought was 

strongly in favor of an issue and unwilling to change his/her attitudes toward a counter-

attitudinal persuasive message and persisted attitude extremity over time (Petty, Haugtvedt, & 

Smith, 1995).  Kallgren and Wood (1986) indicated that an extreme attitude was found to 

influence correspondence between attitude and behavior toward the preservation of the 
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environment.  They noted that attitude extremity based on high levels of thought was more likely 

to predict behavior.  

Measurement of Extremity  

Attitude extremity has been measured by self-report measures: “good-bad, foolish-wise, 

harmful-beneficial, and favor-oppose” (Krosnick et al., p.1150).  In Krosnick and his associates’ 

(1993) study, respondents also described: 

 
The extent to which they favored or opposed the object, and they checked the 
most acceptable statement in an ordered set of nine statements ranging from 
extremely favorable to extremely unfavorable toward the object.  Extremity was 
assessed by calculating the absolute value of the deviation of responses from the 
midpoints of these attitude scales (p. 1150).   
 

Van der Pligt, Ester, and Van der Lindern (1983) assessed extremity by asking subjects to 

report their attitudes toward building more nuclear power stations on a five point rating scale, 

anchored from “strongly opposed” to “strongly in favor”.  Downing, Judd, and Brauer (1992) 

asked subjects to report attitude extremity through their repeatedly express on a dichotomous 

response scale (e.g., bad-good, harmful-beneficial) toward 15 social issues (e.g., abortion rights, 

animal rights).  Funk (1998) measured attitude extremity toward the Cleveland Indians through a 

series of four questions; foolish vs. wise, good vs. bad, and worthless vs. beneficial (7-point 

bipolar adjective scales) and favored or opposed (11-point scale). 

An individual’s attitude of extremely negative evaluative responses (e.g., hate, bad, 

opposed) shows more unfavorable toward an issue whereas his/her attitude of extremely positive 

evaluative responses (e.g., love, good, beneficial) reflects more favorable toward it.  The source 

of attitude extremity toward an attitude object is reflected by a few cognitive structure sources in 

terms of beliefs, thoughts, and knowledge.  The level of these sources produces the degree of 

extreme attitude, which influences consequences in terms of resistance to change, persistence 

over time, and attitude-behavior consistency. 
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Summary 

This study is designed to examine the attitudinal dimension of loyalty based on a model 

of psychological commitment.  The conceptual model for this study includes the concept of 

attitude strength and a proposed causal relationship between psychological commitment and 

resistance to changing one’s commitment toward a sports team.  Sub-dimensions of 

psychological commitment are represented by nine attitude properties, which can be categorized 

into three strength-related dimensions (primary dimensions): cognitive structure, subjective 

beliefs, and attitude valence (Funk, Haugtvedt, & Howard, 2000; Krosnick & Petty, 1995). 

In order to develop the conceptual framework of psychological commitment toward a 

sports team, this chapter began with a review of loyalty.  Previous studies have utilized one of 

three approaches to measure loyalty, attitudinal, behavioral, and composite.  A behavioral 

approach measures simple repeat purchase behaviors, which does not provide sufficient 

information to represent loyalty.  An attitudinal approach is limited.  Attitude as a single 

indicator is not a sufficient measure because an individual sometimes purchases a brand 

repeatedly due to situational impacts (e.g., availability, price, etc.).  A composite approach 

consists of both an attitudinal dimension and a behavioral dimension (Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978).  

A composite approach allows for segmentation in terms of high loyalty, latent loyalty, spurious 

loyalty or low loyalty, based on frequency behavior and strength of attitude.  

A review of previous research of loyalty measurements noted that measures of an 

attitudinal dimension of loyalty have been open to debate due to a unique characteristic of 

attitude as an indirectly observable variable whereas a behavioral dimension of loyalty might be 

directly measured by frequency of usage or proportion of purchase.  However, more recent 

research suggests that an attitudinal dimension of loyalty is represented as psychological 

commitment (Backman & Crompton, 1991; Gahwiler & Havitz, 1998; Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998; 

2004; Mahony et al., 2000; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).  The concept of 

psychological commitment is composed of three components (volitional choice, cognitive 

complexity, and position involvement) and their consequence (resistance to change) (Gahwiler & 

Havitz, 1998; Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004; James, 1997; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).   
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 Resistance to changing one’s attitude as a consequence of psychological commitment is 

closely related with a consequence of the concept of attitude strength toward an object (Funk & 

James, 2001; Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  Krosnick and Petty (1995) propose that persistence over 

time and cognitive processing are the formative constructs of antecedent sources of attitude 

strength, which lead resistance to changing one’s attitude as a consequence of attitude strength.  

Cognitive processing is formed by increased information complexity, position involvement, and 

volitional choice (Funk & James, 2001).  Conceptually, both psychological commitment and 

attitude strength are used to describe the same phenomenon in terms of resistance to changing 

one’s attitude toward an object. 

Psychological commitment and attitude strength are measured by three strength-related 

dimensions: (1) attitude valence, (2) cognitive structure, and (3) subjective beliefs, which 

produce a consequence of attitude strength and psychological commitment as resistance to 

change (Funk, Haugtvedt, & Howard, 2000; Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  Funk and his associates 

(2000) and Krosnick and Petty (1995) proposed that those dimensions are described by nine 

attitude properties.  Therefore, this study, lastly, reviewed the conclusions of previous studies on 

nine attitude properties, emphasizing each attitude property’s characteristics and measurements 

in findings across the different literatures in which it has been examined.  It is also considered 

that each attitude property’s components, consequences, and the structures and processes provide 

a more complete understanding of the relationship between components and consequences of 

attitude properties. 

Drawn together, this study is intended to test the proposed model of psychological 

commitment based on the concept of attitude strength and the causal relationship between 

psychological commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance.  To examine the 

proposed model, the review of literature provides a rationale for the use of the concept of attitude 

strength as psychological commitment.  That is, the concept of attitude strength is identified by 

nine attitude properties, which are sub-dimensions of psychological commitment.  
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CHAPTER III 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This study sought to examine a proposed model of psychological commitment and the 

causal relationship between psychological commitment and its consequence, resistance to 

changing allegiance to a collegiate sports team.  The current study was designed to measure the 

psychological commitment of undergraduate collegiate students toward a collegiate sports team.  

This chapter presents the methodology used for testing the proposed conceptual model.  The 

following is a discussion of the research design, population and sample, sampling method, data 

collection, instrument development, and data analysis procedures.  In this study, data collection 

for the pilot study was performed during the spring term of 2005 in order to ascertain the validity 

and reliability of the initial items.  Data collection for a main study was undertaken during the 

summer of 2005 to test the proposed model of psychological commitment.   

   

Research Design 

 A quantitative research design using a survey instrument was employed in order to 

examine the proposed model of psychological commitment to a collegiate sports team.  

According to the research hypotheses, the exogenous variable was psychological commitment 

toward a collegiate sports team and the endogenous variable was resistance to changing team 

allegiance.  An exogenous variable acts only as a predictor or cause for other variables in the 

model, while an endogenous variable is the dependent or outcome variable in at least one causal 

relationship (Tate, 1998).   

 

Population and Sample 

 The population in this study included undergraduate students enrolled at a large, public 

university in the southeastern region of the United States.  The sample was selected based on the 

assumptions that undergraduate students attending the respective university would know about 
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the sports team of interest, would likely have involvement with the team by watching and/or 

attending games, and many would have some level of psychological commitment to the team.   

When using structural equation modeling (SEM) it is important to recognize that sample 

size plays an important role in the model fit estimation of a proposed model and interpretation of 

the results (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998).  There is no absolute sample size to 

employ with SEM; it is suggested that consideration be given to model size and estimation 

procedure as the common criteria believed to be impacted by the sample size (Hair et al., 1998).   

One guideline for determining an appropriate sample size relative to the model size is 

comparing the number of estimated parameters and the model size.  A minimum recommended 

ratio is five observations for each estimated parameter (Hair et al., 1998; Stevens, 1996).  It is 

most appropriate to have a ratio of 10 observations per estimated parameter (Hair et al., 1998; 

Kline, 1998).  The current study analyzed four measurement models and four structural models 

with a sample size of 251.  All the models met the standard of 10 observations for each estimated 

parameter except for the first-order CFA seven-factor measurement model.  The seven-factor 

model used to assess the correlations between constructs had 63 parameters, which would 

necessitate a sample size of 630 to satisfy the ratio of 10 observations for one parameter.  The 

researcher was unable to acquire that large a sample; considering that the test of the seven-factor 

model was primarily a confirmation of previous tests that did meet the 10:1 criterion, and an 

assessment of correlations between constructs, the sample of 251 was deemed acceptable. 

The current study employed maximum likelihood estimation (MLE), a common 

estimation procedure for SEM (Hair et al., 1998; Kline, 1998).  According to Hair and associates 

(1998), “An alternative to ordinary least squares used in multiple regression, MLE is a procedure 

which iteratively improves parameter estimates to minimize a specified fit function” (p. 581) so 

long as the distribution of the data is reasonably normal and MLE performs just fine for most 

types of structural equation models (Kline, 1998).   The recommended minimum sample size 

when using MLE is 100 to 150 (Ding, Velicer, & Harlow, 1995).  As sample size increases 

(exceeding 400 to 500), MLE becomes increasingly sensitive to any differences among the data, 

resulting in poor model fit (Carmines & MiIver, 1981; Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988; Tanaka, 

1987).  Hoelter (1983) proposed that 200 subjects were most appropriate when using MLE, 
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regardless of the original sample size.  Based on the recommendations regarding estimation 

procedure and model size, the appropriate sample size might be deemed to be between 200 and 

300 for testing the proposed model.  The sample size of the current study was 251. 

 

Sampling Method 

Subjects for the study were recruited based on a non-probability sampling method.  A 

convenience sampling technique was utilized to select subjects for the study.  Convenience 

sampling is a non-random sampling technique, which is typically conducted in a non-probability 

sampling method.  The sample for the study was drawn from undergraduate students enrolled in 

the Lifetime Activity Program (LAP) at a large public southeastern University.  The Lifetime 

Activity Program (LAP) from which the sample was drawn has been shown to represent a cross-

section of the undergraduate student population since every student has an equal opportunity to 

participate (Kim, 2003).   

 

Data Collection Method 

Contact was made with the instructors of the LAP classes to request participation in a 

pilot study during Spring 2005.  After approval was given from the instructors, the researcher 

personally attended each class and distributed the questionnaires.  Participation was voluntary. 

Before distributing questionnaires to the subjects, the researcher explained the purpose of the 

study and explained how to complete the questionnaires.  Questionnaires were distributed only to 

the individuals willing to participate.  The subjects completed the survey during the first 10 

minutes of a class.  Each subject was provided with both a survey questionnaire and a pencil.  

Upon completion, the researcher collected the responses.  Data for the main study were collected 

from participants in the LAP classes during the Summer 2005 session.  The same data collection 

procedure was followed for the main study. 

 

Instrument Development 

The following sections address the development of the survey instrument to measure the 

proposed model, which included psychological commitment and its consequence, resistance to 
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changing allegiance toward a collegiate sports team.  In the proposed model, psychological 

commitment consisted of three primary dimensions: cognitive structure, subjective beliefs, and 

attitude valence.  The three primary dimensions were determined by nine attitude properties 

(sub-dimensions).  The survey instrument consisted of items measuring nine attitude properties 

and resistance to changing team allegiance. 

Structure of Instrument 

Elements of the survey instrument for this study were modified from existing scales; 

other components were developed on the basis of information from similar studies, focus 

interviews with professors and doctoral students in a sport management program, and a pre-test 

with use of the elicitation technique (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Funk, 1998; Funk & Pastore, 

2000; Kim, 2003; Krosnick et al., 1993; Mahony et al, 2000; Kwon & Trail, 2003).  The 

elicitation technique determined a set of cognitive reactions to the university’s football team, 

which was created through an open-ended questionnaire (see Appendix A).   

In order to measure a person’s cognitive reactions (salient beliefs) to the university’s 

football team, a free-response format or open-ended questionnaire is the most appropriate 

measurement because it represents the simplest and most direct procedure to ask a person to 

describe his/her attitude toward an attitude object (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Kim, 2003).  Ajzen 

and Fishbein (1980) proposed that an individual holds certain beliefs toward an object.  It is 

difficult to obtain a precise measure of beliefs because the number and content of salient beliefs 

(cognitive reactions) may vary from person to person.  Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), however, 

proposed a rough approximation to elicit salient beliefs as the basic determinants of cognitive 

reactions toward an object.  In many situations, it may be desirable to have information about the 

salient beliefs in a given population according to the number and content of beliefs about a 

behavior.  Such salient beliefs are called “modal salient beliefs.”  Such a technique is called an 

“elicitation technique” (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  During the instrument development stage, 

cognitive reactions (salient beliefs) about the university’s football team’s games were 

investigated by open-ended questionnaire because there is a mutual co-existence of cognitive 

reactions to a team and the games in which a team participates.  The cognitive reactions that a 

person may exhibit toward a team are directly linked to the cognitive reactions that this same 
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person may exhibit toward the games in which the team participates.  For example, an individual 

may exhibit cognitive reactions to a particular team’s games, such as excitement and 

entertainment, and automatically transfer these cognitive reactions to the team (a team’s game is 

exciting so I like (support) the team).  In other words, a game on the field helps shape spectators’ 

cognitive reactions to the team on the field; therefore, it is reasonable to expect that cognitive 

reactions to a game shape cognitive reactions to a team.  The cognitive reactions were also 

determined by an elicitation technique.  The results of the elicitation technique are presented in 

Chapter 4. 

The survey instrument was generated through discussions with two professors in a sport 

management program, two doctoral students in the same sport management program, and a 

review of similar studies.  Since a model with at least three indicators per each construct is 

recommended for conducting confirmatory factor analysis (Hair et al., 1998; Kline, 1998), an 

effort was made to develop more than three items for each construct in all sections of the 

questionnaire, except for the demographic information section.  The initial proposed scale was 

examined in order to determine the content validity of the proposed scale.  A pilot study was 

conducted in attempt to verify that the proposed scale had initial validity and reliability before 

more in-depth testing. The content validity examination and the pilot study were conducted 

because the survey instrument used in this study was modified from previously developed 

measures.  Modifications were made based on the consideration that the nature of a collegiate 

sport team might be different from social and business settings that have been used in previous 

research. 

Content Validity 

“Content validity is evaluated by showing how well the content of the test samples the 

class of situations or subject matter about which conclusions are to be drawn” (Messick, 1992, p. 

1489).  Content validity refers to “the degree to which an instrument logically appears to 

measure an intended variable” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996, p. 580).  That is, content validity is 

assessed by the following questions: “How appropriate is the content? How comprehensive? 

Does it logically get at the intended variable? How adequately does the sample of items or 

questions represent the content to be assessed? Is the format appropriate?” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 
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1996, p.154).  These questions show that “content and format must be consistent with the 

definition of the variable and the sample of subjects to be measured” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996, 

p.154). 

The assessment of content validity for the initial instrument was performed by a panel of 

experts and a small representative group selected from the population.  The expert panel included 

two professors and two doctoral students in a sport management program, and five 

undergraduate students from the Lifetime Activity Program at a large public southeastern 

University.  The panel made suggestions and comments about the correctness of sentences, the 

appropriateness of words, and shortening the length of the questionnaire.  Based on the 

information provided, the initial survey questionnaire was revised. 

The revised survey instrument developed for this study consisted of two sections (see 

Appendix B).  The first section included the items examining the sub-dimensions of 

psychological commitment toward a collegiate sports team and resistance to changing team 

allegiance.  The three primary dimensions of psychological commitment were cognitive structure, 

subjective beliefs and attitude valence.  Cognitive structure consisted of affective reaction, 

cognitive reaction, knowledge, direct experience and accessibility of talking and thinking, 

measured by twenty-nine items.  Subjective beliefs included personal relevance, importance, and 

certainty, measured by fifteen items.  Attitude valence was measured by four attitude extremity 

items.  Resistance to changing team allegiance was measured by six items.  The last section of 

the questionnaire included measures of demographic information: gender, age, year in school, 

and ethnicity. 

Cognitive Structure:  Five attitudinal properties were proposed to explain cognitive 

structure: affective reaction, cognitive reaction, direct experience, knowledge, and accessibility 

of talking and thinking.  A total of twenty-nine items were used to measure the five properties.  

Five items were included to measure affective reaction, such as awful vs. nice, angry vs. happy, 

unpleasant vs. pleasant, disgusting vs. acceptable, and opposed vs. devoted, which were adapted 

from Funk (1998).  Affective reaction in this section was assessed with a seven point unipolar 

semantic differential scale, which proved more effective and appropriate for measuring 
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comparisons of attitudes based on affective reactions (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).  The numeric 

scales ranged from 1 to 7, respectively. 

Six items were included to measure cognitive reaction: exciting, entertaining, enjoyable, 

competitive, interesting, and pride in FSU.  These items were developed through an open-ended 

elicitation questionnaire based on the work of Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) and Kim (2003).  The 

procedure and results of the open-ended elicitation questionnaire for measuring cognitive 

reaction are included in Chapter 4.   

Table 3.1 lists the items used to measure direct experience, knowledge, and accessibility.  

Four items were modified from the work of Funk (1998) and Funk and Pastore (2000) to assess 

direct experience.  For example, one item used by Funk and Funk and Pastore to measure direct 

experience was, “How often have you participated in pregame activities related to Cleveland 

Indians games?”  In this study the item was modified to read, “I participated in pre-game 

activities related to FSU football games many times.”  Five items were modified from the work 

of Funk (1998) and Krosnick et al. (1993) to measure knowledge.  For example, the item from 

Funk, ”If you were to list everything that you know about the Cleveland Indians, how long 

would the list be?” was modified to read, “If I were to list everything that I know about the FSU 

football team, the list would be long.”  Nine items were modified from the work of Funk (1998) 

and Krosnick et al. (1993) to measure accessibility.  In Krosnick et al., accessibility was 

measured by two separate dimensions (i.e., talking dimension and thinking dimension).  The 

results, however, revealed that correlations between both dimensions were high (r = .82 to 

abortion [study 1]; r = .96 to capital punishment [study 1]; r = .84 to defense spending [study 2]; 

r = .77 to abortion [study 3]), indicating that talking and thinking are, in fact, quite similar.  In 

Funk, talking and thinking were used as a single dimension to measure accessibility.  Each 

accessibility item that included talking items and thinking items loaded at r = .78 or higher, in the 

item-to-total correlations, indicating that all items of talking and thinking reflect one dimension 

of accessibility.  This study measured the accessibility as a single dimension including talking 

and thinking.  
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Table 3.1 

Items for Measuring Direct Experience, Knowledge, and Accessibility Structure 

 

Item 
No 

 
Direct Experience (4 Items) 

  
1 I participated in pre-game activities related to FSU football games many times.  
2 I participated in post-game activities related to FSU football games many times.  
3 In the past, I attended FSU football games. 
4 In the past, I watched FSU football games. 
  

  
Knowledge (5 Items) 

  
1 I consider myself knowledgeable about the FSU football team. 
2 Compared to other sport teams, I consider myself to be an expert on the FSU football 

team. 
3 If I were to list everything that I know about the FSU football team, the list would be 

long. 
4 Generally, I possess a great deal of knowledge about the FSU football team. 
5 I know a lot about the FSU football team. 
  

  
Accessibility of Talking (5 Items) 

  
1 I often discuss the FSU football team with others. 
2 The FSU football team often comes up during my informal conversations. 
3 I would say that I have talked about the FSU football team many times in the past 

collegiate football season. 
4 The FSU football team comes up a lot in my discussions with others. 
5 I talk a lot about the FSU football team with others. 
  

  
Accessibility of Thinking (4 Items) 

  
1 I have thought a lot about the FSU football team. 
2 I frequently think about the FSU football team. 
3 I think about the FSU football team every week. 
4 During the past collegiate football season, I thought about the FSU football team 

regularly. 
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Accessibility included five talking items and four thinking items, which were modified 

from Funk (1998) and Krosnick et al. (1993).  The modification was made for Accessibility of 

talking (i.e., How often do you the Cleveland Indians come up during your informal conversation 

[original item]  The FSU football team often comes up during my informal conversations 

[modified item]).  All of the original items were presented in the Attitude Properties section in 

Chapter 2.  A seven-point Likert scale was used to measure cognitive reaction, direct experience, 

knowledge, and accessibility ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). 

Subjective Beliefs: The subjective beliefs section consisted of fifteen items measuring 

importance, personal relevance, and certainty (see Table 3.2).  Items assessing importance, 

personal relevance, and certainty were modified from Funk (1998), Funk and Pastore (2000) and 

Krosnick et al. (1993).  Modifications were deemed necessary in order to fit the context for this 

study.  The items in this study focused on a collegiate sports team rather than social and business 

settings used in previous research.  The original items were presented in the Attitude Properties 

section in Chapter 2.  All measures of subjective beliefs were set up on a seven-point Likert 

scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). 

Attitude Valence:  Attitude valence was represented by four extremity items.  Seven-point 

semantic differential scales were used to measure four extremity items.  The numeric scales 

ranged from 1 to 7, respectively.  The four word-pairs measuring attitude valence, opposed vs. 

favorable, foolish vs. wise, bad vs. good, and worthless vs. beneficial, were adapted from Funk 

(1998). 

Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance:  Six items were used to measure resistance to 

changing team allegiance.  The items were adapted from the Psychological Commitment to 

Team (PCT) scale developed by Mahony et al. (2000).  The original PCT scale consisted of 

fourteen items.  Kwon and Trail (2003) examined the construct and criterion validity of the PCT 

scale and determined that seven of the scale items were not appropriate for measuring resistance 

to changing allegiance toward a sports team.  A review of the items also revealed that one of the 

items in the PCT scale is worded the same as one of the items (number 5) used to assess 

Importance as a dimension of subjective beliefs.  Eight of the original PCT scale items were 

deleted.  The resistance to changing team allegiance was assessed using six items from the 
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original PCT scale.  The items were measured using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). 

 

Table 3.2 

Items for Measuring Subjective Beliefs 

 

Item 
No 

 
Importance (5 Items) 

  
1 I personally care about the FSU football team. 
2 I care a great deal about the FSU football team. 
3 Compared to how I feel about the other sport teams, the FSU football team is important 

to me. 
4 I would say that I consider the FSU football team to be personally important. 
5 Being a fan of the FSU football team is important to me.  
  

  
Personal Relevance (5 Items) 

  
1 When I keep up with the news by reading magazines, newspapers, or watching TV, I pay 

closely attention to stories about the FSU football team. 
2 I am interested in obtaining information or stories about the FSU football team. 
3 I am very interested in information or stories about the FSU football team. 

4 I pay closely attention to information about the FSU football team, which influences me 
personally. 

  

  
Certainty (5 Items) 

  
1 I am convinced about my opinions of the FSU football team. 
2 I am sure that my opinions about the FSU football team are right. 
3 It is difficult to change my opinions about the FSU football team because I have very 

definite views.  
4 I would say that my opinions are firm about the FSU football team. 

5 I am certain of my feelings about the FSU football team. 
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Table 3.3 

Instrument Items for Measuring Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance 

 

Item 
No 

 
Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance (6 Items) 

  
1 I would watch a game featuring the FSU football team regardless of which team they are 

playing against. 
2 Nothing could change my allegiance to the FSU football team. 
3 I am a committed fan of the FSU football team. 
4 I could never switch my loyalty from the FSU football team even if my close friends 

were fans of another college football team. 
5 It would be unlikely for me to change my allegiance from the FSU football team to 

another college football team. 
6 It would be difficult to change my beliefs in the FSU football team. 
  

 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted to provide an initial test of the items in order to establish 

preliminary validity and reliability.  For the pilot study, 191 useable questionnaires were 

collected during Spring 2005 from participating LAP classes.  The pilot data were analyzed 

using (1) Cronbach’s α, (2) item-to-total correlation, (3) item-to-item correlation, and (4) 

exploratory factor analysis.  The results of the various analyses were used as the criteria for 

eliminating poorly performing items.  The results of the pilot study are presented in Chapter 4. 

Cronbach’s α & Item-to-Total Correlation:  Cronbach’s α coefficient and item-to-total 

correlations were used to gauge the internal consistency of the items for each proposed construct.  

The minimum criteria of Cronbach’s α coefficient and item-to-total correlations are 0.70 

(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) and 0.50 (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightman, 1991) respectively. 

Item-to-Item Correlation:  Item-to-item correlations were examined to determine if there 

was multicollinearity among items within each dimension.  The Pearson correlation coefficient 

value was the unit of analysis.  In general, if the correlation value between two items is higher 

than .90, multicollinearity is a problem in data analysis (Hair et. al., 1998; Kline, 1998).  Highly 

correlated items would indicate redundancy among the measures.  According to Kline (1998), 

there is a basic way to deal with multicollinearity: eliminate either one or the other, which “could 
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be included in the analysis, but it makes little sense to include both in the same analysis because 

they are essentially identical” (p. 77). 

Exploratory Factor Analysis:  Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is generally used, as 

part of data reduction, to identify a set of dimensions and create appropriate factors or measures 

for subsequent analysis (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996; Hair, et al., 1998).  EFA is “useful in 

searching for structure among a set of variables or as a data reduction method” (Hair, et al., 1998, 

p. 91).   

EFA was employed in this study because: (1) the items used to measure the 

characteristics of various attitude attributes toward a sports team included modified and newly 

developed items; (2) only the items assessing resistance to changing team allegiance have been 

used in previous studies with a collegiate sports team; (3) it is realistic to expect that some items 

may load on factors in a manner that was not anticipated (i.e., misclassification) or conceptually 

different factors may emerge (Hair et al., 1998); and (4) “identifying the interrelationships 

among items and reducing irrelevant variables with EFA was an effective step to develop a new 

instrument before using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of structural equation modeling 

(SEM) that further specifies the indicators to the given latent variables” (Chen, 2004, p. 119; 

Boomsma, 2000; Hair et al., 1998). 

According to Hair et al. (1998), the sample size for factor analysis should be at least 50, 

and preferably more than 100.  As a common rule, the minimum sample size should consist of at 

least five times as many observations as there are variables to be analyzed, and the better sample 

size should have a ten-to-one ratio (Hair et al., 1998).  Based on the suggestion of Stevens (1996), 

a 5 to 1 ratio of responses to each item was required for factor analysis.  A large sample size was 

needed to conduct factor analysis for this study. 

  In order to determine the suitability of EFA, the Bartlett test of sphericity and Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy were used.  The Bartlett test of sphericity 

refers to a “statistical test for the overall significance of all correlations within a correlation 

matrix” (Hair et al., 1998, p.88).  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling 

adequacy is calculated “both for the entire correlation matrix and each individual variable 

evaluating the appropriateness of applying factor analysis” (Hair et al., 1998, p.89).   KMO 
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ranges from 0 to 1 indicate the perfect prediction of each variable without error.  The measure of 

sampling adequacy can be represented as: “.80 or above, meritorious; .70 or above, middling; .60 

or above, mediocre; .50 or above, miserable; and below .50, unacceptable” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 

99). 

Factor loadings from the pattern matrix were used as the criteria for item reduction.  

Items having a factor loading less than ± .50, high loadings on more than one factor, and 

misclassifications were deleted from the item pool.  Hair et al. (1998) suggested that factor 

loadings greater than ± .30 are considered to meet the minimal level, factor loadings of ± .40 are 

considered more important, and factor loadings of ± .50 or greater are considered practically 

significant.  In this study, factor loadings of ± .50 or greater were selected as the criterion for 

retention.   

After deleting items based on the values of factor loadings and identifying a set of 

dimensions, the decision was made to retain the highest loading items for each dimension (latent 

variable) to achieve the most parsimonious scale with validity and reliability to preserve the 

measurement property (Stevens, 1996).  This method was chosen in order to develop an 

instrument with a manageable number of items. According to Floyd and Widaman (1995), 

“common factor analysis can be used to develop scales of items with very clean loading patterns 

and the results of a factor analysis can be used to reduce the number of items on an inventory” 

(cited in Kwon & Armstrong, 2004, p. 96).  Three items with the highest loading values on each 

dimension were selected for further analysis (i.e., analysis of a measurement model and of a 

structural model).  Hair and associates (1998) and Kline (1998) recommended that at least three 

indicators per each construct are required for conducting confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  

This explains why “the minimum number of indicators for a construct is one, but the use of only 

a single indicator requires estimates of reliability.  Although a construct can be represented with 

two indicators, three is the preferred minimum number of indicators because the use of only two 

indicators increases the chances of reaching an infeasible solution” (Ding, Velicer, & Harlow, 

1995 cited in Hair et al., 1998, p. 598).   

There are distinct advantages in reducing the number of items when using structural 

equation modeling (SEM) for analyzing measurement and structural models.  The three items 
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with the highest loading values on each latent variable reduces the number of parameters to be 

estimated and decreases measurement error because the highest loading value of an item is used 

to determine a latent variable.  Smaller sample sizes are required because they reduce the number 

of estimated parameters and the resulting loading values provide greater composite reliability 

and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for each factor.  Three items were, therefore, deemed 

appropriate for analyzing the SEM in this study. 

 

Data Analysis Procedures 

The data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSSPC 

11.5) and Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS 4.01).  Data received from the survey was 

screened through descriptive analysis.  Descriptive statistics provided information of outliers, 

invalid data, and normal distribution.  Invalid data might result from invalid responses or input 

errors.  If human errors occurred in the input data process, they would be corrected by checking 

the particular responses.  Otherwise, invalid data was excluded from analysis.  In addition, 

normal distribution was estimated by skewness and kurtosis.  

Four measurement models were examined through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

and four structural models were analyzed to test the research hypotheses.  Due to the large 

number of variables and the hierarchical factor structure model of psychological commitment, 

the proposed models of the sub-dimensions, the primary dimensions, and the overall dimension 

were analyzed separately.  The proposed model of psychological commitment was tested at four 

stages: 1) analysis of the first order measurement model of each sub-dimension, 2) analysis of 

the second order structural model of the primary dimensions, 3) analysis of a first order 

measurement model of the primary dimensions using a partial disaggregation technique 

(Dabholkar, Thorpe, & Rentz, 1996), and 4) analysis of the second-order structural model of the 

overall dimension of psychological commitment using a partial disaggregation technique. 

Confirmatory factor analysis with partial disaggregation was used to test the proposed 

measurement model of psychological commitment (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998; Bagozzi & 

Heatherton, 1994; Bandalos, D. L., 2002; Dabholkar et al., 1996).  Bandalos (2002) observes that 

the partial disaggregation examined by Bagozzi and Heatherton (1994) refers to item parceling, 
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which involves summing or averaging item scores from two or more items.  Partial 

disaggregation is a measurement technique designed to analyze the latent variable in structural 

equation modeling (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998; Bandalos, D. L., 2002; Little, Cunningham, 

Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). 

Traditionally, structural equation modeling incorporates total disaggregation, which 

provides the most detailed level of analysis for testing factors in a hypothesized model.  Total 

disaggregation utilizes each item as a separate indicator of the relevant factor in the model 

(Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998; Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994; Dabholkar et al., 1996).  Total 

disaggregation thus makes it possible to interpret the unique effects of scales when the scales are 

used as indicators of a latent construct (Little et al., 2002).  

It has been argued that total disaggregation, in practice, “can be unwieldy because of 

likely high levels of random error in typical items and the many parameters that must be 

estimated” (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998; Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994, p. 43).  Dabholkar et al. 

(1996) explain the advantages of the partial disaggregation technique, which involves creating 

indicators, and the rationale for random combination of items: 

 
Total aggregation of items within dimensions does not offer much advantage over 
traditional multivariate analysis, although it does provide fit indices.  The partial 
disaggregation technique is seen as a compromise between these two extremes.  It 
allows one to proceed with meaningful research by combining items into 
composites to reduce higher levels of random error and yet it retains all the 
advantages of structural equations, including accounting for measurement error, 
allowing for multiple, multidimensional variables, and testing for hierarchical 
factor structure.  Operationally, partial disaggregation is accomplished by 
randomly aggregating items that relate to a given construct so that there are two or 
three combined indicators instead of several single-item indicators.  The rationale 
for random combination of items is that all items or indicators related to a latent 
variable should correspond in the same way to that latent variable; thus any 
combination of these items should yield the same model fit. (p. 9 - 10).    
 

A partial disaggregation technique was used to test the hierarchical factor model 

proposed in this study as well as to allow for further structural model analysis.  For example, in 

this study, cognitive structure is a first-order factor consisting of three sub-dimensions (i.e., 

affective reaction, cognitive reaction, and knowledge).  One indicator from each sub-dimension 
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(i.e., affective reaction 1, cognitive reaction 1, and knowledge 1) was randomly selected through 

a stratified random technique.  The three items were combined and a mean score was derived as 

one indicator of cognitive structure (Cunningham & Mahoney, 2004; Little, Cunningham, Shahar, 

& Widaman, 2002).  Additional indicators were computed from the other items used to assess 

the three sub-dimensions; three “new” indicators were created for subsequent analysis.  In this 

manner, each new indicator reflects all three sub-dimensions present within the set of indicators. 

Although summing and averaging item scores produce numerically different values, the 

ratios of summing and averaging item scores represent the same statistical values.  This leads to 

the conclusion that the correlation values of summing and averaging item scores are the same 

because both ratios are identical.  In SEM, the values of the regression path between variables 

are analyzed through the correlation values between them.  The results of regression path 

analyses are, thereby, statistically the same, regardless of the scores that are used.  

Upon completing the estimation of the aforementioned models, the structural model of 

psychological commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance was estimated.  Structural 

Equation Modeling (SEM) was utilized to examine the goodness of model fit for a structural 

model and a path for the hypothesized relationship.  In this study, the structural model of causal 

relations was an examination of the causal relationship between psychological commitment 

(exogenous variable) and resistance to changing allegiance (endogenous variable) toward a 

sports team. 

Model Assessment Procedures 

 The proposed model was assessed using five procedures: (1) model identification; (2) 

assessing model fit; (3) model modification, (4) reliability and (5) validity.  Model identification 

provides the status of availability for estimating model.  Assessing model fit determines whether 

the model is acceptable to the sample data.  When results of model fit are not acceptable to the 

sample data, model modification is considered to improve the overall model fit.  Upon 

completion of the aforementioned procedures, reliability and validity were analyzed.  Following 

is more detailed information regarding the model assessment procedures.    

 Model Identification:  In order to examine the hypothesized measurement model, it was 

important to test model identification.  The model identification issue focuses on whether there 
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are sufficient numbers of observed variances and covariances to allow estimation of all the 

model parameters (Byrne, 2001; Tate, 1998).  Three are three forms of identification status: 1) 

just-identified, 2) over-identified, and 3) under-identified.  A just-identified model has equal 

numbers of parameters and observations, which means there is just enough information to 

estimate all parameters.  An over-identified model has fewer parameters than observations, 

which means there is more than enough information to estimate all parameters.  An under-

identified model has more parameters than observations, which indicates there is not sufficient 

information to estimate all parameters. 

 The t-rule is the most popular method for testing model identification.  This is a method 

of comparing the number of variances and covariances for the p observed variables (p[p+1]/2) 

with the total number of estimated model parameters.  For any model with variable (p), the 

number of variance and covariances must be greater than the total number of the estimated 

parameters in order to allow testing for the model fit, which indicates the model is over-

identified.  Degrees of freedom represent an alternative form of t-rule to test model identification 

because degree of freedom indicates the number of missing paths in the model.  Thus, a positive 

degree of freedom indicates that the model is over-identified and is allow a test of the model fit.      

 Assessing Model Fit:  The issue of model fit refers to whether the model is consistent 

with the sample data.  There are several indices for assessing overall model fit to the sample data.  

According to Hair et al. (1998) and Kelloway (1998), there are three types of goodness-of-fit 

measures: Absolute Fit Measures, Incremental Fit Measures, and Parsimonious Fit Measures. 

 Absolute fit measures include Chi-square (χ2) statistics, Goodness-of-fit index (GFI), 

Root mean square residual (RMSR), Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and 

Expected cross-validation index (ECVI).  Incremental fit measures include Adjusted goodness-

of-fit index (AGFI), Non-normed fit index (NNFI), Normed fit index (NFI), and Comparative fit 

index (CFI).  Parsimonious fit measures take into account Parsimonious normed fit index (PNFI), 

Parsimonious goodness-of-fit index (PGFI), and Akaike information criterion (AIC) (Byrne, 

2001; Hair et al., 1998; Kline, 1998). 

 The specific model fit indexes used for measuring the model in this study were Chi-

square (χ2) statistics, Goodness-of-fit index (GFI), or Root mean square error of approximation 
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(RMSEA).  The hypothesis of the chi-square (χ2) statistics refers to the question of whether the 

unrestricted population variance/covariance matrix of the observed variables is equal to the 

model-implied variance/covariance matrix (Mueller, 1996).  Thus, a smaller value of the chi-

square (χ2) statistics indicates that the model reflects better model fit to the sample data, which 

comes from the large enough sample size.  It can be said that the results of chi-square (χ2) 

statistics indicates that there is not statistically significant fit, reflecting the acceptable model fit 

between the hypothesized model and the perfect fit.  The chi-square (χ2) statistic, however, is 

unrealistic for identifying a well-fitting hypothesized model in empirical research because of the 

sensitivity of the likelihood ratio test to sample size (Byrne, 2001; Kline, 1998).  To reduce the 

sensitivity of the chi-square (χ2) statistics to sample size, it is suggested that the value of the chi-

square (χ2) is divided by degrees of freedom (χ2
/df).  A χ2

/df ratio less than 3 is an acceptable 

recommended threshold (Kline, 1998).   

The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) is “analogous to a squared multiple correlation in that it 

indicates the proportion of the observed covariances explained by the model-implied 

covariances” (Kline, 1998, p. 128).  The value of roughly 0.9 or larger is an acceptable 

recommended threshold (Byrne, 2001; Kline, 1998).  The root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) “is a measure of discrepancy between the reproduced and observed 

covariances per degree of freedom” (Tate, 1998, p. 190).  The small value of this index reflects a 

better fit of the model to the data.  The value of equal to or less than 0.08 represents an 

acceptable fit to the data (Byrne, 2001; Tate, 1998). 

 The comparative fit index (CFI) is adapted for measuring an incremental fit.  The CFI 

compares how much better the model fits relative to an independent model (Tate, 1998).  A 

recommended threshold is 0.90 or greater, which is viewed as representing acceptable fit 

(Bentler & Bonnet, 1980; Kline, 1998).  Recently, a cutoff value of CFI close to 0.95 has been 

advised (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  Parsimonious fit measures are related to the issue of model 

parsimony as achieving higher degrees of fit per degree of freedom used.  The parsimony 

normed fit index (PNFI) was used as a parsimonious fit measure for this study.  The PNFI “takes 

into account the number of degrees of freedom used to achieve a level of fit” (Hair et al., 1998, 

p.658).  Higher values of PNFI represents that the model is more parsimony.  Although there are 
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no recommended levels of acceptable fit (Hair et al., 1998) Hu and Bentler (1999) recently 

suggested that a value larger than 0.6 is an acceptable recommended threshold as indication of 

close model fit.  Table 3.4 lists the recommended thresholds for goodness-of-fit indices used in 

this study.  The model fit indices were evaluated to determine whether the initial hypothesized 

model was acceptable.  If the initial hypothesized model was acceptable, the results of the initial 

hypothesized model could be reported.  If not, the initial hypothesized model should be 

reevaluated by model revision. 

 

Table 3.4 

Goodness-of-Fit Indices and Recommended Thresholds Structure 

 

 
Goodness-of-Fit Indices 

 
Recommended Thresholds 

  
χ2 (CMIN)/df Less than 3.00 

RMSEA .08 or less 
GFI Roughly 0.9 or larger 
CFI Roughly .09 or larger 

PNFI Larger than 0.6 
  

 

Model Modification:  The purpose of model modification is to improve model fit by 

revisions of model misspecification, which is an identification of any areas of misfit in the model.  

There are two types of information for detecting model misspecification - the standardized 

covariance residuals and the modification indices.  Covariance residuals are the discrepancy 

between the restricted covariance implied by the hypothesized model and the sample covariance.  

Standardized covariance residuals “are fitted residuals divided by their asymptotically (large 

sample) standard errors” (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988 cited in Byrne, 2001, p. 89).  The value of 

standardized covariance residual of larger than the critical value of 2.58 indicates the possible 

areas of model misfit (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988).  

The modification index for each missing paths or possible model parameter is a useful aid 

for identifying possible paths to be added to a model with poor fit (Byrne, 2001; Joreskog & 

Sorbom, 1988; Tate, 1988).  No modification index or a small value indicates the hypothesized 
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model fit is acceptable; a large modification index value suggests the overall model fit could be 

improved if that path is added into the model.  The largest modification index indicates that the 

addition of a path would greatly improve the model fit (expressed as a decrease in the chi-square 

statistic) (Tate, 1998). 

Reliability: Reliability refers to the “extent to which a variable or set of variables is 

consistent in what it is intended to measure” (Hair et al., p. 90).  In the confirmatory factor 

analysis, the reliability is equal to the R2 for the measurement model for an observed variable 

(individual item reliability).  That is, the proportion of variance accounted for by all latent 

variables is used to evaluate individual item reliability, which is equal to an item true score 

variance divided by the total variance.  The squared multiple correlations indicate reliability of 

the single indicators provide by AMOS output.  In addition, CFA provides composite reliability 

for measuring a latent variable and the average variance extracted (AVE) from a set of measures 

of a latent variable (Bagozzi & Yi, 1998; Fornell & Larker, 1981).  A commonly used threshold 

value for acceptable composite reliability is 0.70 or larger.  Another measure of reliability is 

average variance extracted (AVE), which reflects, “overall amount of variance in the indicators 

accounted for by the latent construct” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 612).  Thus, high value of AVE 

indicates that the indicators are truly representative of the latent construct.  It is suggested that 

the AVE of 0.50 is a threshold value (Fornell & Larker, 1981). 

Validity:  Validity refers to the “extent to which a measure or set of measures correctly 

represents the concept of study - the degree to which it is free from systematic or nonrandom 

error.  Validity is concerned with how well the concept is defined by the measure(s)” (Hair et al., 

p.90).  In confirmatory factor analysis, construct validity is defined as “the extent to which a 

measure performs in accordance with theoretical expectations” (Carmines & Zeller, 1979, p. 27).  

Construct validity consists of convergent validity and discriminant validity.   

Convergent validity refers to the extent to which two or more measures of one construct 

are consistent, and can be assessed by the magnitude of the factor loadings linking the observed 

and latent variable in the confirmatory analysis.  If convergent validity is satisfied, all factor 

loadings in the model should be statistically significant.  Another measure of convergent validity 
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suggested by Anderson & Gerbing (1988) is that if each item’s factor loading is greater than 

twice of its standard error, which supports convergent validity. 

Discriminant validity refers to the degree to which measures of different concepts are 

distinct in the model and can be evaluated by the correlations between the measures of different 

constructs.  If two constructs are distinct, the measures of one construct should not be too highly 

correlated with those of the other (< .85) (Kline, 1998).  That is to say, if the correlation between 

two different constructs exceeds the general 0.85 threshold, it indicates a warning of 

multicollinearity between these two constructs so that there is serious deterioration of the power 

and precision.  Another measure of discriminant validity is that if the square of inter-correlations 

across all possible pairs of constructs is less than average variance extracted (AVE), which 

supports discriminant validity (Fornell & Larker, 1981). 

In summary, this chapter provided the discussion of the research methodologies for 

analyzing a proposed conceptual model of psychological commitment and the causal relationship 

between psychological commitment and resistance to changing allegiance to a collegiate sports 

team.  In order to teat the proposed conceptual model of the current study, instrument was 

developed and estimated with the collected data.  The results of statistical analyses from the pre-

test, the pilot test, and the main study are reported in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

RESULTS 

 

The current study sought to examine a proposed model of psychological commitment and 

the causal relationship between psychological commitment and its consequence, resistance to 

changing allegiance to a collegiate sports team. This chapter is a report of the results of the pre-

test, pilot study and main study.  The chapter begins with the results of the pre-test, which 

determined the items that would be used to assess cognitive reaction through the use of an 

elicitation technique.  Next are the pilot study results, which include a descriptive analysis of the 

sample demographic characteristics, and four additional analyses: (1) Cronbach’s α, (2) item-to-

total correlation, (3) item-to-item correlation, and (4) exploratory factor analysis.  The results of 

the main study are then reported which include a descriptive analysis of the demographic 

characteristics; mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis scores; Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) of the hypothesized measurement models; and analysis of the structural equation 

model.  The measurement models were estimated based on degree of freedom for model 

identification, overall model fit, validity, and reliability. The structural model was estimated 

using degree of freedom for model identification, overall model fit, and the path coefficient 

associated with a causal effect.   

 

The Pre-Test Results 

The purpose of the pre-test was to determine what items to use in order to assess 

cognitive reaction in the questionnaire used in the main test stage.  An open-ended elicitation 

questionnaire (Appendix A) was modified from the work of Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) and Kim 

(2003) in order to obtain the items used to measure cognitive reaction in this study.  The subjects 

were asked to provide attributes of cognitive reaction related to the university’s football games.  

Cognitive reactions should be obtained from the population of interest (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; 

Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  The pre-test sample consisted of college students enrolled in two golf 
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classes in the Lifetime Activity Program.  Questionnaires were distributed to students willing to 

participate.  The researcher explained the purpose of this study and how to complete the 

questionnaire.  Forty-seven questionnaires were distributed; 41 questionnaires were usable (26 

males and 15 females).  Six were excluded because they were incomplete. 

According to the number and content of the responses from the open-ended survey for the 

instrument development stage, the responses were categorized into groups.  Cognitive reactions 

from the results of the open-ended elicitation questionnaire are presented in Table 4.1.  Six 

cognitive reactions were identified based on Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) suggestion.  They 

recommend that five to nine cognitive reactions are appropriate to represent a person’s cognitive 

reactions toward an object.  These were: (1) exciting, (2) entertaining, (3) enjoyable, (4) 

competitive, (5) interesting, (6) pride in the university football team.  The variables of cognitive 

reactions were used to develop the questionnaire for the pilot study. 

 

Table 4.1 

Results of the Elicitation Technique for Cognitive Reaction Structure 

 

 
Cognitive Reaction toward the FSU football team 

 
Frequency 

 
Number 

   
Pride in the FSU football team 
Fan of the FSU football team 

10
9

19 1 

  
Entertaining 
Like the FSU football team and games 

8
9

17 2 

  
Exciting  
Passionate 

12
3

15 3 

   
Enjoyable  
Fun 

10
3

13  4 

  
Competitive 5 5 5 
   
Interesting  4 4 6 
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The Pilot Study Results 

Demographic Characteristics of the Pilot Study 

Data for the pilot study were collected through a convenience sampling method of the 

Lifetime Activity Program (LAP) at a large public southeastern university.  The questionnaire for 

the pilot study was disseminated to 206 subjects enrolled across ten classes in the LAP during 

Spring 2005.  All items in the questionnaire were randomly distributed.  The respondents were 

asked to complete the questionnaire.  Fourteen questionnaires were excluded because they were 

not fully completed, and one form was eliminated because the respondent was a graduate student.  

There were 191 usable questionnaires (111 males, 80 females); the mean age of respondents was 

21.1 years. The pilot study was conducted in order to determine whether the items in the survey 

questionnaire were appropriate for analyzing the proposed variables.  The demographic 

information for the pilot study participants is listed in Table 4.2.  

 

Table 4.2 

Demographic Characteristics of the Pilot Study 

 

Demographic 
Information Classification 

Frequency 
(N = 191) 

 
Percent (%) 

    
Gender Male 111 58.1 

 Female 80 41.9 
    

School Year Freshman 30 15.7 
 Sophomore 40 20.9 
 Junior 38 19.9 
 Senior 83 43.5 
    

Age 18 9 4.7 
 19 27 14.1 
 20 42 22.0 
 21 48 25.1 
 22 43 22.5 
 23 9 4.7 
 24 to 33 13 6.8 
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Table 4.2 Continued 

 

Ethnicity Caucasian 136 71.2 
 African American 24 12.6 
 Hispanic 18 9.4 
 Asian/Pacific Island 9 4.7 
 Other 4 2.1 
    

 

Cronbach’s α & Item-to-Total Correlation 

Table 4.3 includes the results of the Cronbach’s α coefficient and item-to-total 

correlation analysis of each dimension.  The results revealed that Cronbach’s α coefficients 

ranged from 0.8663 to 0.9562, indicating that the items are internally consistent since the items 

are considered to be reliable when a Cronbach’s α coefficient is more than 0.70 (Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994).  An examination of item-to-total correlations indicated that all of the values 

were higher than 0.50. 

Item-to-Item Correlation 

The results of the item-to-item correlation analysis revealed that the correlation between 

item 1 and item 3 within the dimension of cognitive reaction was 0.904; the correlation between 

item 1 and item 4 within the dimension of knowledge was 0.922 (see Appendix C).  As a result, 

item 3 of cognitive reaction (FSU football games are enjoyable) and item 4 of knowledge 

(Generally, I posses a great deal of knowledge about FSU football team) were dropped from the 

item pool in order to protect against multicollinearity problems among items.   

The decision to retain item 1 of cognitive reaction was based upon the results of the 

elicitation technique for cognitive reaction, which indicated that exciting (item 1) was a more 

frequent response than enjoyable (item 3) (see Table 4.1).  In addition, item 1 of knowledge was 

retained because the values of correlation between item 1 and other items (i.e., 0.7303 between 

item 1 and item 2; 0.7486 between item 1 and item 3; 0.8746 between item 1 and item 5) were 

smaller than the values of correlation between item 4 and other items (i.e., 0.7892 between item 

4 and item 2; 0.7737 between item 4 and item 3; 0.8859 between item 4 and item 5), indicating 

that within the dimension of knowledge, item 1 was freer of multicollinearity than item 4.  
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Table 4.3 

Reliability Estimates 

 

 
Dimension 

 

Cronbach’s α Coefficient 

 
Item-to-Total Correlation 

   
Affective Reaction .9188 .8351 

(5 Items)  .7904 
  .8412 
  .7992 
  .7016 
   

Cognitive Reaction .9289 .8508 
(6 Items)  .8348 

  .8553 
  .6529 
  .8314 
  .7385 
   

Knowledge .9457 .9070 
(5 Items)  .7573 

  .7806 
  .9401 
  .8826 
   

Direct Experience .8663 .8090 
(4 Items)  .7167 

  .7070 
  .6367 
   

Accessibility  .9562 .7370 
(Talking & Thinking)   .8528 

(9 Items)  .8019 
  .8630 
  .8727 
  .8924 
  .8224 
  .7537 
  .7989 
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Table 4.3 Continued 

 

 
Dimension 

 

Cronbach’s α Coefficient 

 
Item-to-Total Correlation 

   
Importance  .9327 .8889 
(5 Items)  .7721 

  .7594 
  .8702 
  .8193 
   

Personal Relevance .9437 .8163 
(5 Items)  .8826 

  .8988 
  .7922 
  .8512 
   

Certainty .9141 .8619 
(5 Items)  .7878 

  .7960 
  .7259 
  .7363 
   

Extremity .8906 .7729 
(4 Items)  .7141 

  .8214 
  .7360 
   

Resistance to Change .9135 .6131 
(6 Items)  .7989 

  .8882 
  .5423 
  .8782 
  .8466 
   

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

EFA for Cognitive Structure:  Principal component analysis with direct oblimin rotation 

for exploratory factor analysis was performed on the twenty-seven individual items proposed to 

measure cognitive structure.  The magnitude of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacy for the twenty-seven items was 0.935, indicating that the input correlation matrix data 
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was adequate for EFA.  The coefficient of the Bartlett test of sphericity was statistically 

significant (χ2 = 5207.225, p < .001).  The results of the two tests indicated that the data was 

appropriate for EFA.  As reported in Table 4.4, the twenty-seven items were loaded on four 

separate factors with Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (13.437 – 1.164).  The four separate factors 

explained 75.628% of the cumulative variance.  Factor loadings ranged from 0.527 to 0.934 (see 

Table 4.4). 

The results of EFA indicated that the items of knowledge and accessibility loaded as one 

factor in a manner, which was not anticipated, indicating that items from both factors might 

reflect one dimension.  Retaining items from both factors would not have been suitable for the 

current study because there was a highly interdependent relationship between these two factors; 

these two factors were reexamined and appeared to be highly correlated (r = .844).   

This result indicated that there are reciprocal interactions between knowledge, talking, 

and thinking: discussions about an object with others are based upon the amount of stored 

knowledge about the object while knowledge is also likely to accumulate from discussions about 

the object with others.  Thinking also originates from discussions about an object with others 

while discussions are likely to make people think.  Knowledge both originates and accumulates 

during this process.  In other words, an individual achieves knowledge about an object through 

talking and thinking; continued interaction with knowledge, talking, and thinking enriches the 

degree of knowledge.   

The results of the EFA also raised a question about the accurate measuring of the 

accessibility dimension; a conflict was identified between the conceptual definition of 

accessibility and the measurement method used in the pilot study.  Although accessibility has 

been defined as “the speed and ease with which the attitude can be accessed from memory” using 

an elapsed-time measurement technique (Fazio, Chen, & Sherman, 1982, p. 340), the pilot study 

incorporated a measure of accessibility based on the frequency of both talking and thinking about 

the FSU football team because the equipment necessary for assessing an elapsed-time 

measurement was not available.  This method was adapted from the work of Downing, Judd, and 

Brauer (1992), who proposed that the frequency of talking and thinking about an attitude object 

produces a direct enhancement of attitude accessibility, as measured by response-time latency,  

 101



Table 4.4 

The Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability of Each Factor of Cognitive Structure 

 

 
Items 

 
Factor Loading 

     

Cognitive Reaction 1  .724   

Cognitive Reaction 2  .814   
Cognitive Reaction 4  .767   
Cognitive Reaction 5  .815   
Cognitive Reaction 6  .744   

     
Knowledge 1 .849    
Knowledge 2 .744    
Knowledge 3 .894    
Knowledge 5 .757    

     
Affective Reaction 1   .914  
Affective Reaction 2   .874  
Affective Reaction 3   .921  
Affective Reaction 4   .809  
Affective Reaction 5   .695  

     
Direct Experience 1    .815 
Direct Experience 2    .738 
Direct Experience 3    .599 
Direct Experience 4  .726   

     
Accessibility (Talking 1) .755    
Accessibility (Talking 2) .815    
Accessibility (Talking 3) .682    
Accessibility (Talking 4) .934    
Accessibility (Talking 5) .858    

Accessibility (Thinking 1) .837    
Accessibility (Thinking 2) .702    
Accessibility (Thinking 3) .816    
Accessibility (Thinking 4) .527    

     

Cronbach’s α Coefficient .9169 .9252 .9188 .8599 

Eigenvalue 13.437 3.637 2.181 1.164 
Variance 49.767 13.469 8.079 4.313 
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which indicates that the frequency of talking and thinking might be interchangeable with 

accessibility. 

It has been argued that measures relating to the frequency of talking and thinking are 

subject to artificial interpretation due to inappropriate measurement techniques (Korsnick et al., 

1993; Funk, 1998).  Concerns about the appropriateness of the measure led Funk (1998) to drop 

the talking-and-thinking items measuring accessibility to eliminate measurement problems, even 

though the results of the reliability assessment were acceptable.  In this study, it may be assumed, 

from the results of EFA, that knowledge and accessibility (gauged by frequency of talking and 

thinking) reflected one factor due to an inappropriate measurement technique; the decision was 

made to delete the nine items purported to measure accessibility (gauged by frequency of talking 

and thinking) to avoid problems of artificial interpretation in the next stage of testing, based upon 

potential concerns that accessibility had not been truly measured.   

Although the factor loading of item 4 (In the past, I watched FSU football games.) of 

direct experience was acceptable (0.726), the item was misclassified based upon the proposed 

construct.  Because this item had been incorrectly loaded onto the cognitive reaction factor, it 

was dropped from the item pool.  After deleting item 4 of direct experience and nine items of 

accessibility, the four factors were analyzed using Cronbach’s α coefficient.  The Cronbach’s α 

coefficient of each factor was 0.9169 (Knowledge), 0.9252 (Cognitive Reaction), 0.9188 

(Affective Reaction), and 0.8599 (Direct Experience).     

Based upon the nature of oblique rotation, which “identifies the extent to which each of 

the factors are correlated” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 89), the correlation values among the four 

separate factors were analyzed.  The correlation values for the four separate factors ranged from 

0.259 to 0.417 (see Table 4.5).  The final seventeen items were retained as four distinct factors 

providing a measure of cognitive structure; these factors were labeled: Factor 1 – Affective 

Reaction (5 items), Factor 2 – Cognitive Reaction (5 items), Factor 3 – Knowledge (4 items), and 

Factor 4 – Direct Experience (3 items).  
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Table 4.5 

The Results of Correlation Values between Factors of Cognitive Structure 

 

 
Factor 

 
AFRE 

 
CORE 

 
KNAC 

 
DIEX 

     
Affective Reaction (AFRE) 1.000    
Cognitive Reaction (CORE) .365 1.000   

Knowledge & Accessibility (KNAC) .335 .417 1.000  
Direct Experience (DIEX) .410 .408 .259 1.000 

     

  

EFA for Subjective Beliefs & Extremity:  Principal component analysis with direct 

oblimin rotation was performed on the nineteen individual items believed to measure subjective 

beliefs and attitude valence factors.  In the proposed model of psychological commitment, 

attitude valence was represented by four items of extremity.  An EFA with the four items alone 

would be of little value, in that this does not provide information on how extremity works with 

other attitude properties.  This study included four items of extremity in the EFA of subjective 

beliefs.  The magnitude of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy for the 

nineteen items was 0.942, indicating that the input correlation matrix data was adequate for 

exploratory factor analysis.  The coefficient of Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically 

significant (χ2 = 3494.721, p < .001).  The results of the two tests indicate that the data was 

appropriate for EFA.   

As reported in Table 4.6, the nineteen items loaded on three separate factors with 

Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (11.141 – 1.064).  Three separate factors explained 75.386% of total 

variance.  Factor loadings ranged from .437 to .921.  The value of the factor loading for item 3 of 

importance (Compared to how I feel about the other sport teams, the FSU football team is 

important to me.) was 0.437, which fell below the 0.50 cutoff value (Hair et al, 1998).  Item 3 of 

importance was dropped from the item pool. 

Previous literature has indicated that importance and personal relevance are conceptually 

different, although personal relevance might function as a proximal cause of importance 

(Boninger, Krosnick, & Berent, 1995).  It can be said that personal relevance strongly impacts 
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importance, but they have been proposed as independent dimensions.  One element of this study 

was an effort to determine if two factors would be identified through EFA.  In terms of the 

results of the EFA, all the items representing importance and personal relevance loaded on one 

factor as represented in the pattern matrix (see Table 4.6). 

 

Table 4.6 

The Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability of Each Factor of Subjective Beliefs 

and Extremity 

 

 
Items 

 
Factor Loading 

    

Importance 1 .806   

Importance 2 .863   
Importance 3 .437   
Importance 4 .827   
Importance 5 .539   

    
Personal Relevance 1 .889   
Personal Relevance 2 .874   
Personal Relevance 3 .876   
Personal Relevance 4 .620   
Personal Relevance 5 .883   

    
Certainty 1   .904 
Certainty 2   .644 
Certainty 3   .785 
Certainty 4   .865 
Certainty 5   .785 

    
Extremity 1  .821  
Extremity 2  .797  
Extremity 3  .921  
Extremity 4  .808  

    

Cronbach’s α Coefficient .9288 .8906 .9141 

Eigenvalue 11.141 2.118 1.064 
Variance 58.639 11.147 5.600 
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According to suggestions of pervious studies, manifestations in importance may result 

from the degree of personal relevance (Krosnick, 1988).  Haugtvedt and Wegener (1994) and 

Petty and Krosnick (1996) proposed that changes in the importance of an individual’s attitude 

might be manipulated by personal relevance.  It can be said, therefore, that personal relevance 

has been identified as a possible origin of attitude importance, and may be a proximal cause of 

attitude importance (Boninger, Krosnick, & Berent, 1995; Petty, Cacioppo, & Haugtvedt, 1992).   

Furthermore, the results from the EFA are consistent with the work reported by Funk 

(1998), indicating that the importance and personal relevance items were highly correlated (r 

= .67 or above).  Thus, he reexamined items of these two factors to determine if items for both 

factors reflect the same dimension.  An item of personal relevance (i.e., importance of 

information) was highly loaded on both the personal relevance factor (r = .88) and importance 

factor (r = .91).   

From this perspective, retaining items from both factors in the survey questionnaire was 

not suitable for this study.  Funk (1998) excluded the dimension of personal relevance, while 

retaining the dimension of importance in his work.  This study similarly dropped the dimension 

of personal relevance for the purpose of parsimonious scale without redundancy.  The dimension 

of importance was retained in this study as more reflective in representing the primary dimension 

of subjective beliefs; it is believed that importance more effectively demonstrates value and 

psychological significance toward an attitude object than the personal relevance.  An individual 

who is personally involved with an attitude object cares deeply about and is personally invested 

in it.  On the other hand, a consequence of personal relevance is attitude importance, which is an 

individual’s perception of the value and psychological significance of the attitude object.  

Consequently, the sub-dimension of personal relevance was deleted from the research model. 

After deleting the third item of importance and all five items of personal relevance, 

reliability of the three factors was analyzed using Cronbach’s α coefficient.  The Cronbach’s α 

coefficient for each factor was 0.9288 (importance), 0.9141 (certainty), and 0.8906 (extremity).  

The final nine items measuring subjective beliefs were associated with two distinct factors: 

Importance (4 items) and Certainty (5 items).  All four items measuring extremity loaded onto 
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one dimension. The correlation values among the three factors were analyzed; the values ranged 

0.370 to 0.713 (see Table 4.7).   

 

Table 4.7 

The Results of Correlation Values between Factor of Subjective Beliefs and Extremity 

 

 
Factor 

 
IMPR 

 
EXTR 

 
CERT  

    
Importance & Personal Relevance (IMPR) 1.000   

Extremity (EXTR) .448 1.000  
Certainty (CERT) .713 .370 1.000 

    

 

EFA for Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance:  Principal component analysis was 

performed on the six items measuring resistance to changing team allegiance.  The Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling for the six items adequacy was 0.867.  The coefficient of 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant (χ2 = 921.961, p < .001).  The results of 

the two tests illustrated that the data was appropriate for EFA.   

 

Table 4.8 

The Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability of Resistance to Changing Team 

Allegiance 

 

 
Items 

 
Factor Loading 

  
Resistance to changing team allegiance 1 .725 
Resistance to changing team allegiance 2 .874 
Resistance to changing team allegiance 3 .934 
Resistance to changing team allegiance 4 .648 
Resistance to changing team allegiance 5 .924 
Resistance to changing team allegiance 6 .904 

  

Cronbach’s α Coefficient .9135 

Eigenvalue 4.253 
Variance 70.888 
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The six items were extracted onto one factor with and Eigenvalue of 4.253, which 

explained 70.888% of the total variance.  Factor loadings ranged from 0.648 to 0.937 from the 

component matrix (see Table 4.8).  The Cronbach’s α coefficient was 0.9135.  No items 

measuring resistance to changing team allegiance were dropped from the initial item pool. 

Upon completion of exploratory factor analysis with use of principal component analysis 

for extraction method with direct oblimin factor rotation for accomplishing data reduction and 

identifying a set of dimensions, the eight consecutive exploratory factor analyses were again 

performed for each dimension to identify the three items per factor that had highest loadings.  

This step was taken to reduce the total number of items per factor to three.  The results through 

eight consecutive exploratory factor analyses indicated that the items of each dimension were 

loaded on one factor based on an Eigenvalue greater than 1 (see Appendix D).  The three highest 

loading items of each dimension selected from the component matrix were again analyzed with 

EFA.  The results indicated that the three highest loading items also loaded onto one factor based 

on an Eigenvalue greater than 1.  The Cronbach’s α Coefficient for the three highest loading 

items ranged from 0.8599 to 0.9318 (i.e., Affective Reaction – 0.8987; Cognitive Reaction – 

0.9041; Knowledge – 0.9183; Direct Experience – 0.8599; Importance – 0.9313; Certainty – 

0.8963; Extremity – 0.8765; Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance – 0.9318).  Table 4.9 

displayed that the following twenty-four items represent the three highest loading items of each 

dimension for the final instrument (see Appendix E).  

A Revised Conceptual Model 

Based upon the results of the pilot study, it became clear that the research model should 

be revised.  The accessibility dimension of talking and thinking was deleted.  In addition, 

cognitive reaction item 3 and knowledge item 4 were dropped from the item pool in order to 

eliminate multicollinearity problems based on the results of the item-to-item correlation analysis.  

Direct experience item 4 was dropped because of its misclassification.   
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Table 4.9 

Three Items with Highest Loading for Each Dimension 

 

Original 
Item No. 

 
Affective Reaction 

Loading 
Value 

2 Angry vs. Happy .901 
3 Unpleasant vs. Pleasant .907 
4 Disgusting vs. Acceptable .874 

 Cognitive Reaction  

1 FSU football games are exciting. .878 
2 FSU football games are entertaining. .897 
5 FSU football games are interesting. .895 

 Direct Experience  

1 I participated in pre-game activities related to FSU football games many 
times.  

.945 

2 I participated in post-game activities related to FSU football games 
many times.  

.892 

3 In the past, I attended FSU football games. .811 

 Knowledge  

1 I consider myself knowledgeable about the FSU football team. .939 
3 If I were to list everything that I know about the FSU football team, the 

list would be long. 
.871 

5 I know a lot about the FSU football team. .930 

 Importance  

1 I personally care about the FSU football team. .945 
4 I would say that I consider the FSU football team to be personally 

important. 
.932 

5 Being a fan of the FSU football team is important to me. .896 

 Certainty  

1 I am convinced about my opinions of the FSU football team .918 
2 I am sure that my opinions about the FSU football team are right .870 
3 It is difficult to change my opinions about the FSU football team 

because I have very definite views 
.874 

 Extremity  

2 Foolish vs. Wise .877 
3 Bad vs. Good .908 
4 Worthless vs. Beneficial .853 

 Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance  

3 I am a committed fan of the FSU football team. .934 
5 It would be unlikely for me to change my allegiance from the FSU 

football team to another college football team. 
.924 

6 It would be difficult to change my beliefs in the FSU football team. .904 
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The importance and personal relevance dimensions loaded onto one factor, indicating the 

items purported to measure two separate dimensions were actually representing one dimension.  

Personal relevance was deleted from the research model.  Importance item 3 was deleted because 

the factor loading for the item was below the minimum cutoff.  Finally, the three items with the 

highest loading for each dimension were identified through EFA to produce a parsimonious scale. 

Twenty-four items were retained from the initial pool of 54.  The 24 items comprised 

seven sub-dimensions of psychological commitment and the resistance to changing team 

allegiance construct.  The revised research model based on the results of the pilot study is 

presented in Figure 4.1.   

The revised research model included seven sub-dimensions, which are purported to 

comprise the three primary dimensions: Cognitive Structure – (1) affective reaction, (2) 

cognitive reaction, (3) direct experience, and (4) knowledge; Subjective Beliefs – (1) importance 

and (2) certainty; Attitude Valence – (1) extremity.  The model also includes resistance to 

changing team allegiance.  Since the initial research model was revised, two research hypotheses 

(RH 1-5 & RH 2-1) were dropped.   

 

Results of the Main Study 

Demographic Characteristics of the Main Study  

The survey instrument was distributed to twenty LAP courses during the summer term of 

2005.  Although the maximum number of possible students in each course was twenty-five, there 

were only between ten and twenty students registered for each course.  It was expected that 

somewhere between 200 and 300 subjects would be available for the study.  A total of 283 

survey instruments were distributed and the same number was returned.   

From this total, nine were excluded because they were not complete and eight were 

deleted because the respondents classified themselves as graduate students.  Another fifteen 

observations were judged unacceptable and considered invalid data; these represented 

respondents who coded all items as one or seven.  A total of 251 (87%) questionnaires were 

utilized for the data analysis.  Table 4.10 lists the demographic information regarding the 

respondents (p. 115). 
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AFRE: Affective Reaction    CORE: Cognitive Reaction    DIEX: Direct Experience    KNOW: Knowledge    IMPO: 
Importance    CERT: Certainty    EXTR: Extremity    PCST: Psychological Commitment to a Sports Team    RSTA: 
Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance 

 

Figure 4.1 

Revised Conceptual Model1

                                                 
1 The conceptual model positions attitude valence as a second-order latent variable with only one dimension (i.e., 
Extremity as a first-order factor).  In the data analysis, attitude valence was directly measured by the extremity items 
and not as a first-order factor.   
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Table 4.10 

Demographic Characteristics of the Main Study 

 

Demographic 
Information 

 
Classification 

Frequency 
(N = 251) 

 
Percent (%) 

    
Gender Male 131 52.2 

 Female 120 47.8 
    

School Year Freshman 29 11.6 
 Sophomore 47 18.7 
 Junior 57 22.7 
 Senior 118 47.0 
    

Age 18 12 4.8 
 19 28 11.2 
 20 53 21.1 
 21 64 25.5 
 22 56 22.3 
 23 11 4.4 
 24 9 3.6 
 25 to 43 18 7.2 
    

Ethnicity Caucasian 167 66.5 
 African American 38 15.1 
 Hispanic 28 11.2 
 Asian/Pacific Island 10 4.0 
 Other 8 3.2 
    

     

Descriptive Statistics of the Main Study 

 The data were examined prior to analysis of the structural equation to resolve any 

problems associated with missing data, to identify outliers caused by data entry mistakes, and to 

identify possible violations of the multivariate normality assumption associated with maximum 

likelihood estimation (Kline, 1998; Tate, 1998).  The results indicated there were no missing data 

and no outliers among the 251 respondents. 

The skewness and kurtosis statistics were examined to determine whether the observed 

variables were normally distributed.  Although “there are few clear guidelines about how much 
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non-normality is problematic” (Kline, 1998, p. 82), when interpreting the skewness and kurtosis 

statistics it is suggested that the values should range from –1 to +1; the range suggests that the 

observed variables may be normally distributed (Hair et al., 1998; Kline, 1998 cited in Kwon & 

Trail, 2003).  The results of the examination for skewness and kurtosis indicated that all 

observed variables, except three, demonstrated no evidence of skewness or kurtosis distribution.  

The kurtosis values of two items (-1.276 of Direct Experience 1; -1.073 of Direct Experience 2) 

and the skewness value of one item (-1.016 of Direct Experience 3) exceeded the suggested 

range (see Table 4.11).  The scores indicated that the distribution of the three variables differed 

significantly from a normal distribution.  The results indicated that, except in the case of direct 

experience, there was no evidence of skewness or kurtosis in the observed variables.  The results 

also indicated that, except in the case of direct experience, the observed variables satisfied 

univariate normality.      

Considering the assumption of multivariate normality, there are no clear guidelines of 

suggested values for deciding violations of multivariate normality (Kline, 1998).  Hair et al. 

(1998) wrote, “Although univariate normality does not guarantee multivariate normality, if all 

variables meet this requirement, then any departures from multivariate normality are usually 

inconsequential” (p. 349).  It could, therefore, be assumed that the observed variables, except for 

the three items measuring direct experience, satisfied the multivariate normality assumption so 

maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) could be utilized for the confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA).  The decision was made to drop the three direct experience items to eliminate the 

violation of normal distribution, because “most instances of multivariate non-normality are 

detectable through the inspection of univariate distributions” (Kline, 1998, p. 83).  This study 

used MLE, which assumed multivariate normality of all variables in a proposed model.  Hair and 

associates (1998) noted that Structural Equation Modeling with use of MLE “is more sensitive to 

the distributional characteristics of the data, particularly the departure from multivariate 

normality.  A lack of multivariate normality is particularly troublesome because it substantially 

inflates the chi-square statistic and creates upward bias in critical values for determining 

coefficient significance” (Muthen & Kaplan, 1985; Wang, Fan, & Wilson, 1996 cited in Hair et 

al., 1998, p. 601).   
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Table 4.11 

Descriptive Statistics of the Main Study 

 

     
Item Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

     
Affective Reaction 1 4.96 1.40 -.728 .631 
Affective Reaction 2 4.87 1.38 -.390 .028 
Affective Reaction 3 4.97 1.41 -.465 -.018 

     
Cognitive Reaction 1 4.92 1.58 -.941 .382 
Cognitive Reaction 2 4.85 1.55 -.922 .338 
Cognitive Reaction 3 4.78 1.52 -.700 .057 

     
Direct Experience 1 4.25 2.09 -.239 -1.276 
Direct Experience 2 4.57 1.92 -.353 -1.073 
Direct Experience 3 5.37 1.85 -1.016 -.070 

     
Knowledge 1 3.72 1.73 -.018 -.961 
Knowledge 2 3.26 1.79 .233 -.995 
Knowledge 3 3.63 1.73 .006 -.972 

     
Importance 1 3.95 1.78 -.129 -.832 
Importance 2 3.90 1.82 -.116 -.955 
Importance 3 3.99 1.77 -.198 -.883 

     
Certainty1 4.26 1.58 -.262 -.413 
Certainty2 3.96 1.50 -.082 -.147 
Certainty3 4.28 1.58 -.154 -.434 

     
Extremity 1 5.17 1.48 -.742 .196 
Extremity 2 5.01 1.44 -.643 .221 
Extremity 3 5.16 1.33 -.510 -.027 

     
Resistance 1 4.09 1.83 -.099 -.835 
Resistance 2 4.52 1.90 -.408 -.877 
Resistance 3 4.11 1.67 -.224 -.655 

     

 

Asymptotically distribution-free (ADF) estimation, however, requires no multivariate 

normality assumption.  Although ADF estimation does not require the assumption of 
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multivariate normality there are some significant requirements for ADF estimation. “First, it may 

require substantially more computer time and memory than ML estimation.  Second, ADF 

procedures may need very large samples in order to generate stable, accurate estimates” (Kline, 

1998, p. 144-145).  For example, “complex models may require sample sizes on the order of 

thousands of cases with ADF estimation” (Kline, 1998, p. 145).  Therefore, MLE is an 

appropriate estimation for this study because the sample size of this study is a total of 251. 

Measurement Model 

To test overall model fit, the model should be over-identified and examined in relation to 

the hypothesized model (Tate, 1998).  The most popular method of model identification is degree 

of freedom.  A positive degree of freedom indicates that the hypothesized model is over-

identified, demonstrating that the hypothesized model allows testing for model fit.  This leads to 

the conclusion that the hypothesized model has more than just enough information to estimate all 

parameters and allows a test for model fit to the data. 

First-Order CFA Measurement Model of Cognitive Structure:  The hypothesized three-

factor (affective reaction, cognitive reaction, and knowledge) CFA model for cognitive structure 

was over-identified with 24 degrees of freedom (45 – 21).  The model fit results for the 

hypothesized three-factor CFA model for cognitive structure revealed acceptable model fit to the 

data (χ2 
[24] = 40.310, p < .05, χ2/df = 1.68, GFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.99, PNFI = 0.65, and RMSEA = 

0.052).  All of the model fit indices, except the χ2 statistic, were satisfactory within 

recommended thresholds.  The χ2 statistic does not identify a well-fitting hypothesized model 

because of its sensitivity to sample size (Kline, 1998; Byrne, 2001).  An examination of the 

modification indices did not reveal substantial evidence of a misspecification area in the model. 

 Upon estimation of the model fit indices, construct validity (e.g., standardized loadings 

and the estimated correlations), reliability of the observed indicator (individual item reliability) 

and composite reliability for the hypothesized model were measured.  Construct validity was 

supported by the results of the standardized solution for convergent validity and the results of the 

estimated correlation among factors for discriminant validity.  As shown in Figure 4.2, all 

standardized loadings were relatively high, ranging from 0.94 to 0.76 and statistically significant, 

which confirmed the convergent validity of the hypothesized three-factor CFA model of  
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Figure 4.2 

First-Order CFA Measurement Model of Cognitive Structure 
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cognitive structure.  For discriminant validity, the estimated correlations among the three factors 

ranged from 0.42 to 0.50 and were statistically significant (p < .05), less than the recommended 

value of 0.85 (Kline, 1998).  Additional evidence of discriminant validity was that the Average 

Variance Extracted (AVE) for each factor, ranging from 0.72 to 0.79, was higher than the square 

of correlations among three factors, ranging from 0.18 to 0.25.  

In addition to construct validity, reliability was estimated with use of the squared multiple 

correlations (R2) for individual item reliability and composite reliability.  The squared multiple 

correlations (R2) for the nine observed indicators ranging from 0.57 to 0.86 indicated that 

individual item reliabilities were highly acceptable to the data.  Composite reliability was 0.92 

(affective reaction), 0.88 (cognitive reaction), and 0.91 (knowledge), which were higher than 

0.70, the recommended threshold value.  It could be concluded, therefore, that the hypothesized 

three-factor CFA model for cognitive structure was appropriate for this study.   

First-Order CFA Measurement Model of Subjective Beliefs:  The hypothesized two-

factor (importance and certainty) CFA model for subjective beliefs was over-identified with 8 

degrees of freedom (21 – 13).  The results of the model fit indicated acceptable model fit (χ2 
[8] = 

18.036, p < .05, χ2/df = 2.255, GFI = 0.98, CFI = 0.99, PNFI = 0.52 < 0.6, and RMSEA = 0.071).  

The model fit indices, except PNFI, yielded a satisfactory fit within recommended thresholds.  

Modification indices were reviewed in order to improve model fit because PNFI was below the 

recommended threshold of 0.6.  An examination of the modification indices, however, did not 

suggest substantial evidence of a misspecification area in the model.  It was, therefore, concluded 

that the fit of the hypothesized model for subjective beliefs was marginally acceptable for the 

sample data.  

As shown in Figure 4.3, all standardized loadings were relatively high, ranging from 0.89 

to 0.75 and statistically significant, indicating convergent validity for the hypothesized two-

factor CFA model of subjective beliefs.  For discriminant validity, the estimated correlation 

between the two factors was 0.70, which is less than the recommended value of .85 (Kline, 1998).  

Additional evidence of discriminant validity was the Average Variance Extracted (AVE), 0.78 

for importance and 0.67 for certainty, both of which were higher than 0.49, the square of 

correlation between these two factors.  
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Figure 4.3 

First-Order CFA Measurement Model of Subjective Beliefs 
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The squared multiple correlations (R2) for the six observed indicators ranged from 0.79 to 

0.57, indicating that reliabilities of the single indicators were highly acceptable to the data.  

Composite reliability was 0.91 for importance and 0.86 for certainty, both of which were higher 

than 0.70, the recommended threshold value.  It could be concluded, therefore, that the 

hypothesized two-factor CFA model of subjective beliefs was appropriate for its use in the 

planned future analysis. 

First-Order CFA Measurement Model for the Seven-Factor:  CFA for the measurement 

model of seven factors (affective reaction, cognitive reaction, knowledge, importance, certainty, 

extremity, and resistance to change team allegiance) demonstrated satisfactory model fit to the 

data (χ2 
[168] = 273.517, p < .05, χ2/df = 1.628, GFI = 0.906, CFI = 0.97, PNFI = 0.75, and 

RMSEA = 0.05), with 168 degrees of freedom.  Figure 4.4 showed the results of all standardized 

loadings and the estimated correlations between seven factors for convergent and discriminant 

validity.  Convergent validity was supported by the results of all standardized loadings, which 

ranged from 0.96 to 0.75 and were statistically significant.  The estimated correlation values on 

all pairs of seven factors ranged from 0.24 to 0.80, less than the recommended value of 0.85.  

The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) ranged from 0.79 to 0.66, higher than the square of 

correlations between factors.  These results supported discriminant validity and suggested that 

the seven factors were distinct constructs.  The squared multiple correlations (R2) of twenty-one 

observed indicators ranged from 0.56 to 0.92, indicating that the reliabilities of the single 

indicators were acceptable to the data.  Composite reliabilities of the seven factors ranged from 

0.85 to 0.92, higher than the 0.70 recommended threshold value.  It could be concluded, 

therefore, that the hypothesized seven-factor CFA measurement model was appropriate for 

consecutive analysis.    
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Figure 4.4 

First-Order CFA for the Seven-Factor Measurement Model 
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Second-Order Model of Cognitive Structure:  Based upon the acceptable results of the 

first-order CFA measurement model for cognitive structure, a second-order model of cognitive 

structure was tested to determine whether three first-order latent variables could be explained by 

a higher order structure, which is a single second-order latent variable of the global construct of 

cognitive structure.  The hypothesized model for this study is a hierarchical factorial structure 

composed of first-order factors (affective reaction, cognitive reaction, and knowledge) labeled as 

unobserved endogenous variables and one independent second-order factor (cognitive structure) 

labeled as an unobserved exogenous variable. 

 The hypothesized model was over-identified, with 24 degrees of freedom, to test model 

fit.  As depicted in Figure 4.5, the second-order model had one more level of latent variable 

structures.  It is “critical that one also check the identification status of the higher order portion 

of the model” (Byrne, 2001, p. 123).  The identification status is easy to measure in the second-

order model because the first-order factors function as indicators of the second-order factor.  In 

this case, although the first-order level is over-identified, the second-order level is a just-

identified model with six estimated parameters (3 regression paths and 3 residual error variances), 

which indicates that there are six pieces of information.   

 In order to test a just-identified model, a constraint is imposed upon at least one 

parameter in the upper level of the model to transform the over-identified model with a positive 

degree of freedom in the second-order model of cognitive structure (Byrne, 2001).  One 

approach to solving this problem “is to place equality constraints on particular parameters known 

to yield estimates that are approximately equal.  This strategy, termed the critical ratio difference 

(CRDIFF) method, produces a listing of critical ratios for the pairwise differences among all 

parameter estimates” (Byrne, 2001, p. 124).   

 Equality constraints were imposed on the higher order residuals of almost identical 

estimated variances.  The estimated variances of residuals, however, were not identical to each 

other in the initial hypothesized model (0.996 (r1), 0.778 (r2), and 1.294 (r3), demonstrating 

unstandardized value).  The decision to place equality constraints was determined from the actual 

critical ratios of difference values.  In this model, the values of critical ratios for the pairwise 

differences among residuals were – 0.962 (r1 & r2), 0.949 (r1 & r3), and 1.510 (r2 & r3), less 

 121



than 1.96.  This result indicated that the critical ratios of differences related to the remaining 

pairs of residuals were statistically insignificant and that constraint variances related to the three 

residuals were equal.  As a result, the variances of the three residuals were estimated for one 

residual and constrained by assigning the same label (var_a.) (see Figure 4.5) (Byrne, 2001).  

Model identification of the higher-order portion was, therefore, over-identified (3 regression 

paths and 1 residual) with two degrees of freedom.   

 All of the model fit indices were within the recommended thresholds (χ2 
[26] = 42.586, p 

< .05, χ2/df = 1.64, GFI = 0.966, CFI = 0.99, PNFI = 0.70, and RMSEA = 0.051).  The results of 

the factor loadings between the three first-order factors and one second-order factor indicated 

three factor-loading values of .59, .63, and .78, respectively, which are statistically significant (p 

< .05).  

This result of the standardized regression weight between affective reaction and cognitive 

structure (.59) supported research hypothesis 1-1 in that affective reaction directly contributed to 

cognitive structure.  The standardized regression weight between cognitive reaction and 

cognitive structure was 0.63, which is statistically significant.  This result also supported 

research hypothesis 1-2 in that cognitive reaction directly contributed to cognitive structure.  The 

result of the standardized regression weight of 0.78 supported research hypothesis 1-3.  It can, 

therefore, be said that knowledge directly influenced cognitive structure.  Overall, the second-

order model of cognitive structure with three first-order factors was an adequate description of a 

hierarchical factorial structure for the measure of the global construct of cognitive structure.  

Second-Order Model of Subjective Beliefs with Attitude Valence: As represented in the 

conceptual framework, the concept of subjective beliefs was designed to be illustrated by a 

hierarchical factorial structure composed of three first-order factors (importance, personal 

relevance, and certainty) and a single second-order factor (subjective beliefs).  Based upon the 

results of exploratory factor analysis in the pilot study, the personal relevance factor was 

excluded from the three first-order factors.  The hypothesized model of subjective beliefs in the 

conceptual framework was revised to represent two first-order factors and one second-order 

factor. 
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Figure 4.5 

Second-Order Model of Cognitive Structure 
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 Over-identification would be used to test the model fit of the second-order model of 

subjective beliefs; the hypothesized model, however, was under-identified with only two first-

order factors.  The hypothesized model contained four parameters (2 regression paths and 2 

residual error variances) to be estimated with only three pieces of information (2[2+1]/2 = 3).  

Although equality constraints were imposed on both higher-order residuals to reduce the number 

of the estimated parameters, the hypothesized second-order model of subjective beliefs was still 

a just-identified model.  Although it was still statistically possible to test the model fit of this 

model, this posed the problem of identification restriction on the model.  A model fit test would 

not be recommended for a second-order model with two first-order factors (Rindskopf & Rose, 

1988).   

The concept of attitude valence also represented a hierarchical factorial structure 

composed of one first-order factor (extremity) and one second-order factor (attitude valence) in 

the conceptual framework.  Although the hypothesized model of attitude valence was 

conceptually acceptable, there were problems: the model-identification status in the second-order 

level and a statistically inappropriate method based on having a superfluous path, which would 

add an estimated parameter.  The additional path was not necessary to analyze the proposed 

model.  To solve the model-identification problem, the hypothesized second-order models of 

subjective beliefs and attitude valence were estimated together as the second-order model of 

subjective beliefs with attitude valence.  The hypothesized second-order model of attitude 

valence, however, was statistically inappropriate because one regression path (one parameter) 

was more effective than two regression paths (two parameters) when the hypothesized model 

was estimated.  In this regard, the hypothesized second-order model of attitude valence was 

modified to the first-order model in data analysis.  The extremity dimension of the first-order 

latent factor was excluded.  Hence, the three indicators of the extremity dimension functioned as 

indicators of attitude valence (first-order latent factor) (see Figure 4.6). 

The results of the hypothesized second-order model of subjective beliefs with attitude 

valence revealed that there was an offending estimate, exceeding acceptable limits.  “The most 

common examples of offending estimates are (1) negative error variances or nonsignificant error 

variances for any construct, (2) standardized coefficients exceeding or very close to 1.0, or (3) 
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very large standard errors associated with any estimated coefficient” (Hair, et al., 1998, p. 610).  

In this model, the offending estimate was the 1.181 standardized coefficient between subjective 

beliefs (second-order level) and importance (first-order level), with a negative residual error 

variance (-0.945).  From the viewpoint of the second-order factor model, the first-order factors 

function as indicators of the second-order factor.  This suggests that the residual errors of the 

first-order factors function as the measurement errors of indicators in the second-order factor 

model.   

A negative measurement error represents a senseless value known as a “Heywood case” 

(Bentler & Chou, 1987; Dillon, Kumar, & Mulani, 1987; Hair et al., 1998).  To solve the 

problems raised in such a case, the indicator should be deleted (Bentler & Chou, 1987; Hair et al., 

1998) or constrained with a value of zero (Dillon et al., 1987).  It has been argued, however, that 

setting a negative measurement error value to zero, as suggested by Dillon, Kumar, and Mulani 

(1987), should be used even when “such a zero variance estimate causes problems for the 

conceptual design of the study.  A zero error variance may imply that the measured variable is 

synonymous with a factor, which may or may not make sense.  A zero residual in a prediction 

equation implies that a dependent variable is perfectly explained by its predictors” (Bentler & 

Chou, 1987, p. 104).  This result, however, may not make sense because the standardized 

coefficient value is 1.  Changing the negative error value to a small positive value seemed to be 

an appropriate remedy for the Heywood case, as suggested by Hair et al. (1998) and Bentler and 

Chou (1987).  Hair and his associates (1998) demonstrated a method of setting the negative error 

value to a small positive value of 0.005, which resulted in less than 1.0 standardized coefficient.  

The optimally small positive value was not known and specified (Bentler & Chou, 1987).  

Following the suggestion of Hair et al. (1998), the negative error value was constrained at 

0.005 and the hypothesized model was estimated.  The result indicated a standardized coefficient 

of 0.999 between subjective beliefs as the second-order factor and importance as the first-order 

factor, which was very close to 1 because a small positive value of 0.005 is as small as zero.  It 

was in this way determined that a small positive value of 0.05 should be imposed as a negative 

error value.  The results, however, revealed that the standardized coefficient value of 0.99 

between the two factors was still very close to 1.  It was finally determined to constrain the 
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residual error value at 0.5, which seemed a reasonable and appropriate value to test the 

hypothesized model for this study.   

Constraining the residual error value of the importance factor at 0.5 resulted in acceptable 

model fit to the data (χ2 
[25] = 52.788, p < .05, χ2/df = 2.112, GFI = 0.96 CFI = 0.98, PNFI = 0.67, 

and RMSEA = 0.067).  As shown in Figure 4.5, the results of the standardized regression paths 

between two first-order factors (importance and certainty) and one second-order factor 

(subjective beliefs) were 0.90 and 0.73, and the standardized factor loadings between attitude 

valence and its three indicators (extrem1, extrem2, and extrem3) ranged from 0.86 to 0.78, 

indicating statistical significance at the level of 0.05, respectively (see Figure 4.6).   

Research hypothesis 2-2 proposed that importance directly influences subjective beliefs.  

The standardized regression weight of 0.90 indicated that importance had a positive and 

significant relationship with subjective beliefs.  The result additionally supported research 

hypothesis 2-3, by showing that the standardized regression weight between certainty and 

subjective beliefs was statistically significant (λ = 0.74, C.R. = 8.72, p < .001).  Research 

hypothesis 3-1 proposed a relationship between the three observed indicators of extremity and 

attitude valence; the results supported this hypothesis, with the factor loadings of 0.78, 0.86, and 

0.80, respectively.     

The estimated correlation between subjective beliefs and attitude valence was 0.58, less 

than the recommended value of .85 (Kline, 1998).  The average variance extracted (AVE) was 

0.68 for subjective beliefs and 0.66 for attitude valence, which were higher than the square of the 

correlation value of 0.49 between subjective beliefs and attitude valence.  The squared multiple 

correlations (R2) for the six observed indicators ranged from 0.79 to 0.57, indicating acceptably 

high item reliabilities. The composite reliabilities of subjective beliefs and attitude valence were 

0.81 and 0.85, higher than the recommended threshold value of 0.70.  These results supported 

use of the hypothesized model in the study.    
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Figure 4.6 

Second-Order Model of Subjective Beliefs with Attitude Valence2

                                                 
2 Attitude Valence was actually measured by three extremity indicators. 
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First-Order CFA Measurement Model with Partial Disaggregation for Psychological 

Commitment:  The proposed model for psychological commitment represented a hierarchical 

structure of a third-order factor model.  In order to effectively test the hierarchical factor 

structure of psychological commitment, confirmatory factor analysis, based on the partial 

disaggregation technique, is recommended (Byrne, 1994; Dobholkar, Thorpe, & Rentz, 1996).  

Psychological commitment as the first-order CFA measurement model was specified to estimate 

the relations between three primary dimensional variables (Cognitive Structure, Subjective 

Beliefs, and Attitude Valence) and nine measurement indicators, which were composed of three 

combined indicators for cognitive structure by the partial disaggregation technique, three 

combined indicators for subjective beliefs by the partial disaggregation technique, and three 

observed indicators for attitude valence (see Table 4.12 & Figure 4.7).  For example, all nine 

indicators (three of affective reaction, three of cognitive reaction, and three of knowledge) were 

combined in a random manner to create three composite indicators divided by three for the 

cognitive structure construct.  This processing is known as partial disaggregation. 

 Psychological commitment as the first-order CFA measurement model with use of partial 

disaggregation was over-identified with 24 degrees of freedom.  The results indicated that the 

model fit yielded a satisfactory within recommended thresholds to the sample data (χ2 
[24] = 

40.317, p < .05, χ2/df = 1.68, GFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.99, PNFI = 0.65, and RMSEA = 0.052).  In 

reviewing the modification indices, no model improvement changes were found.    

All standardized loadings, ranging from 0.95 to 0.78, were statistically significant.  The 

estimated correlation values among three factors ranging from 0.48 to 0.82 were less than the 

recommended value of 0.85.  The average variance extracted (AVE) was 0.83 for cognitive 

structure, 0.81 for subjective beliefs, and 0.66 for attitude valence, which was higher than the 

square of correlations between factors.  These results supported both convergent and 

discriminant validity.  The results of the squared multiple correlations of nine measurement 

indicators (R2), ranging from 0.60 to 0.90, indicated that the reliabilities of the single indicators 

were acceptable.  Composite reliabilities were 0.94 for cognitive structure, 0.93 for subjective 

beliefs, and 0.85 for attitude valence, higher than the recommended threshold value of 0.7.  

Taken together, the results indicated that the first-order CFA measurement model of 
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psychological commitment was adequately fit to the data, which supported its use in further 

analysis. 

 

Table 4.12 

Combined Indicators for Cognitive Structure & Subjective beliefs with Partial Disaggregation 

Technique 

 

 
Combined Indicator 

 
Partial Disaggregation Technique 

  
cost 1 (affective reaction 1 + cognitive reaction 1 + knowledge 1) / 3 
cost 2 (affective reaction 2 + cognitive reaction 2 + knowledge 2) / 3 
cost 3 (affective reaction 3 + cognitive reaction 3 + knowledge 3) / 3 

  
sube 1 (importance 1 + certainty 1) / 2 
sube 2 (importance 2 + certainty 2) / 2 
sube 3 (importance 3 + certainty 3) / 2 

  

 

Second-Order Model of Psychological Commitment: Psychological commitment as the 

second-order model represented three dependent first-order factors (cognitive structure, 

subjective beliefs, and attitude valence) and one single second-order factor (psychological 

commitment).  The second-order model as the higher order structure with three first-order factors, 

however, was a just-identified model.  To solve this problem, a constraint was imposed on at 

least one parameter in the upper level of the model (Byrne, 2001). 

 The initial hypothesized model was estimated in order to observe an appropriate 

parameter for constraint.  The results, however, indicated that there was an offending estimate, a 

negative residual error variance of –0.188.  To remedy this problem, known as a Heywood case, 

the negative residual error was constrained to the small positive value of 0.05 (see Figure 4.8).  

This procedure also resolved the problem of model identification in the higher order structure 

model without examination of the critical ratio difference (CRDIFF) method, because 

constraining the negative residual error value as a small positive value is a constraint method for 

solving model identification problems.  As a result, the identification status of the higher order 

structure model was over-identified with one degree of freedom.
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Figure 4.7 

First-Order CFA Measurement Model with Partial Disaggregation for  
Psychological Commitment 
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 The model fit for the hypothesized model with a constraint at the negative residual error 

of the cognitive structure factor was estimated.  The results indicated acceptable model fit to the 

data, within recommended thresholds (χ2 
[25] = 47.179, p < .05, χ2/df = 1.89, GFI = 0.96, CFI = 

0.99, PNFI = 0.68, and RMSEA = 0.060).  The results of the factor loadings between three first-

order factors and one second-order factor indicated that the three-factor loading values 

were .68, .83, and .98, respectively, and statistically significant (p < .05). 

The standardized regression weight between cognitive structure and psychological 

commitment was 0.98.  This result supported research hypothesis 4.  The results additionally 

showed that the standardized regression weight between subjective beliefs and psychological 

commitment was statistically significant (λ = 0.83, C.R. = 14.91, p < .001), which supported 

research hypothesis 5, in that subjective beliefs directly contributed to psychological 

commitment.  Research hypothesis 6 was designed to test the relationship between attitude 

valence and psychological commitment; the result showed that the standardized regression 

weight was 0.68.  Overall, the results indicated that the second-order factor structure for 

psychological commitment was supported with an adequate description of a hierarchical factorial 

structure for measuring the global construct of psychological commitment.  

Structural Model 

Structural Model of Psychological Commitment and Resistance to Changing Team 

Allegiance:  The hypothesized structural model was tested to identify the relationships between 

psychological commitment to a collegiate sport team and resistance to changing team allegiance.  

The hypothesized structural model consisted of a single exogenous variable (psychological 

commitment) and a single endogenous variable (resistance to change team allegiance), which 

implied that the hypothesized structural model illustrated a direct affect of psychological 

commitment upon resistance to changing team allegiance (see Figure 4.9).  
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Figure 4.8 

Second-Order Model for Psychological Commitment  
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The hypothesized structural model represented six measurement indicators, which 

consisted of three combined measurement indicators of psychological commitment produced by 

partial disaggregation (see Table 4.13) and three observed indicators of resistance to changing 

team allegiance.  The structural model was over-identified with 8 degrees of freedom.  The 

results indicated satisfactory model fit to the sample data, with the exception of PNFI (χ2 
[8] = 

16.806, p < .05, χ2/df = 2.10, GFI = 0.98, CFI = 0.99, PNFI = 0.53 < 0.6, and RMSEA = 0.066).  

The modification indices were reviewed in order to improve model fit, because PNFI was less 

than the recommended threshold of 0.06.  An examination of the modification indices, however, 

did not suggest any changes to obtain a better overall fit in this model.  It can be said that the 

hypothesized structural model was marginally acceptable to the sample data. 

 

Table 4.13 

Combined Indicators for Psychological Commitment with Partial Disaggregation Technique 

 

 
Combined Indicator 

 
Partial Disaggregation Technique 

  
psco 1 (cost 1 + sube 1 + extrem 1) / 3 
psco 2 (cost 2 + sube 2 + extrem 2) / 3 
psco 3 (cost 3 + sube 3 + extrem 3) / 3 

  

  

  The factor loadings indicated that the three indicators of psychological commitment were 

0.93, 0.93, and 0.94 and the three indicators of resistance to changing team allegiance were 0.83, 

0.88, and 0.85.  This result was valid and statistically significant (p < .05).  The factor loadings 

of psychological commitment were also consistent with the results from the second-order model 

for psychological commitment.  Moreover, the result of path coefficient between psychological 

commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance was 0.77, which was statistically 

significant (p < .05).  Research hypothesis 7 was supported by these results, with a total effect of 

0.77, indicating an entirely direct effect.  The sample data clearly supports the hypothesis that 

psychological commitment antecedes resistance to changing team allegiance.      
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Figure 4.9 

Structural Model of Psychological Commitment and Resistance to Change 
Team Allegiance 
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Testing of Research Hypotheses 

 The following research hypotheses were tested based on the revised research model 

drawn from the results of the pilot study stage and on the results of an examination of univariate 

normal distribution (see Figure 4.1).  In accordance with the revised research model, two sub-

dimensions (Accessibility, and Personal Relevance) were dropped.  The dimension of direct 

experience was deleted due to a violation of normal distribution.  As a result, three research 

hypotheses (RH 1-4, RH 1-5 & RH 2-1) were extracted for this study. 

 First, based upon the results of the second-order model of cognitive structure, research 

hypotheses 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 were tested.  Second, research hypotheses 2-2, 2-3, and 3-1 were 

tested to determine whether they were supported by the results of the second-order model of 

subjective beliefs with attitude valence.  Third, research hypotheses 4, 5, and 6 were tested using 

the standardized regression weights of the second-order model for psychological commitment.  

Finally, research hypothesis 7 was tested to determine whether there was a statistically 

significant and positive relationship between psychological commitment and resistance to 

changing team allegiance through the results of the structural model of psychological 

commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance.   

 All hypotheses were supported by the analyses of the second-order model of cognitive 

structure, the second-order model of subjective beliefs with attitude valence, the second-order 

model for psychological commitment, and the structural model of psychological commitment 

and resistance to changing team allegiance.  That is, all hypotheses were confirmed as 

statistically significant and positive relationships were identified by the parameter estimates 

based on the standardized regression weights and critical ratios from the unstandardized 

regression weights.  Table 4.14 displays the standardized regression weights for parameter 

estimates and the critical ratios of the unstandardized regression weights. 
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Table 4.14 

The Results of Research Hypotheses 

 

 
Hypothesized Relationship 

 
Parameter Estimates 

 
Critical Ratio 

   
Affective Reaction  Cognitive Structure 0.59 -- 

Cognitive Reaction  Cognitive Structure 0.63 5.90*** 

Knowledge  Cognitive Structure 0.78 7.05*** 

Importance  Subjective Beliefs 0.90 -- 

Certainty  Subjective Beliefs 0.74 8.72*** 

Extremity 1  Attitude Valence 0.78 12.63*** 

Extremity 2  Attitude Valence 0.86 13.44*** 

Extremity 3  Attitude Valence 0.80 -- 

Cognitive Structure  PSCO 0.98 -- 

Subjective Beliefs  PSCO 0.83 14.91*** 

Attitude Valence  PSCO 0.68 10.21*** 

PSCO  RCTA 0.77 12.98*** 

   

 

-- is fixed at 1.0 of the unstandardized regression weight 
Parameter estimates from the standardized regression weight 
Critical ratio from the unstandardized regression weight 
***   Statistically significant at α=.001 
PSCO: Psychological Commitment to a Sports Team 
RCTA: Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance 
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CHAPTER V 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The purposes of the current study were to propose a conceptual model of psychological 

commitment based on nine attitudinal properties, test the proposed model of psychological 

commitment to a sports team, and test the causal relationship between psychological 

commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance.  This chapter provides a discussion of 

the results, implications based on the results, and recommendations for future research.  The 

chapter is organized as follows.  First a brief review of the conceptual framework is presented.  

Second, the results are summarized and discussed.  Third, the theoretical implications for 

scholars in the area of sport marketing and managerial implications are proposed.  Fourth, 

recommendations for future research are presented. 

 

Conceptual Framework 

 The study of loyalty to a sports team continues to be of considerable interest to 

researchers.  Scholars have proposed two-dimensional frameworks to measure the dynamics of 

loyalty to a sports team (Mahony et al., 2000).  The two dimensions consistently scrutinized are 

an attitudinal dimension and a behavioral dimension.  There is a variety of research that utilizes 

attendance data to measure the behavioral dimension of team loyalty (Baade & Tiehan, 1990; 

Becker & Suls, 1983; Hansen & Gauthier, 1989; Howard & Crompton, 2004; Mullin, Hardy, & 

Sutton, 1993).  Although attendance data may be an observable indicator of team loyalty, the 

attributes of behavioral loyalty to a sports team do not tell us anything about the attitudinal 

loyalty to a sports team.  Attitudinal loyalty has been difficult to measure since an attitude is not 

directly observable (Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard, Havitz, & Howard, 1999).  Various researchers 

have proposed that psychological commitment is an appropriate construct for measuring 

attitudinal loyalty (Backman & Crompton, 1991; Day, 1969; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978; Mahony, 

Madrigal, & Howard, 2000; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999). 
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A starting point for this study was the discussions presented by Funk (1998), Funk and 

James (2001), Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000), and Krosnick and Petty (1995) who suggest 

ideas for measuring psychological commitment.  The writings include the proposition that a 

better understanding of attitude strength may provide insight into the components and the 

primary evidence (resistance to change) of psychological commitment.  More specifically, 

various attitudinal properties (i.e., sub-dimensions of psychological commitment) (e.g., 

knowledge, extremity, and importance) categorized by three strength-related dimensions (i.e., 

cognitive structure, subjective beliefs, attitude valence) may function as primary dimensions of 

psychological commitment to a sports team (Funk, 1998; Funk et al., 2000).  These ideas provide 

direction for conceptualizing and measuring the factors believed to comprise psychological 

commitment to a sports team.   

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of the antecedents of 

psychological commitment to a sports team, and the causal relationship between psychological 

commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance through a conceptual framework based 

on the concept of attitude strength.  The sub-dimensions of psychological commitment were 

represented by nine attitude properties, which were categorized into three strength-related 

dimensions (primary dimensions): (1) cognitive structure - affective reaction, cognitive reaction, 

amount of knowledge, direct experience, and accessibility, (2) subjective beliefs - personal 

relevance, certainty, and importance of the attitude object, and (3) attitude valence - extremity 

attributes (Funk et al., 2000; Krosnick & Petty, 1995).  The three strength-related dimensions 

were proposed to represent the constructs of psychological commitment.  Psychological 

commitment was causally linked to resistance to changing team allegiance.  The results of the 

study were statistically significant and supported the research hypotheses. 

 

Discussion of Results 

 This section discusses sub-dimensions that were dropped during the pilot and main study.  

The results, then, are summarized and discussed through the analyses of the conceptual model 

associated with the multidimensional and hierarchical model of psychological commitment and 
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the causal structure model for examining the relationship between psychological commitment 

and resistance to changing team allegiance.   

Accessibility 

The sub-dimension of accessibility (gauged by frequency of talking and thinking about 

the FSU football team) was dropped during the pilot study because the results of an exploratory 

factor analysis indicated that all items of this and the sub-dimension of knowledge reflected one 

dimension, although it was originally expected that the accessibility would be distinct from 

knowledge.  It can be said that the factor structure of the accessibility and knowledge dimensions 

were not easily discernible using exploratory techniques in this study.  

 It had been argued that the results of exploratory factor analysis should indicate that 

accessibility (talking and thinking) and knowledge are distinct from each other; talking and 

thinking appeared on one factor and knowledge appeared on a separate factor in the third Study 

of Krosnick et al. (1993).  Furthermore, the results of correlation values between talking, 

thinking, and knowledge indicated that they are moderately related, indicating that they are 

conceptually different dimensions (Krosnick et al., 1993); (Study 1: [r = .47 between talking and 

knowledge about abortion], [r = .59 between thinking and knowledge about abortion], [r = .67 

between talking and knowledge about capital punishment], and [r = .70 between thinking and 

knowledge about capital punishment]), (Study 2: [r = .79 between talking and knowledge about 

defense spending] and [r = .76 between thinking and knowledge about defense spending]), and 

(Study 3: [r = .49 between talking and knowledge about abortion] and [r = .52 between thinking 

and knowledge about abortion]). 

It is useful to note that variation in the latent structure of the accessibility (talking and 

thinking) dimension and knowledge dimension across attitude objects could account for the 

inability to detect a replicable factor structure between this study and previous research.  That is, 

the exploratory factor analysis results of this study and previous research regarding abortion and 

a football team may differ because of variation in the attitude object.  It might be necessary, 

therefore, to conduct a longitudinal study to determine if the factorial structures of both 

dimensions to a sports team overlap.   
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Another consideration relating to using the accessibility dimension in this study is the 

measurement method.  Based upon the precise definition of accessibility, it has been measured 

by using response-time latencies to report accessible attitudes toward objects on computers and 

telephones (Bassili, 1996; Fazio, Chen, & Sherman, 1982; Fazio & Williams, 1986).  An 

elapsed-time measurement technique of response-time latency has proven a more efficient, 

proper, and reliable method for measuring accessibility.  In the absence of equipment (i.e., 

computers) for measuring accessibility, it has been suggested that a self-perception of frequency 

of talking and thinking may be used (Brown, 1974; Davis & Smith, 1985).  According to Fazio et 

al., (1982) and Powell and Fazio, (1984), frequency of talking and thinking is a determinant of an 

attitude’s accessibility, indicating that frequent activation of an attitude enhances its accessibility.  

Furthermore, greater accessibility should enhance the likelihood that an attitude will come to 

mind spontaneously during discussion or thought; that is, frequency of talking and thinking about 

an attitude object directly produces an enhancement of attitude accessibility as measured by 

response-time latency (Downing, Judd, & Brauer, 1992).  It might, therefore, be expected that 

talking and thinking may measure attitude accessibility because more frequent talking and 

thinking about an attitude object tends to be associated with enhanced accessibility.  Because 

access to computers and telephones designed to measure response-time latency for accessibility 

were not available, this study measured accessibility by asking subjects about their frequency of 

talking and thinking about the FSU football team.  

It has been argued that talking and thinking are only weakly related to accessibility as 

measured by response-time latency.  Following the suggestion of Fazio (1990), Krosnick et al. 

(1993) measured accessibility relating to defense-spending attitudes by response-time latency.  A 

computer based at a laboratory was used for measuring response-time latency in the study; 

talking and thinking were also measured.  The results of the correlation values between response-

time latency and talking and between response-time latency and thinking were .34 and .49, 

respectively.  These results indicated that response-time latency is independent from the 

frequency of talking and thinking (other presumed indicators of attitude accessibility).  It can, 

therefore, be said that frequency measurements of talking and thinking should not be treated as 

interchangeable with response-time latency or as indicators of attitude accessibility.   
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Taken together, these considerations suggest that the terminology of accessibility should 

be removed from the cognitive structure in order to eliminate the conflict of accessibility 

measurement issue; also, the frequency of talking and thinking as an independent dimension 

should be included because the cognitive structure is associated with talking and thinking, which 

influences the amount of knowledge.  The sub-dimension of talking and thinking functions as a 

determinant of the cognitive structure. Subsequent studies might more carefully investigate how 

talking and thinking work within the cognitive structure and how talking and thinking are related 

to knowledge. 

Personal Relevance 

Although personal relevance has a strong impact upon importance (Boninger, Krosnick, 

& Berent, 1995; Petty, Cacioppo, & Haugtvedt, 1992; Haugtvedt & Wegener, 1994; Petty & 

Krosnick, 1996), they are conceptually and operationally distinct from each other.  This study 

attempted to empirically identify the importance and personal relevance dimensions through 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA).  The results of EFA, however, did not produce reliable 

evidence of a relational framework organizing both dimensions in this study; that is, all items 

relating to personal relevance and importance reflected a single dimension.   

The EFA results indicated that the subjects’ perceptions of personal relevance and 

importance may have a set of common causes or cues, in that they constitute emotional and 

intellectual engagement in subjective beliefs, leading them to be highly correlated.  For example, 

an individual who is interested in the object may be motivated to gather information about it, 

which in turn may enhance the personal importance of the object to the individual; conversely, 

the personal importance of an object to an individual may enhance interest in the object, which in 

turn may motivate the individual to gather information about the object.  Such emotional and 

intellectual engagement appears to influence both dimensions, leading them to load onto one 

dimension. 

Another possible explanation for the EFA results is that the measures and design of this 

study may inhibit the ability to differentiate between the dimensions of importance and personal 

relevance.  Measurement errors appear when conducting research, that is, “the degree to which 

the observed values are not representative of the ‘true’ values” due to the fallibility of the 
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measurement instrument (i.e., the same response scale) (Hair et al., 1998, p. 9).  More 

specifically, a correlated measurement error using the same response scale can result in falsely 

positive correlations.  When the dimensions of personal relevance and importance are measured 

using the same response scale format, the correlation between them may be artificially more 

positive due to the common method covariance.  It is possible that both dimensions overlap more 

than their real correlations; thus, depending on the particular measurement techniques used, 

method covariance may cause correlations between the two dimensions to appear stronger than 

they really are.   

To reduce correlated measurement error, it would be possible to employ a variety of 

response scales (i.e., seven-point rating, agree-disagree, thermometer, and four-point rating 

scales) to measure the dimensions of personal relevance and importance; this variety would 

provide more precise estimates of the relations between the two dimensions. It is, therefore, 

recommended that future research be devoted to exploring the relationship with the use of varied 

response scales, which may help to clarify whether the two dimensions are interchangeable or 

not.  

Direct Experience 

The sub-dimension of direct experience was dropped during preliminary data analyses 

because there was a violation of normal distribution.  An examination for skewness and kurtosis 

scores was used to detect the normal distribution of observed variables.  The results indicated 

that all three items of the direct experience dimension failed to satisfy the univariate normality 

assumption; they exceeded the recommended range.  

Generally, the frequency of attending games and participating in activities related to a 

team are used for measuring direct experience in relation to a sports team.  It can be assumed that 

individuals who exhibit high psychological commitment and resistance to changing team 

allegiance more frequently attend games and participate in activities related to the team than 

those who exhibit low psychological commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance.  

Although attending games and participating in team-related activities are usually acceptable for 

measuring the dimension of direct experience relative to a sports team, these cannot always be 

used to predict psychological commitment to a sports team and resistance to changing team 
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allegiance, because of various situational factors and variations in the attitude object (i.e., 

professional sports team or collegiate sports team).   

An example of a relevant situational factor relating to FSU football games is that the 

tickets to home games are apparently free (in fact, the costs are included in tuition and fee 

payments); this misperception, or the possibility that students feel they have paid for tickets 

whether they attend the game or not, may directly influence student attendance at games. 

Another situational factor is that team games are often the only entertainment in town.  Many 

uncommitted students may attend games because there are few entertainment options; when 

attractive alternatives are available, these same students may not attend.  It can also be expected 

that students may attend a game, regardless of their psychological commitment to the FSU 

football team, because their friends want to attend.  It may be assumed, therefore, that 

psychological commitment is irrelevant for many students attending games, which may influence 

the results of normal distribution. 

The aforementioned examples demonstrate that direct experience (i.e., attending games 

and participating in team-related activities) may not be associated with psychological 

commitment to a sports team (i.e., FSU football team) and resistance to changing team 

allegiance.  This weakness was not recognized during the item-generation stage of this study and, 

in order to strengthen the results, it will be necessary to generate items relating to psychological 

commitment to a sports team and resistance to changing team allegiance for future research.  For 

example, asking subjects about expenditures of both money and effort, based on psychological 

commitment to an organization, may be critical in measuring direct experience.  In other words, 

purchasing licensed merchandise related to the FSU football team and attending away-games 

may prove more appropriate for measuring the dimension of direct experience, because such 

behaviors may be the result of psychological commitment to a sports team.  It is recommended, 

therefore, that subsequent research should attempt to determine whether these items for 

measuring direct experience are normally distributed and how these items work within the 

cognitive structure.   
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First-Order CFA Measurement Models 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was utilized to assess three first-order measurement 

models of (1) cognitive structure, (2) subjective beliefs, and (3) seven factors (affective reaction, 

cognitive reaction, knowledge, importance, certainty, extremity, and resistance to changing team 

allegiance).  The three hypothesized first-order measurement models were over-identified, which 

allowed for a test of the model fit to the data.  The results of analysis yielded a satisfactory fit to 

the data.  

The results of three measurement models supported convergent and discriminant validity.  

All standardized factor loadings were relatively high (cognitive structure [0.94 to 0.76], 

subjective beliefs [0.89 to 0.75], and seven factors [0.96 to 0.75]) and critical ratios (> 1.96) of 

all standardized factor loadings were statistically significant, providing evidence of convergent 

validity.  The results were also satisfied with discriminant validity based on analyzing the 

estimated correlations among factors, which were less than the recommended value of 0.85 

(Kline, 1998) (cognitive structure [0.42 to 0.50], subjective beliefs [0.70], and seven factors 

[0.24 to 0.80]).  The average variance extracted (AVE) for each factor (cognitive structure [0.72 

to 0.79], subjective beliefs [0.67 to 0.78], and seven factors [0.66 to 0.79]) was higher than the 

square of correlations between factors (cognitive structure [0.18 to 0.25], subjective beliefs 

[0.49], and seven factors [0.06 to 0.80]), which demonstrated satisfactory discriminant validity.  

The estimates of composite reliability were higher than 0.70, the recommended threshold 

(Baggozi & Yi, 1998).  Overall, the results suggested that the scales were psychometrically 

sound and appropriate to utilize in further analysis (i.e., a second-order model). 

Second-Order Model of Cognitive Structure 

The analysis of fit provided support for the proposed model of cognitive structure. The 

results supported research hypotheses 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3, indicating that there were statistically 

significant and positive relationships between the independent variable (cognitive structure) and 

the dependent variables (affective reaction [λ = 0.59, p < .001], cognitive reaction [λ = 0.63, p < 

.001], and knowledge [λ = 0.78, p < .001]) (see Figure 4.5).  These results indicated that 

cognitive structure is a multidimensional construct composed of three sub-dimensions.  The 

findings confirm the suggestions of Funk, Haugtvedt, and Howard (2000) and Krosnick and 
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Petty (1995) that affective reaction, cognitive reaction, and knowledge are components making 

up the cognitive structure construct. 

The knowledge dimension (R2 = 0.61) was the strongest predictor of cognitive structure.  

One interpretation of this finding is that knowledge about a sports team may be the most 

influential determinant of cognitive structure.  The standardized regression paths from cognitive 

structure to affective reaction and cognitive reaction were 0.59 and 0.63, respectively.  It is 

assumed that although they were significant indicators, they were less influential determinants 

explaining cognitive structure.  The finding here, however, should be interpreted with caution.  

Previous research has not provided findings by an empirical analysis as to which attitude 

properties are the predominant predictor of cognitive structure.  Overall, it can be concluded that 

affective reaction, cognitive reaction, and knowledge are significant contributors to cognitive 

structure.  

Second-Order Model of Subjective Beliefs with Attitude Valence 

 Assessment of fit indices for the second-order model of subjective beliefs yielded a 

satisfactory fit to the data.  The results provided support for research hypotheses 2-1 and 2-3.  

There were statistically significant and positive relationships between subjective beliefs and 

importance (λ = 0.90, p < .001) and between subjective beliefs and certainty (λ = 0.73, p < .001). 

 The results confirmed that the proposed model of subjective beliefs was a 

multidimensional construct composed of two first-order factors (i.e., importance and certainty) 

and one single second-order factor (i.e., subjective beliefs).  The results were consistent with 

propositions by Funk et al., (2000) and Krosnick and Petty (1995) who suggested the dimension 

of subjective beliefs was manifest through importance and certainty. 

The results demonstrated that importance (R2 = 0.81) was the most important indicator of 

subjective beliefs in the sample. Funk (1998) found that the most influential attitude property 

predicting attitudinal loyalty toward a sports team.  The finding that certainty was a significant 

predictor of subjective beliefs is consistent with Gross, Holtz, and Miller (1995).  

  Hypothesis 3-1 was proposed to examine the relationship between attitude valence and 

the sub-dimensions believed to comprise the construct.  The review of literature led to the 

identification of only one antecedent, extremity.  The conceptual framework illustrates that 
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attitude valence is a second-order factorial structure functioning as a mediator between 

psychological commitment and extremity.  A hierarchical factorial structure composed of one 

first-order factor (extremity and other dimensions that may be identified in the future) and one 

second-order factor (attitude valence) were conceptually acceptable (Funk et al., 2000; Krosnick 

& Petty, 1995).  For the current study, however, it was inappropriate to attempt a statistical 

examination of this section of the proposed model.  In the current study the first-order factor (i.e., 

extremity) was omitted and estimates of the relationships between the indicators of extremity and 

the second-order primary dimension (i.e., attitude valence) were calculated.  

The results of the standardized factor loadings for the paths from attitude valence to three 

indicators of extremity were 0.78, 0.86, and 0.80, respectively, indicating that there were 

statistically significant and positive relationships.  The results provide indirect support for 

Hypothesis 3-1. 

First-Order CFA Measurement Model with Partial Disaggregation for Psychological 

Commitment 

Partial disaggregation was used to reduce the level of random error by randomly 

combining items that were related to given constructs and creating two or three combined 

measurement indicators (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998; Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994; Dabholkar, 

Thorpe & Rentz, 1996).  The hypothesized model was tested using partial disaggregation 

because the results of the first-order CFA measurement models of cognitive structure and 

subjective beliefs and the second-order models of cognitive structure and subjective beliefs 

provided evidence of the reliability and validity of the six combined measurement indicators for 

measuring psychological commitment as a third-order factor.  

The hypothesized model was over-identified, indicating it was appropriate to test the fit 

of the data to the model.  The results of the hypothesized model yielded satisfactory fit to the 

data.  Moreover, the results indicated that all standardized factor loadings were relatively high 

(> .78) and critical ratios of all standardized factor loadings (> 1.96) were statistically significant, 

which provided evidence of convergent validity.  Analysis of the estimated correlations among 

factors and the average variance extracted (AVE) for each factor indicated there was 

discriminant validity among the factors.  There was also evidence of adequate composite 
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reliability.  The estimated values of composite reliability for each factor were higher than 0.70 as 

the recommended threshold value (Baggozi & Yi, 1998).  Overall, the results of this 

measurement model suggested that the scales were psychometrically sound, and appropriate to 

use in further analysis. 

The findings were consistent with Funk and his associates (2000) and Krosnick and Petty 

(1995) in that three strength-related dimensions were related with low to moderate correlations 

but all were distinct, indicating that these were independent dimensions.  The three strength-

related dimensions were manifest through six attitude properties related to a collegiate sports 

team and were determinants of psychological commitment to the team.   

Second-Order Model for Psychological Commitment 

Results from the second-order model for psychological commitment provided support for 

Hypotheses 4, 5, and 6, confirming that there were statistically significant and positive 

relationships between three dependent variables (i.e., cognitive   structure [λ = 0.98, p < .001], 

subjective beliefs [λ = 0.83, p < .001], and attitude valence [λ = 0.68, p < .001]) measured by 

combined measurement indicators and an independent variable (i.e., psychological commitment) 

(see Figure 4.8).  The results are consistent with the suggestions of Funk, Haugtvedt, and 

Howard (2000) and Krosnick and Petty (1995) in that the overall dimension of psychological 

commitment is a multidimensional construct composed of three primary dimensions: cognitive 

structure, subjective beliefs, and attitude valence.   

Values for the standardized regression paths indicated that the cognitive structure was the 

strongest predictor of psychological commitment (R2 = 0.96), compared to subjective beliefs (R2 

= 0.69) and attitude valence (R2 = 0.46).  These findings, however, should be interpreted with 

caution for two reasons: (1) A constraint (i.e., a small positive value) was consciously included 

because of a Heywood case; therefore, the interpretation of the standardized regression paths is 

conceivably unreliable.  (2) Previous studies have not provided empirically derived findings 

about the relationship between psychological commitment and the three determinants (i.e., 

cognitive structure, subjective beliefs, and attitude valence). 
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Structure Model of Psychological Commitment and Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance 

Hypothesis 7 dealt with the relationship between psychological commitment and 

resistance to changing team allegiance.  Partial disaggregation was used construct a composite 

measure of psychological commitment.  The results from the test of the causal model yielded 

acceptable model fit to the sample data.  The results also indicated that the standardized 

regression path between psychological commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance 

was statistically significant (γ = 0.77, C.R. = 12.98, p < .001).  There was a positive association 

between psychological commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance.  An individual’s 

resistance to changing team allegiance increases when his/her psychological commitment to a 

team increases.  Based on these results, Hypothesis 7 was supported.  In addition, the 

standardized direct and total effect indicated that psychological commitment accounted for 

approximately 59% of the variance of resistance to changing team allegiance. 

 

Implication 

This study has sought to examine the antecedent processes and principle evidence of 

psychological commitment based on the concept of attitude strength.  In this regard, the study 

utilized the concept of attitude strength to develop the conceptual model for measuring 

psychological commitment to a sports team.  The results of this study suggest that three 

antecedents (i.e., cognitive structure, subjective beliefs, and attitude valence), comprised by six 

attitude properties (i.e., affective reaction, cognitive reaction, knowledge, importance, personal 

relevance, extremity) based on the concept of attitude strength, are suited for representing 

psychological commitment to a sports team. The study extends the general estimation of attitude 

strength to a more-detailed estimation of psychological commitment using the concept of attitude 

strength applied to a sports team.   

Earlier psychological commitment studies have typically used measures of knowledge, 

position involvement, and volitional choice as the determinants of psychological commitment.  

When responding to such determinants it is possible that individuals focus on certain attitudinal 

aspects (e.g., affective reaction, cognitive reaction, certainty) within three strength-related 

dimensions of psychological commitment.  Consequently, the hierarchical structural model of 
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psychological commitment in this study may accurately reflect the overall dimension of 

psychological commitment and may be a more fully developed model of psychological 

commitment.  In other words, the hierarchical structural model is a more-detailed estimation of 

psychological commitment in that three primary dimensions (i.e., cognitive structure, subjective 

beliefs, and attitude valence) functioned as a bridge between the overall dimension (i.e., 

psychological commitment) and six sub-dimensions (i.e., affective reaction, cognitive reaction, 

knowledge, importance, certainty, and extremity).  

Although a hierarchical structural model based on the concept of attitude strength is 

acceptable for representing psychological commitment to a sports team, it is expected that other 

attitude-strength researchers will express a variety of quite different views about the sub-

dimensions and primary dimensions of the hierarchical structural model of psychological 

commitment and the findings of this study.  It can be said that some researchers may disagree 

with the findings in this study regarding the three primary dimensions reflected by six attitude 

properties.  Krosnick et al. (1993) proposed that various attitude properties may be categorized 

by five strength-related dimensions: “some are attributes of the attitude itself (e.g., extremity and 

latitudes of rejection and noncommitment), some describe features of accompanying cognitive 

structures (e.g., knowledge and affective-cognitive consistency), some constitute subjective 

states or self-perceptions (e.g., importance and certainty), some involve links in memory (e.g., 

accessibility), and some involve behavior summaries (e.g., direct behavioral experience)” (p. 

1133).  Based upon the work of Krosnick et al. (1993), it is possible to suggest another 

hierarchical structural model of psychological commitment.  Various attitude properties can be 

categorized by five strength-related dimensions, which function as primary dimensions of 

psychological commitment.  The proposed hierarchical structural model of psychological 

commitment and the findings of this study may prove useful for psychological commitment and 

attitude strength research, especially relating to a reconsideration of the five-primary dimension 

model of psychological commitment.  As the more advanced model proposed here should be 

subject to rigorous empirical testing, it is believed that the findings of this study represent a 

starting point for further research.  
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The findings of this study indicated that three primary dimensions (i.e., cognitive 

structure, subjective beliefs, and attitude valence) comprise components of psychological 

commitment to a sports team as well as psychological commitment to a sports team contributes 

to resistance to changing team allegiance.  With these regards, a possible implication is provided 

that three primary dimensions of psychological commitment may causally contribute to 

resistance to changing team allegiance.  The causal relationship between the three primary 

dimensions and resistance to changing team allegiance is proposed as providing the elements to 

conceptualize another possible model of psychological commitment and its consequence based 

on the concept of attitude strength.  That is, An alternative conceptual model of psychological 

commitment based on the concept of attitude strength includes cognitive structure, subjective 

beliefs, and attitude valence that are believed to be components of resistance to changing team 

allegiance; the components of resistance to changing team allegiance are manifest through six 

attitude properties (i.e., affective reaction, cognitive reaction, knowledge, importance, personal 

relevance, and extremity).  The result of the alternative model would provide another valuable 

information toward understanding the dynamics of psychological commitment based on the 

concept of attitude strength.   

There is a weakness in the findings of this study.  When analyzing the hierarchical 

structural model of psychological commitment, a partial disaggregation technique was used in 

the sub-dimensions of cognitive structure and subjective beliefs in the first-order CFA 

measurement model of psychological commitment as well as in the primary dimensions of 

psychological commitment in the structural model of psychological commitment and resistance 

to changing team allegiance.  Although the findings of these models indicated that the values for 

the standardized regression paths between latent variables and combined measurement indicators 

were weighted differently, it cannot be said that the combined measurement indicator is the most 

influential predicator of the latent variable, because of the combined measurement indicators 

created by the partial disaggregation technique.  This clearly represents an issue for exploration 

in future research. 

A number of implications, important in relation to sport-team marketers and managers, 

emerge from the results of this study.  First, the reliable and valid scale developed for the study 
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will prove useful in determining levels, among spectators, of psychological commitment toward 

teams and serves as a diagnostic and prescriptive tool.  For example, the scale of resistance to 

changing team allegiance may serve as a valuable tool in measuring levels, among spectators, of 

psychological commitment to a team, which will provide marketers and managers with a basis 

for segmentation of the existing fan base.  Segmentation contributes to the effective evaluation of 

a particular sport team in demonstrating the level of attitudinal loyalty that the team commands.  

A clear understanding of the dynamics of psychological commitment to a team is a critical 

component in both managing and increasing the potential revenues of a sports team.  With this 

knowledge, marketers and managers can more effectively develop strategies and programs to 

both maintain and expand the fan base.    

 Secondly, sport team marketers and managers can monitor levels of psychological 

commitment through surveys and use the information as a basis for customer-relationship 

management (CRM).  Information relating to individual levels of psychological commitment to a 

sports team can be electronically stored for use in developing and maintaining a large fan base 

through individualized marketing; such information would provide an essential basis in 

developing programs customized for the psychological commitment levels of spectator groups.  

In order to maintain high psychological-commitment levels in the fan base, marketers and 

managers should use reinforcement strategies that include reinforcing psychological commitment 

through personalized encouragement, such as sending customized newsletters focused on 

reinforcing existing cognitions to avoid the possibility of losing committed fans, asking fan clubs 

to actively maintain the identification between the team and such fans, and treating such fans as 

VIPs (Mahony et al., 2000; Pritchard et al., 1999) because they may decrease their psychological 

commitment level slowly over time if they are ignored by sport team marketers and managers.  It 

is widely accepted that fans with high levels of psychological commitment to a team are likely to 

exhibit congruent behaviors, such as frequent game attendance, watching events on television, 

and repeated purchasing of licensed merchandise (Dick & Basu, 1994, Howard & Thompson, 

1984, Mahony et al., 2000).   

Thirdly, the scale and a hierarchical structural model of psychological commitment in 

this study may be applied to newly established sport teams as a tool for estimating psychological 
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commitment of spectator of newly established sport teams by identifying relationships between 

three primary dimensions of psychological commitment and overall dimension of psychological 

commitment.  The developed measurement allows sport team marketers and managers associated 

with newly established teams to more fully evaluate psychological commitment to their team 

through data analyses of the values of regression paths between three primary dimensions 

(cognitive structure, subjective beliefs, and attitude valence) and overall dimension of 

psychological commitment.  If, for example, the results of surveyed data reveal that there is a 

weak or insignificant relationship between cognitive structure (a primary dimension) and 

psychological commitment (overall dimension), team marketers and managers should focus on 

increasing the cognitive structure of fans through effective marketing and communication 

strategies.  These should be designed to promote cognitive elements stored in memory, 

indicating attributes regarding the amount of knowledge about the sports team and consistency 

between feelings and beliefs about the sports team.  The development and maintenance of high 

levels of psychological commitment are critical in managing a large fan base, which is an asset 

of the sports team.   

 

Future Study 

 Since this study of undergraduate students enrolled in Lifetime Activity Program (LAP) 

classes was limited by the use of a convenient sampling method, the results are less useful for 

predicting the psychological commitment of the target population than those using a random 

sampling method.  In order to obtain more precise generalizations about the population of this 

study, it is recommended that further research be undertaken using random sampling techniques.   

 This study was limited to an analysis of the psychological commitment of undergraduate 

students in relation to the football team at Florida State University.  In order to extend the 

research contexts, the conceptual model of psychological commitment should be applied using a 

different sports team; the instrument used in this study would prove useful in such an 

examination.  The results of such an undertaking may or may not vary from those found in this 

study; in either case, they can be used comparatively to refine the measurement and structural 

models of psychological commitment linked to resistance to changing team allegiance.   
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Although this study confirmed the proposed model of psychological commitment, it did 

not consider variables of individual difference (e.g., gender, race, academic year and fan type) 

that could influence parameter values (e.g., regression paths) within the proposed model of 

psychological commitment to a sports team.  For example, male students and female students 

may react to psychological commitment influences (i.e., the values of regression paths in all 

dimensions) in different ways.  It is, therefore, reasonable to suggest that a future study should 

explore the differences that may result from an examination of individual difference variables, 

which can affect parameter values on the proposed model of psychological commitment and the 

relationship between psychological commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance.   

This study was designed to examine the causal relationship between psychological 

commitment and resistance to changing team allegiance.  A future study might also explore the 

causal relationships between the three primary dimensions (cognitive structure, subjective beliefs, 

and attitude valence) and resistance to changing team allegiance, as well as that between sub-

dimensions (various attitude properties) and resistance to changing team allegiance.  The results 

of such research would provide valuable information toward understanding the dynamics of 

psychological commitment.   

It has been widely suggested that resistance to change directly influences intentions of 

purchasing behavior and repeat purchasing behavior (Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998; Funk & James, 

2001; Mahony, et al., 2000; Pritchard, 1991; Pritchard et al., 1999).  It is also possible that 

subjective norms and situational factors influence the intention of purchasing behavior and repeat 

purchasing behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Dick & Basu, 1994; Ha, 1998; Kim, 2003).  

Subjective norms are an individual’s beliefs about what significant others think about his or her 

behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980); in other words, subjective norms represent perceptions of 

social pressures (i.e., reference groups or individuals).  It has been suggested that there is a 

significant relationship between subjective norms and behavior and behavioral intentions (Ajzen 

& Fishbein, 1980; Kim, 2003; Mahony et al., 2000; Shimp & Kavas, 1984).   

Situational factors also impact an individual’s behavior (Fazio, 1990; Slama & Tashchian, 

1987; Smith & Swinyard, 1983).  Several situational factors have been studied in relation to the 

actual or perceived opportunity for engaging in repeat purchasing behavior in the case of stock-
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outs of a preferred brand, incentives for switching from a preferred brand due to the reduced 

prices of competing brands, and effective in-store promotions that may influence an individual to 

purchase a competing brand instead of a preferred brand (Smith & Swinyard, 1983).  It is widely 

held that situational factors are negatively related to repeat purchasing behavior toward a variety 

of objects (Mahony et al., 2000; Sheppart, Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1988; Zhang, Pease, Hui, & 

Michaud, 1995). 

Subjective norms and situational factors are non-attitudinal sources of variance, which 

may either complement or contradict an individual’s repeat purchasing behavior.  In research on 

consumer behavior, it has been found that these sources of variance may either positively or 

negatively influence (Beatty & Kahle, 1988; Kim, 2003; Smith & Swinyard, 1983).  From the 

viewpoint of individual behavior, resistance to changing team allegiance, subjective norms, and 

situational factors will influence repeat purchasing behavior (e.g., attending games, watching 

games on television, purchasing licensed merchandise) in the sport domain.  In Mahony and 

associates’ (2000) research, subjective norms such as friends or family influence game 

attendance.  According to Kim (2003), subjective norms for the watching behavior of the 2003 

Women’s World Cup were friends, family members, and news sportscasters.  In addition to 

subjective norms of a sports context, Zhang and associates (1995) proposed that situational 

factors such as ticket price, substitute forms of entertainment, and competition by other sport 

events have generally been found to be negatively related to game attendance.  As reported by 

Mahony et al. (2000), although individuals have high psychological commitment to a sports team, 

they represent low behavioral consistency of attendance frequency because of situational factors 

such as high cost of ticket, the time it takes to attend games and the accessibility of games.  With 

this regard, future studies should be designed to more closely examine the relationships of 

resistance to changing team allegiance, subjective norms and situational factors to repeat 

attending behavior toward a sports team.   
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APPENDIX A 

OPEN-ENDED ELICITATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Questions for Cognitive Reaction 

 

This survey is designed to elicit your cognitive reactions toward the FSU football team.  Please, 

write down as much as possible. 

 
I attended the last season of FSU football games because ------  
 
 
 
 
 
I didn’t attend the last season of FSU football games because ------  
 
 
 
 
 
Is there anything else you associate with FSU football games? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gender: Male _______ Female _______ 
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APPENDIX B 

REVISED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Survey Cover Letter 

 

 

 

Dear participants: 
 
I am a doctoral student in the Department of Sport Management, Recreation Management, and 
Physical Education at Florida State University. Thank you for sparing your valuable time to help 
me learn about your psychological commitment toward the FSU football team.  
 
I am conducting a research study (1) to identify the attitudinal loyalty toward a sport team with 
use of psychological attributes that are components of psychological commitment toward a sport 
team and (2) to determine relationship among components of psychological commitment toward 
a sport team. The data that you are providing will be used in my doctoral dissertation. It will also 
be a valuable source of information for understanding psychological commitment toward a sport 
team. 
 
All of participants must be 18 year old or above.  Your name will not be placed on the 
questionnaire. Your responses will be anonymous.  Also, your participation in this study is 
voluntary and no penalty for nonparticipation. If you choose not to participate or to withdraw 
from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. Thus, please answer as honestly and 
sincerely as possible. There are no correct answers to these questions. Please take 5 or 10 
minutes to fill out the questionnaire and return it to me directly. Your response will contribute to 
a better understanding of your tendencies on fan’s psychological commitment toward the FSU 
football team.  
 
If you have any questions, please ask the person who gave you the survey or contact  
Jae Hyun Ha at (850) 224–3370 or to send e-mail at jhh2256@garnet.acns.fsu.edu. Contact to 
my advisor, Dr. Jeffrey D. James at james@coe.fsu.edu or to Human Subject Committee at (850) 
644-8633. 
 

 
 
 
Thank you for your cooperation and consideration.  
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There are no correct answers to these questions. 
 

Please rate your feelings about FSU football team on each of the scales below by placing an 

“X” in an appropriate blank.  

 

When I think about the FSU football team I feel…. 
 

Awful _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Nice 
 

Angry _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Happy 
 

Unpleasant _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Pleasant 
 

Disgusting _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Acceptable 
 

Opposed _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Devoted 
 

Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree 
Strongly 
Disagree

Strongly 
Agree 

with the following by circling the appropriate number in  
Neutral 

the scale next to each statement. 
 

1. FSU football games are exciting.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

2. FSU football games are entertaining.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

3. FSU football games are enjoyable.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

4. FSU football games are competitive.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

5. FSU football games are interesting.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

6. FSU football games are the pride in FSU.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

  

7. I consider myself knowledgeable about the FSU football team.    1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

8. Compared to other sport teams, I consider myself to be an 
expert on the FSU football team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

9. If I were to list everything that I know about the FSU football 
team, the list would be long. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

10. Generally, I possess a great deal of knowledge about the FSU 
football team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

11. I know a lot about the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

  

12. I participated in pre-game activities related to FSU football 
games many times. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

13. I participated in post-game activities related to FSU football 
games many times.  

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

14. In the past, I attended FSU football games.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 
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15. In the past, I watched FSU football games.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

16. I have thought a lot about the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

17. I frequently think about the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

18. I think about the FSU football team every week.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

19. During the past collegiate football season, I thought about the 
FSU football team regularly. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

  

20. I often discuss the FSU football team with others.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

21. The FSU football team often comes up during my informal 
conversations. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

22. I would say that I have talked about the FSU football team 
many times in the past collegiate football season. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

23. The FSU football team comes up a lot in my discussions with 
others. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

24. I talk a lot about the FSU football team with others.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

  

25. I personally care about the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

26. I care a great deal about the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

27. Compared to how I feel about the other sport teams, the FSU 
football team is important to me. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

28. I would say that I consider the FSU football team to be 
personally important. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

29. Being a fan of the FSU football team is important to me.    1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

  

30. When I keep up with the news by reading magazines, 
newspapers, or watching TV, I pay closely attention to stories 
about the FSU football team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

31. I am interested in obtaining information or stories about the 
FSU football team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

32. Information about the FSU football team is important to me.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

33. I am very interested in information or stories about the FSU 
football team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

34. I pay closely attention to information about the FSU football 
team, which influences me personally. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

  

35. I am convinced about my opinions of the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

36. I am sure that my opinions about the FSU football team are 
right. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

37. It is difficult to change my opinions about the FSU football 
team because I have very definite views.  

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 
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38. I would say that my opinions are firm about the FSU football 
team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

39. I am certain of my feelings about the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

 

Please rate your thoughts about FSU football team on each of the scales below by placing 

an “X” in an appropriate blank.  

 

For me the FSU football team is…. 
 

Opposed _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Favored 
         

Foolish _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Wise 
         

Bad _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Good 
         

Worthless _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Beneficial 
 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree 

Strongly 
Disagree

Strongly 
Agree 

with the following by circling the appropriate number in  
Neutral 

the scale next to each statement. 
 

1. I would watch a game featuring the FSU football team 
regardless of which team they are playing against. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

2. Nothing could change my allegiance to the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

3. I am a committed fan of the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

4. I could never switch my loyalty from the FSU football team 
even if my close friends were fans of another college football 
team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

5. It would be unlikely for me to change my allegiance from the 
FSU football team to another college football team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

6. It would be difficult to change my beliefs in the FSU football 
team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

 

Demographic Data 

 

Gender: Male                Female             .  
 
What year are you in? 
Freshman                Sophomore             Junior               Senior             Graduate             . 
 
What is your age?                       . 
 
Please indicate your ethnicity?                 Caucasian                African American 
 

                   Hispanic                  Native American                 Asian/Pacific Island               Other 
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(Affective Reaction) 

Correlations

1 .765** .779** .676** .574**

. .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.765** 1 .789** .707** .654**

.000 . .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.779** .789** 1 .748** .619**

.000 .000 . .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.676** .707** .748** 1 .676**

.000 .000 .000 . .000

191 191 191 191 191

.574** .654** .619** .676** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000 .

191 191 191 191 191

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

AFFECT1

AFFECT2

AFFECT3

AFFECT4

AFFECT5

AFFECT1 AFFECT2 AFFECT3 AFFECT4 AFFECT5

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 
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(Cognitive Reaction) 

Correlations

1 .741** .904** .560** .789** .644**

. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.741** 1 .762** .629** .754** .696**

.000 . .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.904** .762** 1 .561** .759** .664**

.000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.560** .629** .561** 1 .597** .556**

.000 .000 .000 . .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.789** .754** .759** .597** 1 .668**

.000 .000 .000 .000 . .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.644** .696** .664** .556** .668** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

191 191 191 191 191 191

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

COGNIT1

COGNIT2

COGNIT3

COGNIT4

COGNIT5

COGNIT6

COGNIT1 COGNIT2 COGNIT3 COGNIT4 COGNIT5 COGNIT6

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 

 
(Knowledge) 

Correlations

1 .730** .749** .922** .875**

. .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.730** 1 .620** .789** .687**

.000 . .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.749** .620** 1 .774** .756**

.000 .000 . .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.922** .789** .774** 1 .886**

.000 .000 .000 . .000

191 191 191 191 191

.875** .687** .756** .886** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000 .

191 191 191 191 191

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

KNOW1

KNOW2

KNOW3

KNOW4

KNOW5

KNOW1 KNOW2 KNOW3 KNOW4 KNOW5

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 
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(Accessibility) 
 

 Correlations 
 

    T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 TH1 TH2 TH3 

T1 Pearson Correlation 1 .682(**) .699(**) .653(**) .681(**) .624(**) .593(**) .537(**)

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

T2 Pearson Correlation .682(**) 1 .679(**) .829(**) .806(**) .815(**) .696(**) .673(**)

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

T3 Pearson Correlation .699(**) .679(**) 1 .718(**) .740(**) .720(**) .688(**) .577(**)

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

T4 Pearson Correlation .653(**) .829(**) .718(**) 1 .849(**) .820(**) .707(**) .712(**)

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

T5 Pearson Correlation .681(**) .806(**) .740(**) .849(**) 1 .837(**) .740(**) .683(**)

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

TH1 Pearson Correlation .624(**) .815(**) .720(**) .820(**) .837(**) 1 .792(**) .767(**)

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

TH2 Pearson Correlation .593(**) .696(**) .688(**) .707(**) .740(**) .792(**) 1 .684(**)

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

TH3 Pearson Correlation .537(**) .673(**) .577(**) .712(**) .683(**) .767(**) .684(**) 1

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

TH4 Pearson Correlation .678(**) .690(**) .734(**) .649(**) .657(**) .732(**) .772(**) .619(**)

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

  N 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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(Importance) 

Correlations

1 .738** .712** .855** .830**

. .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.738** 1 .656** .752** .650**

.000 . .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.712** .656** 1 .704** .686**

.000 .000 . .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.855** .752** .704** 1 .771**

.000 .000 .000 . .000

191 191 191 191 191

.830** .650** .686** .771** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000 .

191 191 191 191 191

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

IMPORT1

IMPORT2

IMPORT3

IMPORT4

IMPORT5

IMPORT1 IMPORT2 IMPORT3 IMPORT4 IMPORT5

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 

 
 

(Personal Relevance) 

Correlations

1 .747** .767** .753** .729**

. .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.747** 1 .867** .771** .807**

.000 . .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.767** .867** 1 .716** .881**

.000 .000 . .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.753** .771** .716** 1 .680**

.000 .000 .000 . .000

191 191 191 191 191

.729** .807** .881** .680** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000 .

191 191 191 191 191

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

RELEVAN1

RELEVAN2

RELEVAN3

RELEVAN4

RELEVAN5

RELEVAN1 RELEVAN2 RELEVAN3 RELEVAN4 RELEVAN5

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 
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(Certainty) 

Correlations

1 .806** .748** .656** .737**

. .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.806** 1 .682** .635** .619**

.000 . .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.748** .682** 1 .685** .653**

.000 .000 . .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191

.656** .635** .685** 1 .585**

.000 .000 .000 . .000

191 191 191 191 191

.737** .619** .653** .585** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000 .

191 191 191 191 191

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

CERTAIN1

CERTAIN2

CERTAIN3

CERTAIN4

CERTAIN5

CERTAIN1 CERTAIN2 CERTAIN3 CERTAIN4 CERTAIN5

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 

 
 
 

(Extremity) 

Correlations

1 .646** .736** .657**

. .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191

.646** 1 .683** .586**

.000 . .000 .000

191 191 191 191

.736** .683** 1 .721**

.000 .000 . .000

191 191 191 191

.657** .586** .721** 1

.000 .000 .000 .

191 191 191 191

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

EXTREM1

EXTREM2

EXTREM3

EXTREM4

EXTREM1 EXTREM2 EXTREM3 EXTREM4

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 
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(Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance) 
 
 

Correlations

1 .547** .692** .265** .606** .556**

. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.547** 1 .835** .460** .747** .751**

.000 . .000 .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.692** .835** 1 .515** .816** .796**

.000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.265** .460** .515** 1 .589** .540**

.000 .000 .000 . .000 .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.606** .747** .816** .589** 1 .852**

.000 .000 .000 .000 . .000

191 191 191 191 191 191

.556** .751** .796** .540** .852** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

191 191 191 191 191 191

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

RESIST1

RESIST2

RESIST3

RESIST4

RESIST5

RESIST6

RESIST1 RESIST2 RESIST3 RESIST4 RESIST5 RESIST6

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 
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Affective Reaction 

  
Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 3.801 76.029 76.029 3.801 76.029 76.029

2 .477 9.536 85.565     

3 .302 6.034 91.599     

4 .226 4.517 96.116     

5 .194 3.884 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
  
Component Matrix(a) 
 

Componen
t 

  1 

AFFECT1 .873 

AFFECT2 .901 

AFFECT3 .907 

AFFECT4 .874 

AFFECT5 .801 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a  1 components extracted. 
 

Cognitive Reaction 
 
Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 3.664 73.277 73.277 3.664 73.277 73.277

2 .493 9.864 83.141     

3 .386 7.723 90.864     

4 .248 4.968 95.833     

5 .208 4.167 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
  
Component Matrix(a) 
 

Componen
t 

  1 

COGNIT1 .878 
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COGNIT2 .897 

COGNIT4 .771 

COGNIT5 .895 

COGNIT6 .832 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a  1 components extracted. 
 

 
Knowledge 

  
Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 3.214 80.354 80.354 3.214 80.354 80.354

2 .390 9.756 90.110     

3 .273 6.835 96.945     

4 .122 3.055 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
  
Component Matrix(a) 
 

Componen
t 

  1 

KNOW1 .939 

KNOW2 .842 

KNOW3 .871 

KNOW5 .930 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a  1 components extracted. 
 

Direct Experience 
 

 Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 2.346 78.211 78.211 2.346 78.211 78.211

2 .502 16.721 94.933     

3 .152 5.067 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 Component Matrix(a) 
 

  
Componen

t 
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1 

EXPERI1 .945 

EXPERI2 .892 

EXPERI3 .811 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a  1 components extracted. 

Importance 
  
Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 3.303 82.566 82.566 3.303 82.566 82.566

2 .363 9.077 91.643     

3 .203 5.085 96.728     

4 .131 3.272 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
  
Component Matrix(a) 
 

Componen
t 

  1 

IMPORT1 .945 

IMPORT2 .860 

IMPORT4 .932 

IMPORT5 .896 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a  1 components extracted. 
 

 
Certainty 

  
Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 3.728 74.558 74.558 3.728 74.558 74.558

2 .434 8.675 83.233     

3 .381 7.621 90.854     

4 .294 5.871 96.725     

5 .164 3.275 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
  
Component Matrix(a) 
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Componen
t 

  1 

CERTAIN1 .918 

CERTAIN2 .870 

CERTAIN3 .874 

CERTAIN4 .821 

CERTAIN5 .831 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a  1 components extracted. 
 

 
Extremity 

  
Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 3.017 75.435 75.435 3.017 75.435 75.435

2 .417 10.432 85.867     

3 .326 8.139 94.005     

4 .240 5.995 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
  
Component Matrix(a) 
 

Componen
t 

  1 

EXTREM1 .836 

EXTREM2 .877 

EXTREM3 .908 

EXTREM4 .853 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a  1 components extracted. 

 
 

Resistance to Change 
  
 
Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 4.253 70.888 70.888 4.253 70.888 70.888

2 .756 12.607 83.495     

3 .436 7.270 90.765     
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4 .284 4.731 95.496     

5 .142 2.359 97.855     

6 .129 2.145 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
  
Component Matrix(a) 
 

Componen
t 

  1 

RESIST1 .725 

RESIST2 .874 

RESIST3 .934 

RESIST4 .648 

RESIST5 .924 

RESIST6 .904 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a  1 components extracted. 
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Survey Cover Letter 

 

 

 

Dear participants: 
 
I am a doctoral student in the Department of Sport Management, Recreation Management, and 
Physical Education at the Florida State University. Thank you for sparing your valuable time to 
help me learn about your psychological commitment toward the FSU football team.  
 
I am conducting a research study (1) to identify the attitudinal loyalty toward a sport team with 
use of psychological attributes that are components of psychological commitment toward a sport 
team and (2) to determine relationship among components of psychological commitment toward 
a sport team. The data that you are providing will be used in my doctoral dissertation. It will also 
be a valuable source of information for understanding psychological commitment toward a sport 
team. 
 
All of participants must be 18 year old or above. Your name will not be placed on the 
questionnaire. Your responses will be anonymous.  Also, your participation in this study is 
voluntary and no penalty for nonparticipation. If you choose not to participate or to withdraw 
from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. Thus, please answer as honestly and 
sincerely as possible. There are no correct answers to these questions. Please take 5 or 10 
minutes to fill out the questionnaire and return it to me directly. Your response will contribute to 
a better understanding of your tendencies on fan’s psychological commitment toward the FSU 
football team.  
 
If you have any questions, please ask the person who gave you the survey or contact  
Jae Hyun Ha at (850) 322-8290 or to send e-mail at jhh2256@garnet.acns.fsu.edu. Contact to my 
advisor, Dr. Jeffrey D. James at james@coe.fsu.edu or to Human Subject Committee at (850) 
644-8633. 
 

 
 
Thank you for your cooperation and consideration.  
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There are no correct answers to these questions. 
 

Please rate your feelings about FSU football team on each of the scales below by placing an 

“X” in an appropriate blank.  

 

When I think about the FSU football team I feel… 

 

Angry _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Happy 
 

Unpleasant _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Pleasant 
 

Disgusting _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Acceptable 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree 

Strongly 

Disagree

Strongly 
Agree 

with the following by circling the appropriate number in  
Neutral 

the scale next to each statement. 
 

1. FSU football games are exciting.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

2. I consider myself knowledgeable about the FSU football team.    1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

3. I participated in pre-game activities related to FSU football 
games many times. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

4. I personally care about the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

5. I am convinced about my opinions of the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

6. FSU football games are interesting.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

7. I participated in post-game activities related to FSU football 
games many times.  

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

8. I am sure that my opinions about the FSU football team are 
right. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

9. FSU football games are entertaining.    1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

10. I know a lot about the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

11. In the past, I attended FSU football games.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

12. I would say that I consider the FSU football team to be 
personally important. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

13. It is difficult to change my opinions about the FSU football 
team because I have very definite views.  

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

14. If I were to list everything that I know about the FSU football 
team, the list would be long. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

15. Being a fan of the FSU football team is important to me.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

16. I am a committed fan of the FSU football team.   1          2         3         4         5        6          7 
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17. It would be unlikely for me to change my allegiance from the 
FSU football team to another college football team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

18. It would be difficult to change my beliefs in the FSU football 
team. 

  1          2         3         4         5        6          7 

 
 

Please rate your thoughts about FSU football team on each of the scales below by placing 

an “X” in an appropriate blank.  

 

For me the FSU football team is… 

 
Foolish _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Wise 

         
Bad _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Good 

         
Worthless _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____  Beneficial 

 
 

 
Demographic Data 

 

Gender: Male                Female             .  
 
What year are you in? 
Freshman                Sophomore             Junior               Senior             Graduate             . 
 
What is your age?                       . 
 
Please indicate your ethnicity?                 Caucasian                African American 
 

                   Hispanic                   Native American                 Asian/Pacific Island               Other 
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ﾮｾｾ＠
Florida State 
UNIVERSITY 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2763 
(850) 644-8633 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

Date: 7/7/2005 

To: 

Jae Ha 

2138 Delta Blvd. 

Tallahassee, FL 32303 

Dept. : SPORT MANAGEMENT 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

ｾｾ＠
A Conceptual Model of Psychological Commitment based on the Concept of Attitude 

Strength 

The forms that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal 

referenced above have been reviewed by the Human Subjects Committee at its meeting on 

6/8/2005. Your project was approved by the Committee. 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh 

the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and 
benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals which may be required. 

If the project has not been completed by 6/7/2006 you must request renewed approval for 

continuation of the project. 

You are advised that any change in protocol in this project must be approved by resubmission of the 

project to the Committee for approval. The principal investigator must promptly report, in writing, any 

unexpected problems causing risks to research subjects or others. 

By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols of such investigations as often as 

needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS 

regulations. 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Protection from Research Risks. The 

Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 

cc: Dr. Jeffrey D. James 

HSC No. 2005.465 



 

REFERENCES 

 

Abelson, R. P. (1995). Attitude extremity. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude  

strength: Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 25-41). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Association, Inc. 

 
Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1977). Attitude-behavior relations: A theoretical analysis and review  

of empirical research. Psychological Bulletin, 84, 888-918. 
 
Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitude and predicting social behavior.  

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
 
Allport, G. W. (1943). The ego in contemporary psychology. Psychological Review, 50, 451-478. 
 
Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review 

and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 411-423.   
 
Assael, H. (1992). Consumer behavior and marketing action (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Kent. 
 
Baade, R. A., & Tiehan, L. J. (1990). An analysis of major league baseball attendance: 1967- 

1987. Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 14, 14-32. 
 
Backman, S. J., & Crompton, J. L. (1991). The usefulness of selected variables for predicting  

activity loyalty. Leisure Sciences, 13, 205-220. 
 
Bagozzi, R. P. (1993). On the neglect of volition in consumer research: a critique and proposal.  

Psychology and Marketing, 10, 215-237. 
 
Bagozzi, R. P., & Edwards, J. R. (1998). A general approach for representing constructs in  

organizational research. Organizational Research Methods, 1(1), 45-87. 
 
Bagozzi, R. P., & Heatherton, T. F. (1994). A general approach to representing multifaceted 

personality constructs: Application to state self-esteem. Structural Equation Modeling, 

1(1), 35-67. 
 
Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the use of structural equation models in experimental  

designs. Journal of Marketing Research, 26, 271-284. 
 
Bandalos, D. L. (2002). The effects of items parceling on goodness-of-fit and parameter estimate  

bias in structural equation modeling. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(1), 78-102. 
 

 181



Bassili, J. N. (1996). Meta-Judgements versus operative indexes of psychological attributes: The  
case of measures of attitude strength. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

71(4), 637-653. 
 
Bassile, J. N., & Fletcher, J. (1991). Response-time measurement in survey research. Public  

Opinion Quarterly, 55, 331-346. 
 
Bayus, B. L. (1992). Brand loyalty and marketing strategy: An application to home appliances.  

Marketing Science, 11(1), 22. 
 
Beatty, S. E., & Kahle, L. R. (1988). Alternative hierarchies of the attitude-behavior relationship:  

The impact of brand commitment and habit. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 

Science, 16. 1-10. 
 

Beatty, S. E., Kahle, L. R., & Homer, P. (1988). The involvement-commitment model: theory  
and implications. Journal of Business Research, 16(2), 149-167. 

 
Becker, M. A., & Suls, J. (1983). Take me out to the ballgame: The effects of objective, social,  

and temporal performance information on the attendance at major league baseball games. 
Journal of Sports Psychology, 5, 302-313. 

 
Belch, G. E. (1981). An examination of comparative and noncomparative television  

commercials: the effects of claim variation and repetition on cognitive response 
and message acceptance. Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 333-349. 

 
Bennett, P. D., & Kassarjian, H. H. (1972). Consumer behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice- 

Hall. 
 
Bentler, P. M., & Bonnett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness of fit in the analysis of  

covariance structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88, 588-606. 
 
Bentler, P. M., & Chou, C. (1987). Practical issues in structural modeling. Sociological Methods  

and Research, 16, 78-117. 
 
Berger, I. E., & Mitchell, A. A. (1989). The effect of advertising on attitude-accessibility,  

attitude-confidence, and attitude-behavior relationship. Journal of Consumer Research, 

16, 269-279. 
 
Bestwick, D. (1990, August). Balancing the budget in college athletics. Athletic Administration,  

20-21. 
 

Biek, M. (1992). Knowledge and affect as determinants of information processing, attitude  

stability, and behavior. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Texas A&M University, 
College Station. 

 182



Bloemer, J. M. M., & Kasper, H. D. (1995). The complex relationship between consumer  
satisfaction and brand loyalty. Journal of Economic Psychology, 16, 311-329. 

 
Boninger, D. S., Krosnick, J. A., & Berent, M. K. (1995). The causes of attitude importance:  

Self-interest, social identification, and values. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 68, 61-80. 
  
Boninger, D. S., Krosnick, J. A., Berent, M. K., & Fabrigar, L. R. (1995). The causes and  

consequences of attitude importance. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude 

strength: Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 159-190). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Association, Inc. 

 
Boomsma, A. (2000). Reporting analyses of covariance structures. Structural Equation Modeling,  

7(3), 461-483.  
 

Branscombe, N. R., & Wann, D. L. (1991). The positive social and self-concept consequences of  
sports team identification. Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 15, 115-127. 

 
Breckler, S. J., & Wiggins, E. C. (1989). Affect versus evaluation in the structure of attitudes.  

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 253-271. 
 
Bristow, D. N., & Sebastian, R. J. (2001). Holy cow! Wait’til next year! A closer look at the 

brand loyalty of Chicago Cubs baseball fans. Journal of Consumer Marketing,18(3), 256-
275. 

 
Brown, D. W. (1974). Adolescent attitudes and lawful behavior. Public Opinion Quarterly, 38, 

98-106. 
 
Buchanan, T. (1985). Commitment and leisure behavior: A theoretical perspective. Leisure  

Sciences, 7(4), 401-420. 
 
Budd, R. J. (1986). Predicting cigarette use: The need to incorporate measure of salience in the  

Theory of Reasoned Action. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 16, 633-685. 
 
Burford, R. L., Enis, B. M., & Paul, G. W. (1971). An index for the measurement of consumer  

loyalty. Decision Sciences, 2, 17-24. 
 
Byrne, B. M. (2001). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications,  

and programming. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 
 
Cacioppo, J. T., & Petty, R. E. (1982). The need for cognition. Journal of Personality and Social  

Psychology, 42, 116-131. 
 
 

 183



Cacioppo, J. T., & Petty, R. E. (1985). Central and peripheral routes to persuasion: The role of  
message repetition. In  L. F. Alwilt & A. A. Mitchell (Eds.) Psychological processed and 

advertising effects: Theory, research and applications. (pp. 91-111). Hillsdale, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 

Cantril, H. (1946). The intensity of an attitude. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 41,  
129-135. 
 

Carmines, E. G., & McIver, J. (1981). Analyzing models with unobserved variables in analysis  
of covariance structures. In G. Bohrnstedt & E. Borgatta (Ed.), Social measurement:  

Current issues. Beverly Hill, CA: Sage. 
 
Carmines, E. G., & Zeller, R. A. (1979). Reliability and validity assessment. Beverly Hill, CA:  

Sage. 
 
Chaiken, S., Pomerantz, E. M., & Giner-Sorolla, R. (1995). Structural consistency and attitude  

strength. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and 

consequences, (pp. 433-454). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Association, Inc. 
 
Chen, L. (2004). Membership incentives: Factors affecting individuals’ decisions about  

participation in athletics-related professional associations. Journal of Sport Management, 

18(2), 111-131. 
 

Churchill, G. A. (1979). A paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs. 
Journal of Marketing Research, 16, 64-73. 

 
Cohen, J. B., & Areni, C. S. (1991). Affect and consumer behavior. In T. S. Robertson & H. H. 

Kassarjian (Ed.), Handbook of Consumer Behavior, (pp. 188-240). Englewood Cliffs, NJ:  
Prentice Hall. 

 
Converse, P. E. (1964). The nature of belief systems in mass publics. In D. E. Apter (Ed.),  

Ideology and discontent (pp. 206-261). New York: The Free Press. 
  
Creswell, J. W. (1994). Research design: Qualitative & quantitative approaches. Thousand  

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
 
Crites, S., Fabrigar, L., & Petty, R. E. (1994). Measuring the affective and cognitive properties of  

attitudes: Conceptual and methodological issues. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 20, 619-634. 
 
Crosby, L. A., & Taylor, J. R. (1983). Psychological commitment and its effects on post-decision  

evaluation and preference stability among voters. Journal of Consumer Research, 9, 413- 
431. 

 

 184



Cunningham, G. B., & Mahoney, K. (2004). Self-efficacy of part-time employees in university  
athletics: The influence of organizational commitment, valence of training, and training 
motivation. Journal of Sport Management, 18, 59-73. 

 
Cunningham, S. M. (1956). Brand loyalty-what, where, how much? Harvard Business Review,  

34, 116-128. 
 
Dabholkar, P. A., Thorpe, D. I., & Rentz, J. O. (1996). A measure of service quality for retail 
 stores: Scale development and validation. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

 24, 3-16. 
 
Davidson, A. R. (1995). From attitudes to actions to attitude change: The effects of amount and  

accuracy of information. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength:  

Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 315-336). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum  
Association, Inc. 

 
Davidson, A. R., Yantis, S., Norwood, M., & Montano, D. E. (1985). Amount of information  

about the attitude-object and attitude-behavior consistency. Journal of Personality and  

Social Psychology, 45, 997-1009. 
 
Davis, J. A., & Smith, T. W. (1985). General social surveys, 1972-1985: Cumulative codebook.  

Chicago: National Opinion Research Center. 
 
Day, G. S. (1969). A two-dimensional concept of brand loyalty. Journal of Advertising  

Research, 9, 29-34. 
 
Day, G. S. (1970). Buyer attitudes and brand choice behavior. New York, NY: The Free Press. 
 
DeFleur, M. L., & Westie, F. R. (1958). Verbal attitudes and overt acts: An experiment on the  

salience of attitudes. American Sociological Review, 23, 667-673. 
 
Dick, A. S., & Basu, K. (1994). Customer loyalty: Toward an integrated conceptual framework.  

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 22(2), 99-113. 
 
Dillon, W., Kumar, A., & Mulani, N. (1987). Offending estimates in covariance structure  

analysis: Comments on the causes and solutions to Heywood cases. Psychological  

Bulletin, 101, 126-135.  
 
Ding, L., Velicer, W. F, & Harlow, L. L. (1995). Efffects of estimation methods, number of  

indicators per factor and improper solutions on structural equation modeling fit indices.  
Structural Equation Modeling, 2, 119-143. 
 

 185



Downing, J. W., Judd, C. M., & Brauer, M. (1992). Effects of repeated expressions on attitude  
extremity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 17-29. 

 
Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,  

Inc. 
 
Ehrlich, H. J. (1969). Attitudes, behavior, and the intervening variables. American Sociologist, 4,  

29-34.  
 
Engel, J. F., Blackwell, R. D., & Miniard, P. W. (1993). Consumer behavior (7th ed.). Fort  

Worth, TX: The Dryden Press. 
 
Erber, M. W., Hodges, S. D., & Wilson, T. D. (1995). Attitude strength, attitude stability, and the  

effects of analyzing reasons. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength:  

Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 433-454). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum  
Association, Inc. 

 
Fader, P. S., & Schmittlein, D. C. (1993). Excess behavioral loyalty for high-share brands:  

Deviations from the Dirichlet model for repeat purchasing. Journal of Marketing  

Research, 30, 478-499. 
 

Fazio, R. H. (1990). Multiple processes by which attitudes guide behavior: the MODE model as  
an integrative framework. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social  

psychology, (pp. 75-109). New York: Academic Press. 
 
Fazio, R. H. (1993). Variability in the likelihood of automatic attitude activation: Data re- 

analysis and commentary on Bargh, Chaiken, Govender, and Pratto (1992). Journal of  

Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 753-758, 764-765. 
 
Fazio, R. H. (1995). An attitudes as object-evaluation associations: Determinants, consequences,  

and correlates of attitude accessibility. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude 

strength: Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 247-282). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Association, Inc. 

 
Fazio, R. H., Chen, J., McDonel, E. C., & Sherman, S. J. (1982). Attitude accessibility, attitude- 

behavior consistency, and the strength of the object-evaluation association. Journal of  

Experimental Social Psychology, 18, 339-357. 
 
Fazio, R. H., & Powell, M. C. (1992). The emotionality of evaluations. Unpublished manuscript,  

Indiana University, Bloomington. 
 
Fazio, R. H., & Williams, C. J. (1986). Attitude accessibility as a moderator of the attitude  

perception and attitude-behavior relations: An investigation of the 1984 presidential  
election. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 505-514.  

 186



Fazio, R. H., & Zanna, M. P. (1978). Attitudinal qualities relating to the strength of the attitude- 
behavior relationship. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 14, 398-408. 
 

Fazio, R. H., & Zanna, M. P. (1981). Direct experience and attitude-behavior consistency. In L.  
Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol, 14, pp. 161-202). San  
Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

 
Feldman, S. (1989). Measuring issue preferences: the problem of response instability. Political  

Analysis, 1, 25-60. 
 
Fine, B. J. (1957). Conclusion-drawing, communicator credibility, and anxiety as factors in  

opinion change. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 54, 369-374. 
 
Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1974). Attitudes toward objects as predictors of single and multiple  

behavioral criteria. Psychological Review, 81, 59-74. 
 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior: An introduction to  

theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
  
Fiske, S. T., & Neuberg, S. L. (1990). A continuum of impression formation, from category- 

based to individuating processes: Influences of information and motivation on attention  
and interpretation. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology  

(Vol.23, pp. 1-74). New York: Academic. 
 
Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. E. (1992). Social cognition. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 
 
Floyd, F. J., & Widaman, K. F. (1995). Factor analysis in the development and refinement of  

clinical assessment instruments. Psychological Assessment, 7, 286-299. 
 
Fornell, C., & Larker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural models with unobservable variables  

and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 39-50. 
 
Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (1996). How to design and evaluate research in education. New  

York: McGraw-Hill, Inc. 
  
Frank, R. E. (1962). Brand choice as a probability process. Journal of Business, 35, 43-56. 
 
Freedman, J. L. (1964). Involvement, discrepancy and change. Journal of Abnormal and Social  

Psychology, 69(3), 290-295. 
 
Freedman, J. L., & Steinbruner, J. D. (1964). Perceived choice and resistance to persuasion.  

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 68, 678-681. 
 
 

 187



Frey, D. (1986). Recent research on selective exposure to information. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.),  
Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol, 19, pp. 41-80). New York: Academic  
Press, 41-80. 

 
Fried, G., Shapiro, S. J., & Deschriver, T. D. (2003). Sport finance. Champaign, IL: Human  

Kinetics. 
 
Fulks, D. L. (2002). Revenues and expenses of division I and II intercollegiate athletics rograms:  

Financial trends and relationships-2001. Retrieved March 21, 2004, from 
http://www.science.smith.edu/exer_sci/ESS200/Ed/Fulk2003.pdf 

 
Funk, D. C. (1998). Fan loyalty: The structure and stability of an individual’s loyalty toward an  

athletic team. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio State University, Columbus. 
 
Funk, D. C., Haugtvedt, C. P., & Howard, D. R. (2000). Contemporary attitude theory in sport:  

theoretical considerations and implications. Sport Management Review, 3, 125-144. 
 

Funk, D. C., & James, J. (2001). The psychological continuum model: a conceptual framework  
for understanding an individual’s psychological connection to sport. Sport Management  

Review, 4, 119-150. 
 

Funk, D. C., & Pastore, D. L. (2000). Equating attitudes to allegiance: The usefulness of selected  
attitudinal information in segmenting loyalty to professional sport teams. Sport 

Marketing Quarterly, 9(4), 175-184. 
 
Furse, D. H., Punj, G. N., & Stewart, D. W. (1984). A typology of individual search strategies  

among purchasers of new automobiles. Journal of Consumer Research, 10, 417-431.  
 
Gahwiler, P., & Havitz, M. E. (1998). Toward a relational understanding of leisure social worlds,  

involvement, psychological commitment, and behavioral loyalty. Leisure Sciences, 20, 1- 
23. 

 
Gibson, H., Willming, C., & Holdnak, A. (2002). “We’re gators…not just gator fans”: serious  

leisure and university of Florida football. 34(4), 397-425. 
 
Gladden, J. M., & Funk, D. C. (2002). Developing an understanding of brand associations in  

team sport: Empirical evidence from consumers of professional sport. Journal of Sport  

Management, 16, 54-81. 
 
Greenwald, A. G. (1968). On defining attitude and attitude theory in psychological foundations  

of attitudes. New York: Academic Press.  
 
 
 

 188



Gross, S. R., Holtz, R., & Miller, N. (1995). Attitude certainty. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick  
(Ed.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 215-246). Mahwah, NJ:  
Lawrence Erlbaum Association, Inc. 

 
Guest, L. P. (1942). Last vs. usual purchase questions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 26, 180- 

186. 
 
Guttmann, A. (1986). Sports spectators. New York: Columbia University. 
 
Ha, C. L. (1998). The theory of reasoned action applied to brand loyalty. Journal of Product and  

Brand Management, 7(1), 51-61. 
 

Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate data analysis 

 (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 
 
Hansen, H., & Gauthier, R. (1989). Factors affecting attendance at professional sport events.  

Journal of Sport Management, 3, 15-32. 
 
Haugtvedt, C., & Petty, R. E. (1992). Personality and persuasion: Need for cognition moderates 

the persistence and resistance of attitude changes. Journal of Personality and Social  

Psychology, 63, 308-319. 
 
Haugtvedt, C., Schumann, D., Schneier, W., & Warren, W. (1994). Advertising repetition and  

variation strategies: Implications for understanding attitude strength. Journal of  

Consumer Research, 21(1), 176-189. 
 
Haugtvedt, C., & Wegener, D. (1994). Message order effects in persuasion: An attitude strength  

perspective. Journal of Consumer Research, 21(1), 205-218. 
 
Havitz, M., & Howard, D. R. (1995). How enduring is involvement? A seasonal examination of  

three sports activities. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 4, 255-276. 
 

Hawkes, P. (1994). Building brand loyalty and commitment. The Journal of Brand Management,  

1, 337-347. 
 
Helson, R., & Wink, P. (1992). Personality change in women from the early 40s to the early 50s. 

Psychology of Aging, 7, 46-55. 
 
Hodges, S. D., & Wilson, T. D. (1994). Effects of analyzing reasons on attitude change: The  

moderating role of attitude accessibility. Social Cognition, 11, 353-366.  
 
Hoelter, J. W. (1983). The analysis of covariance structures: Goodness-of-fit indices.  

Sociological Methods and Research, 11, 325-344. 
 

 189



Holtz, R., & Miller, N. (1985). Assumed similarity and opinion certainty. Journal of Personality  

and Social Psychology, 48, 890-898. 
 
Howard, D. R., & Crompton, J. L. (2004). Financing sport (2th ed.). Morgantown, WV: Fitness  

Information Technology, Inc. 
 
Howard, D. R., & Thompson, P. (1984). The critical importance of the distribution variable in  

marketing strategy. Visions in Leisure and Business, 3(2), 34-40. 
 
Howard-Pitney, B., Borgia, E., & Omoto, A. M. (1986). Personal involvement: an examination  

of processing differences. Social Cognition, 4, 39-57. 
 
Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:  

Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A  

Multidisciplinary Journal, 6, 1-55. 
 
Iso-Ahola, S. E., & Hatfield, B. (1986). Psychology of sports: A social psychological. Dubuque,  

IA: Brown. 
 
Iwasaki, Y., & Havitz, M. E. (1998). A path analytic model of the relationships between  

involvement, psychological commitment, and loyalty. Journal of Leisure Research, 

30(2), 256-280. 
 
Iwasaki, Y., & Havitz, M. E. (2004). Examining relationships between leisure involvement,  

psychological commitment and loyalty to a recreation agency. Journal of Leisure  

Research, 36(1), 45-72. 
 
 
Iyengar, S. (1990). Shortcuts of political knowledge: Selective attention and accessibility. In J.  

Ferejohn & J. Kuklinski (Eds.), Information and the democratic process (pp. 160-185).  
Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 

 
Jaccard, J., Radecki, C., Wilson, T., & Dittus, P. (1995). Methods for identifying consequential  

beliefs: Implications for understanding attitude strength. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick  
(Ed.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 337-360). Mahwah, NJ:  
Lawrence Erlbaum Association, Inc. 

 
Jackson, E. L. (1994). Activity-specific constraints on leisure participation. Journal of Park and  

Recreation Administration, 12(2), 33-49. 
 
Jacoby, J. (1971a). A model of multi-brand loyalty. Journal of Advertising Research, 11(3), 25- 

31. 
 
Jacoby, J. (1971b). Brand loyalty: a conceptual definition. Proceedings, 6. 655-656.  

 190



Jacoby, J., & Chestnut, R. W. (1978). Brand loyalty measurement and management. New York:  
John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
 

Jacoby, J., & Kyner, D. B. (1973). Brand loyalty vs. repeat purchasing behavior. Journal of  

 Marketing Research, 10, 1-9. 
 
Jacoby, J., & Olson, J. C. (1970). An attitudinal model of brand loyalty: Conceptual  

underpinnings and instrumentation research. Purdue Papers in Consumer Psychology,  

159. Purdue University.  
 
Jain, A. K., Pinson, C., & Malhotra, N. K. (1987). Customer loyalty as a construct in the  

marketing of banking services. International Journal of Bank Marketing, 5(3), 49-72. 
 
James, J. D. (1997). Becoming a sports fan: Understanding cognitive development and  

socialization in the development of fan loyalty. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,  
Ohio State University, Columbus. 

 
James, J. D. (2001). The role of cognitive development and socialization in the initial 
 development of team loyalty. Leisure Sciences, 23, 233-261. 

 
Jarvis, L. P., & Wilcox, J. B. (1976). Repeat purchasing behavior and attitudinal brand loyalty:  

Additional evidence. In K. L. Bernhardt (Ed.), Marketing: 1776-1976 and beyond.  
Chicago: American Marketing Association. 

 
Johnson, B. T., & Eagly, A. H. (1990). Involvement and persuasion: types, traditions, and the  

evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 107, 375-384. 
 
Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (1988). LISREL 7: A guide to the program and applications. 
 Chicago; SPSS, Inc. 
 
Judd, C. M., & Brauer, M. (1995). Repetition and evaluative extremity. In R. E. Petty & J. A.  

Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 43-71). Mahwah,  
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Association, Inc. 

 
Kahn, B. E., Kalwani, M. U., & Morrison, D. G. (1986). Measuring variety seeking and  

reinforcement behaviors using panel data. Journal of Marketing Research, 23, 89-100. 
 
Kallgren, C. A., & Wood, W. (1986). Access to attitude relevant information in memory as a  

determinant of attitude-behavior consistency. Journal of Experimental Social  

Psychology, 22, 328-338.  
 
Kanwar, R., Grund, L., & Olson, J. C. (1990). When do measures of knowledge measure what  

we think they are measuring? Advances in Consumer Research, 17, 603-608. 
 

 191



Kelloway, E. K. (1998). Using LISREL for structural equation modeling: A researcher’s guide.  
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 

Kiesler, C. A. (1971). The psychology of commitment. New York: Academic Press. 
 
Kim, S. H. (2003). Application of theory of reasoned action: Viewership of the 2003 women’s  

world cup. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Florida State University, Tallahassee. 
 

Kim, J., Lim, J. S., & Bhargava, M. (1998). The role of affect in attitude formation: A classical  
condition approach. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 26, 143-152. 
 

Kline, R. B. (1998). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York, NY:  
The Guilford Press. 

 
Kolbe, R. H., & James, J. D. (2003). The internalization process among team followers: 
 Implications for team loyalty. International Journal of Sport Management, 4(1), 25-43. 
 
Kotler, P. (1988). Marketing management: analysis, planning, implementation, and control (6

th
  

ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall Inc. 
 
Krech, D., & Crutchfield, R. S. (1948). Theory and problems of social psychology. New York:  

McGraw-Hill. 
 
Krejcie, R.V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research activities.  

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 30, 607-610. 
 
Krosnick, J. A. (1988a). The role of attitude importance in social evaluation: A study of policy  

preferences, presidential candidate evaluations, and voting behavior. Journal of  

Personality and Social Psychology, 55, 196-210. 
 
Krosnick, J. A. (1988b). Attitude importance and attitude change. Journal of Experimental  

Social Psychology, 24, 240-255. 
 
Krosnick, J. A. (1989). Attitude importance and attitude accessibility. Personality and Social  

Psychology Bulletin, 15(3), 297-308. 
 
Krosnick, J. A., Boninger, D. S., Chuang, Y. C., Berent, M. K., & Carnot, C. G. (1993). Attitude  

strength: One construct of many related constructs? Journal of Personality and Social  

Psychology, 65(6), 1132-1151. 
 
Krosnick, J. A., & Schuman, H. (1988). Attitude intensity, importance and certainty and  

susceptibility to response effects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54,  
940-952. 

 

 192



Kutner, B., Wilkins, C., & Yarrow, P. R. (1952). Verbal attitudes and overt behavior involving 
racial prejudice. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 47, 649-652. 

 
Kwon, H. H., & Trail, G. T. (2003). A reexamination of the construct and concurrent validity of  

the psychological commitment to team scale. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 12(2), 88-93. 
 
Kwon, H. H., & Armstrong, K. L. (2004). An exploration of the construct of psychological  

attachment to a sport team among college students: A multidimensional approach. Sport 

Marketing Quarterly, 13(2), 94-103. 
 
LaPiere, R. T. (1934). Attitudes vs. actions. Social Forces, 13, 230-237. 
 
Lavine, H., Roberton, B., & Borgida, E. (1993). Self-interest and value-based involvement:  

implications for persuasion processes. Unpublished manuscript, University of Minnesota,  
Minneapolia. 

 
Lee, H. M. (1983). The sport fan and team loyalty in ancient Rome. The Journal of Sport  

Literature, 1, 139-145. 
 
Liberman, S. (1991). The popular culture: Sports in America – a look at the avid sports fan. The  

Public Perspective: A Roper Center Review of Public Opinion and Polling, 2(6), 28-29. 
 
Liberman, A., Chaiken, S. (1991). Value conflict and thought-induced attitude change. Journal  

of Experimental Social Psychology, 27, 203-216.  
 
Linville, P. W., & Jones, E. E. (1980). Polarized appraisals of out-group members. Journal of  

Personality and Social Psychology, 38, 689-703. 
 
Lipstein, B. (1959). The dynamics of brand loyalty and brand switching. Proceedings of the Fifth  

Annual Conference of the Advertising Research Foundation. New York: The Foundation.  
 
Little, T. D., & Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., & Widaman, K. F. (2002). To parcel or not to  

parcel: Exploring the question, weighting the merits. Structural Equation Modeling, 9,  
151-173. 

 
Loudon, D., & Della Bitta, A. (1993). Consumer behavior: Concepts and applications. New  

York: McGraw-Hill. 
 
Madrigal, R. (2003). Investigating an evolving leisure experience: Antecedents and 
 consequences of spectator affect during a live sporting event. Journal of Leisure  

Research, 35(1), 23-48. 
 
 
 

 193



Mahony , D. F. (1995). The effect of the personality variable of self-monitoring on individual  

loyalty to professional football teams. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio State  
University, Columbus. 
 

Mahony, D. F., Madrigal, R., & Howard, D. R. (1999). The effect of individual levels of self- 
monitoring on loyalty to professional football teams. International Journal of Sports  

Marketing and Sponsorship, 1(2), 146-167. 
 
Mahony, D. F., Madrigal, R., & Howard, D. R. (2000). Using the psychological commitment to  

team (PCT) scale to segment sport consumers based on loyalty. Sport Marketing  

Quarterly, 9(1), 15-25. 
 
Marsh, H. W., Balla, J. R., & McDonald, R. P. (1988). Goodness-of-fit indices in confirmatory  

factor analysis: The effect of sample size. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 391-410. 
 

Massy, W. F., Frank, R. E., & Lodahl, T. M. (1968). Purchasing behavior and personal  

attributes. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. 
 
Massey, W. F., Montgomery, D. B., & Morrison, D. G. (1970). Stochastic models of buyer  

behavior. Cambridge: MIT Press.  
 
McConnell, J. D. (1968). The development of brand loyalty: An empirical study. Journal of  

Marketing Research, 5, 13-19. 
 

McGuire, W. J. (1985). Attitudes and attitude change. Handbook of Social Psychology, 2, 
 233-346.  
 
McKechnie, J. L. (1976). Webster’s new twentieth century dictionary of the English language  

(2nd ed.). New York: Collins-World. 
 
McMillan, J. H. (2000). Educational research: Fundamentals for the consumer (3th ed.). New  

York, NY: Addison Wesley Longman, Inc. 
 
Miniard, P., Bhatla, S., & Rose, R. (1990). On the formation and relationship of ad and brand  

attitudes: An experimental and causal analysis. Journal of Marketing Research, 27, 290- 
303. 

 
Mellens, M., Dekimpe, M. G., & Steenkamp, J. B. E. M. (1996). A review of brand-loyalty  

measures in marketing. Tijdschrift voor Economie en Management, 41, 507-533. 
 
Messick, S. (1992). Validity of test interpretation and use. In M. C. Alkin (Ed.), Encyclopedia of  

educational research (6th ed.), (pp. 1487-1495). New York: Macmillan. 
 
 

 194



Moore, W. L., & Lehmann, D. R. (1980). Individual differences in search behavior for a  
nondurable. Journal of Consumer Research, 7, 296-307. 

 
Mueller, R. O. (1996). Basic principles of structural equation modeling: An introduction to  

LISREL and EQS. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag New York, Inc. 
 
Mullin, B. J., Hardy, S., & Sutton, W. A. (1993). Sport marketing. Champaign, IL: Human  

Kinetics Publishers. 
 
Murrell, A. J., & Dietz, B. (1992). Fan support of sports teams: The effect of a common  

group identity. Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 14, 28-39. 
 
Muthen, B., & Kaplan, D. (1985). A comparison of methodologies for the factor analysis of  

nonnormal likert variables. British Journal of Mathematical and Statistical Psychology.  

38, 171-189. 
 
Newman, J. W., & Staelin R. (1972). Prepurchase information seeking for new cars and major  

household appliances. Journal of Marketing Research, 9, 249-257. 
 
Norman, R. (1975). Affective-cognitive consistency, attitudes, conformity, and behavior. Journal  

of Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 83-91. 
 
Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, I. H. (1994). Psychometic theory (3th ed.). New York, NY:  

McGraw-Hill. 
 
Omoto, A. M., & Borgida, E. (1988). Guess who might be coming to dinner: Personal  

involvement and racial stereotyping. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 24,  
571-593. 

 
Ozanian, M. (1994, April). The $1 billion pastime. Financial World, 50-59. 
 
Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). The elaboration likelihood model of persuasion. In L.  

Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, (Vol. 19, pp. 123-205).  
San Diego, CA: Academic Press.  

 
Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1981). Attitudes and persuasion: Classic and contemporary  

approaches. Dubuque, IA: Wm. C. Brown. 
 
Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1990). Involvement and persuasion: Tradition versus integration.  

Psychological Bulletin, 107, 367-374. 
 
 
 
 

 195



Petty, R. E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Haugtvedt, C., P. (1992). Involvement and persuasion: An  
appreciative look at the Sherifs’ contribution to the study of self-relevance and attitude  
change. In D. Granberg & G. Sarup (Eds.), Social Judgment and Intergroup Relations:  

Essays in honor of Muzifer Sherif, (pp. 147-175). New York: Springer Verlag. 
 
Petty, R. E., Haugtvedt, C., P., & Smith, S. M. (1995). Elaboration as a determinant of attitude  

strength: Creating attitudes that are persistent, resistant, and predictive of behavior. In R. 
E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 
93-130). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Association, Inc. 

 
Petty, R. E., & Krosnick, J. A. (1995). Attitude strength: An overview. In R. E. Petty & J. A.  

Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 1-24). Mahwah,  
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Association, Inc. 

 
Pooley, J. C. (1978). The sport fan: A social-psychology of misbehaviour. University of Calgary,  

Canada: CAHPER Sociology of Sport Monograph Series. 
 
Powell, M. C., & Fazio, R. H. (1984). Attitude accessibility as a function of repeated attitudinal  

expression. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 10, 139-148. 
 
Pritchard, M. P. (1991). Development of the psychological commitment instrument  (PCI) for  

measuring travel service loyalty. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of  
Oregon. 
 

Pritchard, M. P., Haward, D. R., & Havitz, M. E. (1992). Loyalty measurement: a critical  
examination and theoretical extension. Leisure Sciences, 14, 155-164.   

 
Pritchard, M. P., Havitz, M. E., & Haward, D. R. (1999). Analyzing the commitment loyalty link  

in service contexts. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(3), 333-348. 
 
Quirk, K. (1997). Not now, honey, I’m watching the game: What to do when sports come  

between you and your mate. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster Inc. 
  
Raden, D. (1985). Strength-related attitude dimensions. Social Psychological Quarterly, 48, 312- 

330.  
 
Regan, D. T., & Fazio, R. H. (1977). On the consistency between attitudes and behavior: Look to  

the method of attitude formation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 13, 28-45. 
 
Rhine, R. J., & Severance, L. J. (1970). Ego-involvement, discrepancy, source credibility, and  

attitude change. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 16, 175-190. 
 
Riffe, D., Lacy, S., & Fico, F.G. (1998). Analyzing media messages: Using quantitative content  

analysis in research. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

 196



Rindskopf, D., & Rose, T. (1988). Some theory and applications of confirmatory second-order  
factor analysis. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 23, 51-67. 

 
Robertson, T. S. (1976). Low commitment consumer behavior. Journal of Advertising Research,  

16(2), 19-24. 
 
Robinson, J. P., Shaver, P. R., & Wrightsman, L. S. (1991). Criteria for scale selection and  

evaluation. In Robinson, J. P., Shaver, P. R., & Wrightsman, L. S. (Eds.). Measures of  

personality and social psychological attitudes. San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 
 
Rosenberg, M. J. (1956). Cognitive structure and attitudinal affect. Journal of Abnormal and  

Social Psychology, 53, 367-372. 
 

Rosenberg, M. J. (1960). An analysis of affective-cognitive consistency. In M. J. Rosenberg, C.  
I. Hovland, W. J. McQuire, R. P. Abelson, & J. W. Brehm (Eds.), Attitude organization  

and change. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press. 
 
Rosenberg, M. J. (1968). Hedonism, inauthenticity and other goals toward expansion of a  

consistency theory. In R. P. Abelson, E. Aronson, W. J. McGuire, T. M. Newcomb, M. J. 
Rosenberg, & P. H. Tannenbaum (Ed.), Theories of cognitive consistency: A sourcebook 
(pp. 73-111). Chicago, IL: Ran McNally. 

 
Rundle-Thiele, S., & Mackay, M. M. (2001). Assessing the performance of brand loyalty  

measures. Journal of Service Marketing, 15(7), 529-546. 
 
Sage, G. H. (1990). Power and ideology in American sport: A critical perspective. Champaign,  

IL: Human Kinetics Books. 
 
Salancik, G. R. (1977). Commitment and the control of organizational behavior and belief. In B.  

M. Staw & G. R. Salancik (Eds.), New directions in organizational behavior (pp. 1-54).  
Chicago, IL: St. Clair. 

 
Sample, J., & Warland, R. (1973). Attitudes and the prediction on behavior. Social Forces, 51,  

292-034. 
 
Schiffman, L. G., & Kanuk, L. L. (2000). Consumer behavior (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ:  

Prentice-Hall. 
 
Schuman, H., & Presser, S. (1981). Qusetions and answers: Experiments on question form,  

wording, and context in attitude surveys. New York: Academic Press. 
 
Schwartz, S. H. (1978). Temporal instability as a moderator of the attitude-behavior relationship.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36, 715-724. 
 

 197



Scott, D., & Munson, W. (1994). Perceived constraints to park usage among individuals with low  
incomes. Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, 12(4), 79-96. 

 
Scott, W. A. (1968). Attitude measurement. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.), Handbook of  

social psychology (Vol. 2, pp 204-273). Reading, MA: Addision-Wesley. 
 
Selin, S. W., Howard, D. R., Udd, E, & Cable, T. T. (1988). An analysis of consumer loyalty to  

municipal recreation programs. Leisure Sciences, 10, 217-223.  
 
Sharp, B., Rundle-Thiele, S., & Dawes, J. (1997). In P. Reed, S. Luxtion, & M. R. Shaw (Eds.),  

ANZMEC 97, 3, Department of Marketing, Monash University, Melbourne, 1283-1293.  
 
Shavitt, S., & Fazio, R. H. (1991). Effects of attribute salience on the consistency between  

attitudes and behavior predictions. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17, 507- 
516. 

 
Sheppart, B. H., Hartwick, J., & Warshaw, P. R. (1988). The theory of reasoned action: a meta- 

analysis of past research with recommendations for modifications and future research.  
Journal of Consumer Research, 15, 325-343. 

 
Sherif, M., & Hovland, C. W. (1961). Social judgement: Assimilation and contrast effects in  

communication and attitude change. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
 
Sherif, C. W., Sherif, M., & Nebergall, R. E. (1965). Attitude and attitude change: The social  

judgment-involvement approach. CN: Yale University Press. 
 
Sheth, J. N., Mittal, B., & Newman, B. I. (1999). Customer behavior and beyond. New York,  

NY: The Dryden Press Harcourt Brace College Publishers. 
 
Shimp, T. A., & Kavas, A. (1984). The theory of reasoned action applied to coupon usage.  

Journal of Consumer Research, 11(3), 795-809. 
 
Siegfried, J., & Zambalist, A. (2000). The economics of sport facilities and their communities.  

Journal of Economic Perspectives, 14(3), 95-114. 
 
Slama, M. E., & Tashchain, A. (1987). Validation the S-O-R paradigm for consumer  

involvement with a convenience good. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 15,  
36-45.  

 
Sloan, L. R. (1989). The motives of sports fans. In J. H. Goldstein (Ed.). Sports, games, and  

play: Sociological and psychological viewpoints (2nd ed.; pp. 175-240). Hillsdale, NJ:  
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 

 198



Smith, G. J., Patterson, B., Williams, T., & Hogg, J. (1981). A profile of the deeply committed  
male sports fan. Arena Review, 5, 26-44. 

 
Smith, R. E., & Swinyard, W. R. (1983). Attitude behavior consistency: the impact of product  

trial versus advertising. Journal of Marketing Research, 20, 257-267. 
 
Snyder, M., & Gangestad, S. (1986). On the nature of self-monitoring: Matters of assessment,  

matters of validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 125-131. 
 
Sorrentino, R. M., & Short, J. C. (1986). Uncertainty, motivation, and cognition. In R. M.  

Sorrentino & E. T. Hiffins (Eds.), Handbook of motivation and cognition (Vol. 1, pp. 
379-403). New York: Guilford. 
 

Stevens, J. (1996). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ:  
Lawrence Erlbaum. 

 
Swann, W. B., & Ely, R. J. (1984). A battle of wills: Self-verification versus behavioral  

information. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 1287-1302. 
  
Swann, W. B., Pelham, B. W., & Chidester, T. R. (1988). Change through paradox: Using self- 

verification to alter beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 268-273. 
 
Tanaka, J. (1987). How big is enough? Sample size and goodness-of-fit in structural equation  

models with latent variables. Child Development, 58, 134-146.  
 
Tannenbaum, P. H. (1966). Mediated generalization of attitude change via the principle of  

congruity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 3, 493-499. 
 
Tate, R. (1998). An introduction to modeling outcomes in the behavioral and social sciences.  

Edina, Minnesota: Burgess International Group, Inc. 
 

Tellis, G. J. (1988). Advertising exposure, loyalty, and brand purchase: a two-stage model of  
choice. Journal of Marketing Research, 25, 134-144. 

 
Tesser, A., & Conlee, M. C. (1975). Some effects of time and thought on attitude polarization.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 31, 262-270.  
 
Tesser, A., Martin, L., & Mendolia, M. (1995). The impact of thought on attitude extremity and  

attitude-behavior consistency. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength:  

Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 73-92). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Association, Inc. 
 
 
 

 199



Thompson, M. M., Zanna, M. P., & Griffin, D. W. (1995). Let’s not be indifferent about  
(Attitudinal) ambivalence. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength:  

Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 361-386). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum  
Association, Inc. 

 
Thomsen, C. J., Lavine, H., Borgida, E., & Sullivan, J. L. (1993). A covariance structure model  

of the causes and consequences of personal involvement. Unpublished manuscript, Tufts  
University, Medford, MA. 

 
Thomsen, C. J., Borgida, E., & Lavine, H. (1995). The causes and consequences of personal  

involvement. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and  

consequences, (pp. 191-214). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Association, Inc. 
 
Tucker, W. T. (1964). The development of brand loyalty. Journal of Marketing Research, 1, 32- 

35.  
 

US Cencus Bureau. (2003). Arts, entertainment, and recreation. Statistical abstracts of the  

United States: 2003. Retrieved March 20, 2004, from 
http://www.census.gov/prod/2004pubs/03statab/arts.pdf 

 
Van der Pligt, J., Ester, P., & Van der Lindern, J. (1983). Attitude extremity, consensus, and  

diagnosticity. European Journal of Social Psychology, 13, 437-439. 
 
Wakefield, K. L., & Sloan, H. J. (1995). The effects of team loyalty and selected stadium factors  

on spectator attendance. Journal of Sport Management, 9, 153-172. 
 
Wang, L. L., Fan, X., & Wilson, V. L. (1996). Effects of nonnormal data on parameter estimates  

for a model with latent and manifest variables: An empirical study. Structural Equation  

Modeling, 3(3), 228-247. 
 
Wann, D. L., & Branscombe, N. R. (1993). Sports fans: Measuring degree of identification with  

their team. International Journal of Sport Psychology, 24, 1-17. 
 
Wann, D. L., & Branscombe, N. R. (1995). Influence of identification with a sports team on  

objective knowledge and subjective beliefs. International Journal of Sport Psychology,  

26(4), 551-567. 
 
Watts, W. A. (1967). Relative persistence of opinion change induced active and passive  

participation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 9, 110-122. 
 
Wicker, A. W. (1969). Attitude versus actions: the relationship of verbal and overt behavioral  

responses to attitude objects. Journal of Social Issues, 25, 41-78. 
 
 

 200



Wiersma, W. (2000). Research methods in education: An introduction. (7th ed.). Needham 
Heights, MA: A Pearson Education Company. 

 
Wilson, T. D., Kraft, D., & Dunn, D. S. (1989). The disruptive effects of explaining attitudes:  

The moderating effect of knowledge about the attitude object. Journal of  

Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 379-400. 
 

Wood, W. (1982). Retrieval of attitude-relevant information from memory: Effects on  
susceptibility to persuasion and on intrinsic motivation. Journal of Personality and Social  

Psychology, 42, 798-810. 
 
Wood, W., & Kallgren, C. A., (1988). Communicator attributes and persuasion: Recipients’  

access to attitude-relevant information in memory. Personality and Social Psychology  

Bulletin, 14, 172-182. 
 
Wood, W., Rhodes, N., & Biek, M. (1995). Working knowledge and attitude strength: An  

information-processing analysis. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed.), Attitude strength:  

Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 283-314). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum  
Association, Inc. 

 
Zhang, J. J., Pease, D. G., Hui, S. C., & Michaud, T. J. (1995). Variables affecting the spectator  

decision to attend NBA games. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 4(4), 29-39. 
 
Zhang, J. J., Smith, D. W., Pease, D. G., & Mahar, M. T. (1996). Spectator Knowledge of  

hockey as a significant predictor of game attendance. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 5(3),  
41-48. 

 
Zillman, D., & Paulus, P. B. (1993). Spectators: Reactions to sports events and effects on athletic 

performance. In R. N. Singer, M. Murphey, & L. Tennant (Eds.), Handbook of research  

on sports psychology (pp. 600-619). New York, NY: MacMillan. 

 201



 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

 

 Jae Hyun Ha was born in Jinju, South Korea.  Upon graduating from Dae-A High School, 

in Jinju, he attended Pusan National University, as a physical education major, and was awarded 

the Bachelor of Arts in 1997.  After moving to the United States, he was awarded the Master of 

Education in Sport Management, with a specialization in sport marketing, by the University of 

Georgia in 2001.  He completed work toward the Doctor of Philosophy, in Sport Management, at 

Florida State University in 2005.  

 

 

EDUCATION 

 

December 
2005 

Ph. D. The Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL 
Department of Sport Management, Recreation Management, and 
Physical Education 
Major: Sport Management Program  
 
Dissertation: “A Conceptual Model of Psychological Commitment 
based on the Concept of Attitude Strength.”  
Major Professor: Jeffrey James, Ph.D. 
 

August 2001 M.Ed. The University of Georgia, Athens, GA 
Department of Physical Education and Sport Studies 
Major: Sport Management Program 
 
Master Project: “Examination of Factors Influencing on Selecting a 
Golf Course.” 
Major Professor: P. Stanley Brassie, Ph.D. 
 

August 1997 B.A. The Pusan National University, South Korea 
Department of Physical Education 

 

 202



TEACHING EXPERIENCES 

 

Tallahassee Community College, Tallahassee, FL. Department of PE and Recreation 
 
Fall 2005 Adjunct Faculty  

 
Taught golf classes (Beginning & Intermediate) in Lifetime Sport Program for 
undergraduate students 

• Prepared, lectured, and graded written exams about rules and etiquettes 

• Prepared, taught, and graded various skill tests of golf swing 
 
The Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL. Department of SMRMPE 
 
Spring 2003- 
Spring 2005 

Instructor (Teaching Assistantship) 

 
Taught golf, stretching & relaxation, and tennis classes in Lifetime Activity 
Program for undergraduate students 

• Prepared, lectured, and graded written exams about rules and etiquettes 

• Prepared, taught, and graded various skill tests of golf swing and tennis 
swing 

 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCES 

 

The Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL. Department of SMRMPE 
 
Summer 2003-  
Summer 2004 

Curriculum Advisor for Undergraduate Students,  
 
Advised undergraduate students majoring sport management 

• Explained about courses related to sport management areas 

• Assisted in course selection, and graduation process 
Spring 2003  Lifetime Activity Program Advisor for Undergraduate Students,  

 
Advised undergraduate students taking classes in Lifetime Activity Program  

• Explained about Lifetime Activity Program courses  

• Assisted in Lifetime Activity Program course selection 
 

 203



PRESENTATIONS 

 

Ha, J. H. (2005).  Antecedents of psychological commitment to a sports team. The 7
th

 Annual 

Florida State University Sport Management Conference, Tallahassee, FL.  
 
Pyun, D., Ha, J. H., Yoo, E., James, J. (Advisor), & Kent, A. (Advisor) (2005).  Burnout as a 

mediator of the job stress - Turnover/satisfaction relationship. The 20
th

 North American 

Society for Sport Management (NASSM) Conference, Regina, Saskatchewan, Canada. 
 
Hsiao, R., Han, J., Chen, J. L., & Ha, J. H. (2005).  Risk management manual: The best solution 

for potential risk in aquatics. The 20
th

 North American Society for Sport Management  

(NASSM) Conference, Regina, Saskatchewan, Canada. 
 
Hsiao, R., Chen, J. L., & Ha, J. H. (2005).  The “Best-Fit Model”: The Answer to Safer Aquatic  

Management?  The 18
th

 Sport and Recreation Law Association (SRLA) Conference.  
Virginia Beach, VA. 
 

Han, J., Pyun, D., & Ha, J. H. (April 2005).  Relationship between organization commitment 
and organizational citizenship behavior: Ski resort employees in Korea.  AAHPERD.  
Chicago, IL. 
 

Ha, J. H., Han, J., & Pyun, D. (November 2004).  The relationship between attitude properties 
and attitude strength toward a sport team.  The 2

st
 Sports Marketing Association  

Conference. Memphis, TN. 
 

Pyun, D., Han, J., & Ha, J. H. (November 2004). Attitudes and effectiveness toward/of virtual 
advertising on Major League Baseball.  The 2

st
 Sports Marketing Association Conference. 

Memphis, TN. 
 

Ha, J. H., Hsiao, R., & Han, J. (June 2004).  The relationship among attitude strength, subjective 
norms, situational factors and repeated behavior toward an athletic team.  The 19

th
 North 

American Society for Sport Management (NASSM) Conference, Atlanta, GA. 
 
Pyun, D., Kim, J., & Ha, J. H. (June 2004).  An examination of virtual signage exposure on 

major league baseball: Comparing virtual and in-stadium signage by a content analysis.  
The 19

th
 North American Society for Sport Management (NASSM) Conference, Atlanta, 

GA. 
   
Hsiao, R., Ha, J. H., & Han, J. (March 2004).  An examination of risk management at high  

school swimming pools.  The 17
th

 Sport and Recreation Law Association (SRLA)  

Conference, Las Vegas, NV. 
 
 

 204



Ha, J. H., Jackson, E. N., Han, J., & Pyun, D. (November 2003).  An analysis of choice behavior  
of public golf courses on golfers’ playing ability.  The 1

st
 Sports Marketing Association  

Conference. Gainesville, FL. 
 
Ha, J. H., Kim, S., & Lee, J. (October 2003).  Assessment about celebrity endorser 

effectiveness: The case of ‘Seri Pak’ in the LPGA.  The 54
th

 Annual Florida AHPERD 

Conference. Jacksonville, FL. 
Baeg, J., Joo, J., & Ha, J. H. (May 2003).  Is it possible to have a trouble free sporting event? A 

case study of the 2002 Korea/Japan World Cup.  The 18
th

 North American Society for 

SportManagement (NASSM) Conference, Ithaca, NY.  
 
Ha, J. H., & Hsiao, R. (October 2002).  Comparing factors affecting consumer satisfaction &  

intention to participate in golf.  The 53
th

 Annual Florida AHPERD Conference. Daytona,  
FL. 

 

PUBLICATIONS 

 

Hsiao, R., & Ha, J. H. (2003). The preference and motivation of housewives in reading sports  
and sports-related news coverage in newspapers, Annual 3

rd
 Sport and Leisure  

Management International Symposium, 511-521. 
 

HONORS AND AWARDS 

 

• Teaching assistantship, Florida State University, 2003-2005 

• Fellowship from Pusan National University, South Korea, 1991-1993, 1995-1997 

• Won the bronze medal and participated in the National Sport Event sponsored by the Korea 
Rugby Association, South Korea, 1996-1997 

• Participated in the National Sport Event sponsored by the Korea Soccer Association, South 
Korea, 1991-1992 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 205


	The Florida State University
	DigiNole Commons
	11-18-2005

	A Conceptual Model of Psychological Commitment Based on the Concept of Attitude Strength
	Jae-Hyun Ha
	Recommended Citation


	BY
	JAE-HYUN HA
	Department of Sport Management,
	Recreation Management, and Physical Education
	Doctor of Philosophy
	All Rights Reserved
	The members of the Committee approve the dissertation of Jae

	Professor Directing Dissertation
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	CHAPTER I
	INTRODUCTION

	According to Howard and Crompton (2004), revenue sources of 
	Purpose of Study
	AFRE: Affective Reaction    CORE: Cognitive Reaction    KNOW
	Relationship Between Attitude Strength and Psychological Com

	CORE: Cognitive Reaction    AFRE: Affective Reaction    KNOW
	EXTE: Extremity    PCST : Psychological Commitment to a Spor

	Proposed Model of Psychological Commitment and Its Consequen
	Direct Experience


	Loyalty
	Loyalty Segmentation
	Table 2.1
	Relative Attitude toward an Entity Structure
	Table 2.2
	Relative Attitude with Repeat Patronage Structure
	Source: Adapted from Dick and Basu (1994) Structure
	Table 2.3
	The Loyalty Paradigm Structure
	Source: Adapted from Backman and Crompton (1991); Mahony et 





	Psychological Commitment
	The Sources of Psychological Commitment
	Attitude Strength
	Affective Reaction
	Cognitive Reaction
	Direct Experience
	Knowledge




	Accessibility
	Measurement of Accessibility
	Importance
	Measurement of Importance
	Personal Relevance
	Certainty
	Extremity
	Measurement of Extremity



	Summary
	METHODOLOGY
	Research Design

	Population and Sample

	Sampling Method
	Data Collection Method
	Instrument Development
	Structure of Instrument
	The survey instrument was generated through discussions with
	Items for Measuring Direct Experience, Knowledge, and Access


	Attitude Valence:  Attitude valence was represented by four 
	Resistance to Changing Team Allegiance:  Six items were used
	Table 3.2
	Items for Measuring Subjective Beliefs
	Table 3.3
	Instrument Items for Measuring Resistance to Changing Team A




	Pilot Study
	Data Analysis Procedures
	Model Assessment Procedures

	Table 3.4
	Goodness-of-Fit Indices and Recommended Thresholds Structure

	CHAPTER IV
	RESULTS
	Results of the Elicitation Technique for Cognitive Reaction 
	Demographic Characteristics of the Pilot Study
	Data for the pilot study were collected through a convenienc
	Table 4.2
	Demographic Characteristics of the Pilot Study
	Table 4.2 Continued

	Item-to-Item Correlation
	Reliability Estimates




	Dimension
	Cronbach’s \( Coefficient
	Item-to-Total Correlation
	Affective Reaction
	.9188
	.8351
	(5 Items)
	.7904
	.8412
	.7992
	.7016
	Cognitive Reaction
	.9289
	.8508
	(6 Items)
	.8348
	.8553
	.6529
	.8314
	.7385
	Knowledge
	.9457
	.9070
	(5 Items)
	.7573
	.7806
	.9401
	.8826
	Direct Experience
	.8663
	.8090
	(4 Items)
	.7167
	.7070
	.6367
	Accessibility
	.9562
	.7370
	(Talking & Thinking)
	.8528
	(9 Items)
	.8019
	.8630
	.8727
	.8924
	.8224
	.7537
	.7989
	Table 4.3 Continued

	Dimension
	Cronbach’s \( Coefficient
	Item-to-Total Correlation
	Importance
	.9327
	.8889
	(5 Items)
	.7721
	.7594
	.8702
	.8193
	Personal Relevance
	.9437
	.8163
	(5 Items)
	.8826
	.8988
	.7922
	.8512
	Certainty
	.9141
	.8619
	(5 Items)
	.7878
	.7960
	.7259
	.7363
	Extremity
	.8906
	.7729
	(4 Items)
	.7141
	.8214
	.7360
	Resistance to Change
	.9135
	.6131
	(6 Items)
	.7989
	.8882
	.5423
	.8782
	.8466
	Table 4.4
	The Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability o
	Table 4.5
	The Results of Correlation Values between Factors of Cogniti
	The Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability o
	Table 4.7

	The Results of Correlation Values between Factor of Subjecti
	The Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability o

	A Revised Conceptual Model
	Three Items with Highest Loading for Each Dimension




	Results of the Main Study

	Demographic Characteristics of the Main Study
	AFRE: Affective Reaction    CORE: Cognitive Reaction    DIEX
	Revised Conceptual Model
	Table 4.10

	Demographic Characteristics of the Main Study
	Descriptive Statistics of the Main Study
	Measurement Model
	CHAPTER V
	CONCLUSION
	Accessibility
	Personal Relevance
	To reduce correlated measurement error, it would be possible
	Direct Experience
	First-Order CFA Measurement Models
	Second-Order Model of Cognitive Structure
	Second-Order Model for Psychological Commitment

	Implication

	Future Study
	Questions for Cognitive Reaction
	Demographic Data
	Demographic Data
	REFERENCES
	Boninger, D. S., Krosnick, J. A., Berent, M. K., & Fabrigar,
	consequences of attitude importance. In R. E. Petty & J. A. 



	Burford, R. L., Enis, B. M., & Paul, G. W. (1971). An index 
	loyalty. Decision Sciences, 2, 17-24.
	Carmines, E. G., & McIver, J. (1981). Analyzing models with 
	of covariance structures. In G. Bohrnstedt & E. Borgatta (Ed
	Current issues. Beverly Hill, CA: Sage.
	Davidson, A. R. (1995). From attitudes to actions to attitud
	accuracy of information. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Ed
	Antecedents and consequences, (pp. 315-336). Mahwah, NJ: Law
	Association, Inc.







	Davidson, A. R., Yantis, S., Norwood, M., & Montano, D. E. (
	about the attitude-object and attitude-behavior consistency.
	Social Psychology, 45, 997-1009.
	DeFleur, M. L., & Westie, F. R. (1958). Verbal attitudes and
	salience of attitudes. American Sociological Review, 23, 667
	Downing, J. W., Judd, C. M., & Brauer, M. (1992). Effects of
	extremity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63,


	Fazio, R. H., & Zanna, M. P. (1978). Attitudinal qualities r
	behavior relationship. Journal of Experimental Social Psycho
	Fazio, R. H., & Zanna, M. P. (1981). Direct experience and a
	Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology 
	Diego, CA: Academic Press.
	Fine, B. J. (1957). Conclusion-drawing, communicator credibi
	opinion change. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 5
	Fiske, S. T., & Neuberg, S. L. (1990). A continuum of impres
	based to individuating processes: Influences of information 
	and interpretation. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experi
	(Vol.23, pp. 1-74). New York: Academic.
	Freedman, J. L., & Steinbruner, J. D. (1964). Perceived choi
	Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 68, 678-681.






	Funk, D. C., Haugtvedt, C. P., & Howard, D. R. (2000). Conte
	theoretical considerations and implications. Sport Managemen
	Gahwiler, P., & Havitz, M. E. (1998). Toward a relational un
	involvement, psychological commitment, and behavioral loyalt
	23.



	Haugtvedt, C., & Petty, R. E. (1992). Personality and persua
	the persistence and resistance of attitude changes. Journal 
	Psychology, 63, 308-319.
	Haugtvedt, C., Schumann, D., Schneier, W., & Warren, W. (199
	variation strategies: Implications for understanding attitud
	Consumer Research, 21(1), 176-189.
	Helson, R., & Wink, P. (1992). Personality change in women f
	Psychology of Aging, 7, 46-55.
	Howard-Pitney, B., Borgia, E., & Omoto, A. M. (1986). Person
	of processing differences. Social Cognition, 4, 39-57.
	Iwasaki, Y., & Havitz, M. E. (1998). A path analytic model o
	Iwasaki, Y., & Havitz, M. E. (2004). Examining relationships
	psychological commitment and loyalty to a recreation agency.
	Research, 36(1), 45-72.







	Jarvis, L. P., & Wilcox, J. B. (1976). Repeat purchasing beh
	Additional evidence. In K. L. Bernhardt (Ed.), Marketing: 17
	Chicago: American Marketing Association.
	Kallgren, C. A., & Wood, W. (1986). Access to attitude relev
	determinant of attitude-behavior consistency. Journal of Exp
	Psychology, 22, 328-338.
	Kanwar, R., Grund, L., & Olson, J. C. (1990). When do measur
	we think they are measuring? Advances in Consumer Research, 


	Krosnick, J. A. (1988a). The role of attitude importance in 
	preferences, presidential candidate evaluations, and voting 
	Personality and Social Psychology, 55, 196-210.
	Krosnick, J. A. (1988b). Attitude importance and attitude ch
	Social Psychology, 24, 240-255.


	Krosnick, J. A., & Schuman, H. (1988). Attitude intensity, i
	susceptibility to response effects. Journal of Personality a
	940-952.
	Kutner, B., Wilkins, C., & Yarrow, P. R. (1952). Verbal atti
	racial prejudice. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
	Kwon, H. H., & Trail, G. T. (2003). A reexamination of the c
	the psychological commitment to team scale. Sport Marketing 
	Kwon, H. H., & Armstrong, K. L. (2004). An exploration of th
	attachment to a sport team among college students: A multidi
	Marketing Quarterly, 13(2), 94-103.





	Liberman, S. (1991). The popular culture: Sports in America 
	Public Perspective: A Roper Center Review of Public Opinion 
	Madrigal, R. (2003). Investigating an evolving leisure exper
	Research, 35(1), 23-48.
	Marsh, H. W., Balla, J. R., & McDonald, R. P. (1988). Goodne
	factor analysis: The effect of sample size. Psychological Bu




	Murrell, A. J., & Dietz, B. (1992). Fan support of sports te
	group identity. Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 14
	Omoto, A. M., & Borgida, E. (1988). Guess who might be comin
	involvement and racial stereotyping. Journal of Experimental
	571-593.
	Pritchard, M. P., Haward, D. R., & Havitz, M. E. (1992). Loy
	examination and theoretical extension. Leisure Sciences, 14,
	Robinson, J. P., Shaver, P. R., & Wrightsman, L. S. (1991). 
	evaluation. In Robinson, J. P., Shaver, P. R., & Wrightsman,
	personality and social psychological attitudes. San Diego, C







	Rosenberg, M. J. (1968). Hedonism, inauthenticity and other 
	Salancik, G. R. (1977). Commitment and the control of organi
	M. Staw & G. R. Salancik (Eds.), New directions in organizat
	Chicago, IL: St. Clair.
	Selin, S. W., Howard, D. R., Udd, E, & Cable, T. T. (1988). 
	municipal recreation programs. Leisure Sciences, 10, 217-223
	Shavitt, S., & Fazio, R. H. (1991). Effects of attribute sal
	attitudes and behavior predictions. Personality and Social P
	516.
	Sheppart, B. H., Hartwick, J., & Warshaw, P. R. (1988). The 
	analysis of past research with recommendations for modificat
	Journal of Consumer Research, 15, 325-343.







	Slama, M. E., & Tashchain, A. (1987). Validation the S-O-R p
	involvement with a convenience good. Journal of the Academy 
	36-45.
	Smith, G. J., Patterson, B., Williams, T., & Hogg, J. (1981)
	male sports fan. Arena Review, 5, 26-44.
	Snyder, M., & Gangestad, S. (1986). On the nature of self-mo
	matters of validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psych
	Swann, W. B., & Ely, R. J. (1984). A battle of wills: Self-v
	information. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 4




	Swann, W. B., Pelham, B. W., & Chidester, T. R. (1988). Chan
	verification to alter beliefs. Journal of Personality and So
	Tannenbaum, P. H. (1966). Mediated generalization of attitud
	congruity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 3, 
	Wakefield, K. L., & Sloan, H. J. (1995). The effects of team
	on spectator attendance. Journal of Sport Management, 9, 153
	Watts, W. A. (1967). Relative persistence of opinion change 
	participation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 9,
	Wicker, A. W. (1969). Attitude versus actions: the relations
	responses to attitude objects. Journal of Social Issues, 25,




	Wilson, T. D., Kraft, D., & Dunn, D. S. (1989). The disrupti
	The moderating effect of knowledge about the attitude object
	Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 379-400.
	Wood, W. (1982). Retrieval of attitude-relevant information 
	susceptibility to persuasion and on intrinsic motivation. Jo
	Psychology, 42, 798-810.
	Zillman, D., & Paulus, P. B. (1993). Spectators: Reactions t
	performance. In R. N. Singer, M. Murphey, & L. Tennant (Eds.
	on sports psychology (pp. 600-619). New York, NY: MacMillan.
	BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH
	EDUCATION
	TEACHING EXPERIENCES
	PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCES


	PRESENTATIONS
	PUBLICATIONS
	HONORS AND AWARDS


