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ABSTRACT 

Within the realm of sport management, team identification has been 

examined as single dimensional construct (Wann & Branscombe, 1993). 

However, research in social psychology has examined group identity as a multi-

dimensional concept.  To accurately measure and to more fully understand the 

implications of team identification, the construct should be studied as a multi-

dimensional construct.  This study is a first attempt to examine team identity as a 

multi-dimensional construct. The TEAM*ID scale was developed based on the 

literature review of Ashmore, Deaux, and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004), who 

proposed nine constructs of group identity: 1) Self categorization, 2) Public 

evaluation, 3) Private evaluation, 4) Importance, 5) Attachment – Interconnection 

of self with group, 6) Attachment – Sense of interdependence, 7) Social 

embeddedness, 8) Behavioral involvement, and 9) Content and meaning.   

 The purpose of this study was to develop an instrument to measure 

team identity as a multi-dimensional construct. Data were collected from the fan 

base of a large SE college football team (N=311); confirmatory factor analysis 

was performed on a split sample (Sample 1=155, Sample 2=156) to examine the 

nine constructs of group identity. Six factors (Public evaluation, Private 

evaluation, Interconnection of self, Sense of interdependence, Behavioral 

involvement, and Awareness and knowledge) emerged from the analysis and 

showed a good fit of the model. A review of the scale by a panel of experts 

provided initial evidence of content validity;  Comparing the TEAM*ID scale with 

a portion of the Collective Self-Esteem Scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) and a 

revised version of the Psychological Commitment to Team (Mahony, Madrigal, & 

Howard, 2000) scale provided initial evidence of nomological validity.   Several 

factors in the model did not, however, demonstrate discriminant validity. The two 

attachment factors lacked discrimination, suggesting the need for further 

development. There were also a lack of discrimination between private 



 xii

evaluation, behavioral involvement and the factor awareness and knowledge of 

the content and meaning. The concerns with discriminant validity may be sample 

related, however, future refinement of the model is desirable. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Statement of the problem 

At any sport event where teams are involved, you will find fans who are 

dressed, or carry banners or signs, in a way they not only portray the team, but 

also an image of something that is indirectly related to the team. For example, at 

games of the Green Bay Packers fans wear ‘cheeseheads’, which relates to the 

most important export product of the state of Wisconsin. At college football 

games, students wear university related apparel without reference to a specific 

athletic team.  Fans of the Dutch national soccer team wear apparel that relates 

to windmills or wooden shoes, which are both items that have no direct 

relationship with the team. These examples suggest fans do not only go to 

athletic events to watch an event and to identify with the team; fans use the 

sports team as an instrument to identify themselves with other groups. 

One of the seminal articles on the power of sport as an identification 

instrument for people in modern times was written by Anderson and Stone 

(1981). They explain that the urbanization of the twentieth century has changed 

the living pattern of people, resulting in a mass-consumption society. In a modern 

city characterized by the sociological term “GesellschafI” relationships are less 

intimate. Community has become an abstract psychological construct that is 

dynamic in its nature and has undergone a major change (Anderson & Stone, 

1981; Keyes, 1973; Simmel, 1950). In the Gesellschaft, people experience the 

community only through a number of social agents, which can be friends, family, 

school, clubs or other organizations.  Old symbols or sources of identity and 

community such as kinship, occupation, and place of residence have changed 

and new symbols such as sport have emerged. 

Urbanization in the twentieth century has led people to seek out new 

symbols with which to identify; sport has emerged as an important symbol. 
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Sociologists have recognized the foundation and growing popularity of sports 

teams as closely related to a need for collective identity (Anderson & Stone, 

1981).  Sport management scholars have been slower to realize a sports team 

may serve as a symbolic instrument for fans to identify themselves with some 

kind of community. 

In their search to identify the motives of sport consumers, many scholars 

have focused on the interpersonal values (escape, vicarious achievement, 

knowledge acquisition, stress and stimulation seeking) believed to appeal to 

consumers (Funk & James, 2001; Milne & McDonald, 1999; Sloan, 1989; Trail & 

James, 2001; Wann, 1995).  Much less attention has been given to 

understanding how a sports team may represent a larger collective identity.  The 

little work that has been done relative to collective identity has focused on 

individuals identifying with a sports team to bolster personal self-esteem 

(Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). 

Several anecdotal examples support the proposition sport teams may 

represent a larger group identity (e.g., geographic or demographic) and provide 

more than an enhancement of personal self-esteem.  A historical review of sport 

teams in the US show most teams were founded as private businesses by 

individual owners (Leifer, 1995).  Private ownership is something that separates 

American sports teams from their European counterparts, who often owe their 

foundation to institutions in their environment (Willems, 2004). However, a 

historical review of the names of teams that have been founded in the US 

indicates owners understood the power of a geographic identity (Leifer, 1995).  

American teams have consistently included the name of a city or state in their 

team names.  In addition to using the name of a city and/or state in the team 

name, many American teams have included a term in their name that provides 

an additional community identity.  For example, team names such as the 

Pittsburgh Steelers and Edmonton Oilers represent both the industrial history of 

the respective communities, and an occupational affiliation for many citizens.  

The creation of college athletics further supports the notion institutions used sport 

as an instrument for their members to identify with their organization. As stated 
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by Covell (2004):” [The American collegiate system] could otherwise be 

described as a stakeholder-oriented system, where schools use athletics to 

foster a sense of community with students, alumni, and the general public.”  (p. 

5) 

 The assessment of these external group identities and consequently, their 

influence on the use of a sports team as an internal group identity could provide 

valuable insights on the identity and loyalty that fans have towards their favorite 

sports team. However, so far, no instrument has been developed to analyze 

multiple organizational identities at the same time, and the development of such 

an instrument is a key step to examine the influence of external group identities 

on internal group identity. 

1.2. Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study will be to develop a valid and reliable instrument 

that examines the different constructs of group identity that a fan has toward a 

team. Within the realm of sport management, team identification has been 

examined as single dimensional construct (Wann & Branscombe, 1993). 

However, research in social psychology has examined group identity as a multi-

dimensional construct (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992: Stryker, 1987:Tajfel, 1978: 

Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). This study will be the first 

effort to examine team identity as a multi-dimensional construct.  

While social psychologists so far have looked at group identity in a single 

group setting, it is the intent of this study to design an instrument that could be 

used for any group identity, and thus could be used in a multi-group setting, with 

only minimal changes to the items. Because one of the foci of the instrument is to 

look at the relationship between different group identities, it is important to come 

up with a precise instrument to measure group identity. If the relationship 

between the different group identities is measured based upon a single-

dimensional perspective of identity, it might be that important information and 

insight will be lost. Using a multi-dimensional perspective can provide 

researchers with a valuable tool to look at the relationship an individual has with 
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multiple groups and examine the influence that each group identity has on other 

group identities. 

The development of an instrument to measure group identity was based 

on the literature review of Ashmore, Deaux, and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004). They 

proposed nine factors as components of a group identity: 1) Self Categorization, 

2) Public evaluation, 3) Private Evaluation, 4) Importance, 5) Attachment – 

Interconnection to self, 6) Attachment - Sense of interdependence, 7) Social 

embeddedness, 8) Behavioral involvement, and 9) Awareness and knowledge of 

content and meaning. 

1.3. Conceptual framework 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.1. The relationship between external group identities, team identity, 
mediated by perceived fit, and the consequences of this relation to team loyalty. 
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implemented. It will be proposed that by looking at team identity as a single 

dimensional construct, detailed information about the complex relationships 

between the different group identities might be lost. Therefore, in order to get 

enough insight on the complex relation between the different group identities, an 

instrument to examine team identity using the nine constructs as proposed by 

Ashmore et al. (2004) will be developed.   

If the proposed instrument is found to be valid and reliable, several studies 

could be undertaken. It could be examined in a multi-group setting and measure 

the identity that a fan has with a team and the organizations around him or her, to 

examine the influences of the different constructs of the external group identities 

on the different constructs of team identity. For instance, it might be argued that 

the private evaluation of the external group by an individual influences his or her 

identity with the team. Consequently, research could examine the relationship 

between team loyalty, team identity and the external group identities. If the 

external group identities are strong for an individual, it is believed that this does 

not only influence the team identity, but also the loyalty towards the team. It has 

to be noted that the external group identities are believed to have an influence on 

team identity only if they are perceived by the fan to be congruent, and he or she 

believes that the team represents that external group identity. The conceptual 

framework in figure 1.1. demonstrates the relationship between external group 

identities, team identity, mediated by perceived fit of groups, and team loyalty. 

1.3.2. Delimitations of the conceptual framework 

It must be noted that although team identity is an important construct in 

this study, it is by no means the intention of this study to come up with an overall 

framework to explain why people identify with a particular team. In order to do so, 

several other constructs should have been incorporated into the framework, such 

as the influence of motivational constructs on team identification (Trail & James, 

2001), and the relationship between identification and motivation toward the 

team, as examined by Trail, Robinson, Dick, and Gillentine (2003). More 

importantly, the motivations of the individuals towards the other external group 

identities should have been incorporated as well. This incorporation of such 
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motivational constructs for each group, in addition to the multi-dimensional 

identity constructs would make the overall framework impossible to measure. 

Each organization has a different set of motivations that ties their members to 

them, and incorporating these motivations into the model would create an 

endless list of variables. The focus of this study was to develop an instrument to 

measure the factors comprising group identity, which could then be used to 

assess team identity as a multi-dimensional construct.  

Although both external group identities and team loyalty are addressed in 

the conceptual framework as well as in the literature review, this study will limit 

itself to the development of a reliable and valid instrument to measure the multi-

dimensional concept of a group identity; a sports team was be used as the 

identity object. Future research should examine this generalization of the 

instrument and look at the relationship between the different group identities, 

team identity and team loyalty.  The team identity (TEAM*ID) model is 

represented in Figure 1.2. 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.2. The TEAM*ID model. 
 

 

 

1.4. Significance and implications of the instrument 
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the general management field through a belief in the social value of sport, rather 

than the solely economic value of businesses in general. However, researchers 
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within sport marketing often overlook this uniqueness of sport. By expanding the 

scope from just the organization, to the organization and its ties to surrounding 

groups sport management scholars could develop an instrument that measures 

the unique symbolic power of sport teams to their fans. The development of an 

instrument to measure the concepts of group identity is a first critical step to 

examine the relationship between the team and the place of the team in their 

surroundings. The creation of a reliable and valid instrument could give sport 

teams a useful tool to examine their own fan base and could form a valid 

foundation for future marketing and public relation efforts.      

1.5. Overview of research 

 This study is presented in 5 Chapters. Chapter two presents an 

overview of the literature on several topics: 1) The organizational concept of a 

sports team, 2) Group identity theories, 3) The internal group identity of a sports 

team, 4) The external group identities of a sports team, 5) Organizational identity 

and member commitment, 6) Team loyalty, 7) Scale development, and 8) 

Measurement theory. Chapter three presents a detailed discussion of the 

methodology used to develop a questionnaire to measure the multi-dimensional 

concept of group identity. Chapter four provides an overview of the scale 

development process, and the assessment of the proposed scale’s reliability and 

validity. Finally, Chapter five offers a discussion of the results of the research and 

an interpretation and summarization of the research findings. Suggestions for 

further research and practical implications of the findings are also presented.   
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

2.1 Introduction 

This review will describe the line of research of group identity and its 

relation to the connection between fan and team. Based on the theory of Tajfel 

(1978), it will be stated that it would be more useful to look at the relationship 

between fan and team in which the fan is regarded as a member of the 

organization instead of a consumer of a product. Similarities between 

characteristics of the organization (team) and member of the organization (fan) 

are examined to determine their influence on the organizational identity of the 

members (team identity) and the organizational loyalty of the members (team 

loyalty. 

2.2 The organizational concept of a sports team 

Considering that team identity is a central construct in this paper, it is 

important to define what a team is and why fans identify with them. According to 

Wann and Branscombe (1991) team identification provides fans with a sense of 

belonging and attachment to a larger social structure. Whether the larger social 

structure described by Wann and Branscombe limits itself to the players, the 

sport organization as a whole or structures outside the organization (e.g. city, 

university or state) is not clear and should be more closely examined. Often a 

sport team is equated to the collection of players employed by the franchise, and 

it is assumed people identify with the team because of this collection of players. 

On rare occasions it is acknowledged another member within the organization 

(coach and/or owner) also influences team identification. However, the current 

mobility among professional athletes and coaches suggests in order to 

understand team identification we have to look further than just this limited 

concept of a team. Although the mobility of players has grown considerably 



 9

because of free agency, there is no visible evidence team identification has 

diminished.  

 The focus of this paper is on fans, rather than spectators or other 

individuals who buy team related merchandise and consume the product that a 

team has to offer (watching televised games, attending games, etc.). It is 

acknowledged that consumers of a sports team includes people who do not 

specifically identify with the team, and that teams may generate create 

considerable revenue from spectators. However, this paper focuses on those 

consumers that are fans of a team and consider themselves to be members of 

the organization or part of the team. 

 There are several elements that support the notion not only people 

working for the organization, but also fans, are part of the organization. In this 

concept fans are not consumers who are in demand of a product, but they are 

members of an organization who are committed to its existence. First, fans 

actually have an impact on the quality of the product (measured in success as 

outcome) as indicated in research examining home advantage (Agnew & Carron, 

1994; Schwartz & Barsky, 1977), which makes the obvious statement teams win 

more home games than away games in part due to the behavior of fans in the 

stands. Second, fans have a direct impact on other revenue sources for team. If 

a team has a larger fan base, it is likely the organization is more attractive to 

potential and existing sponsors. The larger fan base will also increase television 

ratings of games, which will increase revenue from broadcasting. Third, if we look 

at the structure of professional sport franchises in and outside the USA, there are 

many examples of organizational structures in which fans are officially part of the 

organization. The most renowned example on American soil is the NFL franchise 

Green Bay Packers that is officially owned by 111,507 people, representing 

4,748,910 shares (www.packers.com, 2004). In the late nineties, the Boston 

Celtics, the Cleveland Indians, and the Florida Panthers made the move to an 

IPO, which allowed fans to become officially part of the organization as 

shareholders (Stroz, 2001). However, these shares often do not carry any voting 
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right and both the Celtics as the Indians returned to a privately owned 

organizational structure (Kaplan, 2002).   

 In Europe, the structure in which fans are officially part of the organization 

is much more widespread. A report of the English Football Task Force revealed 

not only several professional English football teams have an organizational 

structure in which the fans own the organization (Wycombe Wanderers, AFC 

Bournemouth, Rushden and Diamonds, Lincoln City, Chesterfield, and York 

City), but due to the fact that many English football teams have gone public, 

many teams have developed organizational structures in which the fans as 

shareholders can make their wishes knowledgeable, and have a direct impact on 

the operations of the team (Football Task Force, 1999). The Football Task Force 

identified 14 professional football teams listed on the Stock Exchange. Among 

them powerhouses such as FC Arsenal, FC Manchester United and FC Chelsea, 

but also small teams, such as FC Preston North End, FC Charlton Athletic and 

FC West Bromwich Albion (Football Task Force, 1999). Although in recent years, 

no new IPO ’s have been made and the number is stagnating, the total number 

of European teams listed on the stock exchange in October, 2003, was 33 (16 of 

them are English, this included FC Chelsea which was pulled of the public 

market shortly after by their new owner Abramovits). Due to the fact that most 

teams were founded in an era in which the sport was not yet professionalized, 

many teams in Europe still have club structures in which fans are included. For 

instance, FC Barcelona has 105,706 members (‘socios’), who control the club 

and have the right to vote the new president into office (www.FCBarcelona.com, 

2004).  This member – president structure is characteristic of all Spanish teams 

(Andreff & Staudohar, 2000).  In the Netherlands and Belgium, many teams are 

hybrid organization forms that combine an amateur based non-profit foundation 

with a for-profit limited company. In this structure the members of the amateur 

organization have limited say over the operations of the team (DeJonghe, 2004).   

 Finally, research based on basking in reflected glory suggests fans regard 

themselves as part of the organization, rather than a spectator who consumes a 

product (Cialdini, Borden, Thorne, Walker, Freeman, & Sloan, 1976). Fans have 
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connected their personal success or failure with that of the organization. As 

stated in the report of the Football Governance Research Centre (Hamil, Michie, 

Oughton, & Shailer, 2002), “The relationship between a football club and its 

supporters is not the same as the standard relationship between a business and 

its customers.” (p. 10) The preceding ideas provide ample support for the 

proposition that fans of sport teams should be considered members of the 

organization not just clients of a product or service.   

 Regarding fans as members of the organization enables us to think of 

team identity as an organizational identity. Examining team identity as an 

organizational identity offers the opportunity to make a division between team 

identity as an internal group identity and the influence of the external group 

identities (such as city, university, etc) on this internal organizational identity. 

Moreover, these two concepts can be used to measure the loyalty of fans as 

members of their organization. 

2.3. Group Identity Theories 

2.3.1. The definition of identity 

In the Oxford English Dictionary (2nd edition, 1989) identity has been 

defined as: ”…the sameness of a person or thing at all times or in all 

circumstances; the condition or fact that a person or a thing is itself and not 

something else; individuality, personality.” (Gleason, 1983: p. 910) 

Critics often claim identity has become a word that in itself has so many 

meanings that it’s true definition has lost all value. It was Coles (1974) who 

compared identity with the term ‘romantic’ of which Lovejoy (1948) once wrote:” it 

had come to mean so many things that, by itself, it means nothing. It has ceased 

to perform the function of a verbal sign.” (p. 232) Erikson, one of the most 

influential writers on identity, came up with the following definition, which gives us 

an understanding of the term. He wrote:” Identity is a process located in the core 

of the individual and yet also in the core of his communal culture.” (1974, p. 22)  

This definition adds two important features to the term identity. Erikson 

claimed identity is a process and not a static concept. In addition, he 
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acknowledged the environment around a person influences his/her identity. 

Foote (1951) defined identification as: 

 “…appropriation of and commitment to a particular identity or series of 

identities” on the part of an individual. Identification proceeds by naming, for to 

appropriate and be committed to an identity meant that one accepted the name 

(that is, assignment to a certain category) given by others on the basis of family 

lineage, religion, work activity, and other attributes.” (p.17).   

The definition of Foote is very important in reviewing the social construct 

of identity as it acknowledges identity may be explained by the willingness of an 

individual to accept the assignment of a social group, such as family lineage, 

religion, work activity, and other attributes. Identity is regarded as the subjective 

perception of the identity by the individual, rather than a natural attribute of an 

individual. Identity could therefore be measured by the attitude of the individual 

towards the membership of the group itself. Attitude is defined by the 

psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with 

some degree of favor or disfavor (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, p.1). 

To distinguish the overall concept of identity from the development of 

group (social) identity, an individual’s identity is often referred to as ‘personal’ 

identity. Personal identity typically refers to characteristics of the self that one 

believes, in isolation or combination, to be unique to the self. Personal identity 

sets one apart from all others (Ashmore et al., 2004, p. 82; Sedikides & Brewer, 

2001; Simon, 1997). Social identity sets a group of people with the same features 

apart from others.  

2.3.2. Social identity theory 

Tajfel, a leading author on social identity defined the concept as:” that part 

of an individual’s self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his 

membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional 

significance attached to that membership.” (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63) In contrast to 

identity, this term limits itself to describe one’s identity based upon the relation 

between the individual and its’ surroundings and disregards that part of an 

individual’s identity that comes from his or her core. An identity becomes a social 
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identity when a feature of the identity (the sameness of a person or thing at all 

times or in all circumstances) is shared with other individuals. For example, a 

part of a man’s identity is his masculinity, however, since he shares this feature 

with all other men, being a male is not only a personal identity, but also a social 

identity. According to Tajfel, one assumes a social identity when someone not 

only has the knowledge he or she belongs to a social group, but also attaches 

emotional significance to that membership, which emphasizes social identity as 

an attitudinal tendency of an individual towards a group.  

In contrast to Tajfel, in more recent work many researchers have used the 

term collective identity instead of social identity (e.g., Ashmore et al., 2004; 

Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Sedikides & Brewer, 2001; Simon, 1997; Simon & 

Klandermans, 2001). As noted by Simon (1997), all aspects of the individual are 

socially influenced; thereby using the term social identity does not differentiate 

this kind of identity from personal identity. Moreover, the term social identity as 

used by Tajfel (1978, 1981) includes the notion of an in-group and an out-group 

while collective identity does not necessarily assume this comparison. Collective 

identity is regarded as a psychological concept, referring to the perception of an 

individual of his or her membership to a group, rather than describing the identity 

of a group (Ashmore et al., 2004; Simon & Klandermans, 2001).  

The terms of collective identity, social identity, and group identity are often 

used interchangeably (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). In this study, the common term 

used will be that which is viewed as the most objective term, namely ‘group 

identity’. While membership organizations seem to be social groups of which the 

individual chooses to become part of, demographic categories have a less 

‘social’ character, and the individual might not always perceive these 

demographics as a social group. Group identity will be defined here the same as 

collective identity:” A psychological concept, referring to an individual rather than 

to a group.” (Ashmore et al., 2004, p.82)     

2.3.3. Measurement of group identity theories 

An overview of different measurement efforts of scholars to measure 

group identity as a social construct is given by Ashmore et al. (2004, p. 106). 
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Based upon the different elements previous scholars have used to come up with 

a valid measurement of group identity (referred to as collective identity by the 

authors), they state a valid measurement of identity could incorporate the 

following elements: 1) Self Categorization, 2) Public evaluation, 3) Private 

Evaluation, 4) Importance, 5) Attachment – Interconnection to self, 6) Attachment 

-  Sense of interdependence, 7) Social embeddedness, 8) Behavioral 

involvement, and 9) Awareness and knowledge of content and meaning. 

For each of these components the authors rely on existing research done on 

a particular identity and they give examples of how these concepts can be 

operationalized into valid items. Moreover, they show the elements used by 

different authors (Cross, 1971, 1991; Stryker, 1980,2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 

Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) and the elements these 

authors left out. Their overview of measuring a group identity is the most 

comprehensive attempt in social research so far and it is extremely valuable as a 

measurement instrument because it measures group identity as an attitude, 

rather than a natural attribute of an individual (e.g. being a male is only important 

to men if they actually have an attitude towards this characteristic).  

This attitudinal view of an identity focuses on the emotional connection of an 

individual towards a group or organization. Based on this perspective, 

organizational identity is essentially a psychological state, and it could be 

measured by a self-report scale tapping into the affective content of the 

member’s relationship with his or her organization (Foreman & Whetten, 2002). 

2.3.3.1. Self categorization 

In order to measure any properties of characteristics, an individual has to 

categorize him or herself as having such an identity (Phinney, 1995). For 

instance, an individual will only be categorized as a fan of a football team if the 

individual classifies itself as a fan of that specific team. If the individual fails to do 

so, he or she cannot be regarded as a fan. This categorization is considered to 

be a pre-condition for group identity. This process of self categorization is 

assumed to be an automatic process as soon as individuals are given an 

opportunity for grouping an assortment of others into meaningful categories 



 15

(Turner, 1987)).  Following Ashmore et al. (2004), this categorization in itself is 

enough to trigger an in-group favoring behavior and a loyalty towards the in-

group. There have been two different methods to measure self-categorization. 

One method measured self-categorization as an open-ended question 

(Henderson-King & Stewart, 1994), and the other method measured self 

categorization as a Likert scale based multi-item construct (Karasawa, 1991).  

2.3.3.2. Evaluation 

Evaluation is defined as the positive or negative attitude a person has 

toward the group (both team and external) in question. This follows the definition 

of attitude by Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p.1):” Attitude is a psychological 

tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of 

favor or disfavor.” Many scholars confuse evaluation with importance. However, it 

is possible someone has a very positive evaluation of something, without this 

entity being very important to the individual.   

 Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) made a distinction between evaluation of a 

group identity in private and in public. Private regard of a group identity is how 

someone feels about his or her own identity. Public regard refers to how one 

perceives others to hold about one’s group identity.  

2.3.3.3. Importance 

 Importance is measured to evaluate how important a group identity is to 

one’s self-concept (Ashmore et al., 2004). Different authors have used different 

terms to examine the concept of importance. Stryker and Serpe (1994) used the 

term ‘psychological centrality’, in which importance is measured by how central a 

particular self-definition is to the person’s overall self-concept. Ashmore et al. 

referred to this centrality as explicit importance. The second form of importance 

Ashmore et al. distinguished is implicit importance. Implicit importance is 

measured by ranking the different identities in order of importance to the self-

concept. This follows Stryker and Serpe’s (1994) definition of ‘salience hierarchy’. 

Salience is defined as the readiness to act out an identity as a consequence of 

the identity’s properties as a cognitive structure or schema. (Stryker & Serpe, 

1994, p.17) 
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According to Stryker and Serpe, people are not always aware of the 

salience, in contrast to the psychological centrality. Therefore, Ashmore et al. 

(2004) referred to salience as implicit importance, while psychological centrality 

is referred to as explicit centrality. However, it is important to note Stryker and 

Serpe (1994) stated centrality and salience are two psychological constructs that 

often intertwine, overlap, and that depending on external factors, the two 

constructs are dependent or independent from each other. Therefore, the two 

constructs cannot be regarded as two independent dimensions to measure group 

identity.  

2.3.3.4. Attachment, interconnection to self and sense of interdependence 

Emotional attachment to a group is the fourth property of identity. It has 

been defined by Ashmore et al. (2004) as:” The affective involvement a person 

feels with a social category or the degree to which the fate of the group is 

perceived as overlapping with one’s personal fate.” (p.90) 

 This component has been added because research suggests the 

emotional-affective aspect of belonging to the group may be independent of 

categorization and evaluation (Jackson, 2002; Karasawa, 1991). Measurement of 

this property has focused on different components of emotional attachment: 1) 

Attachment (general), 2) Interconnection of self with group, and 3) Sense of 

interdependence. While the first component can be regarded as an overall 

construct that measures affective commitment, the two other constructs could be 

regarded as more precise constructs that measure attachment.  

Attachment is seen as the emotional component of group membership, 

which either entails emotional involvement or affective commitment (Ellemers et 

al., 1999). Sense of interdependence is measured by Gurin and Townsend 

(1986) as the sense of common fate an individual has with an organization. A 

high sense of interdependence would indicate an individual beliefs what happens 

to the organization directly influences his or her own life.  Mael and Tetrick (1992) 

measured attachment by measuring how the individual merges itself with the 

group. This interconnection between member and group would indicate a certain 

level of attachment.   
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2.3.3.5. Social embeddedness 

Social embeddedness measures the degree to which an individual 

interacts with the group in their on-going relationship (Ashmore et al., 2004). 

While attachment refers to the attitudinal commitment an individual has towards a 

group, this property focuses on the behavioral component of this commitment, 

without concentrating on the attitudinal part of the concept. A central component 

to measure social embeddedness would be to measure the quantity of interaction 

between the member and organization. 

2.3.3.6. Behavioral involvement 

A central challenge in measuring this property is to use the behavioral 

element of an attitude (in this case group identity), as an element of identity 

rather than the outcome. In other words, the behavioral component has to be 

used to explain attitude, rather than the other way around. This approach is 

support in the literature. Ashmore et al. (2004) stated the following: 

” Following Eagly & Chaiken (1993), who posit that attitude can be 

assessed by behavioral as well as cognitive and affective indicators, we propose 

behavioral involvement as a key element of collective identity. Behavioral 

involvement is defined as the degree to which a person engages in actions that 

directly implicate the collective identity category in question. (…). Rather, 

behavioral involvement is a clear expression of the identity itself, requiring no 

additional theorizing to make the connection.” (p. 93)  

The authors gave several examples of this method. They suggested 

ethnic and national identity could be measured by the behavioral involvement of 

usage of language (De la Garza, Newcomb & Myers, 1995). Another example 

could be given by a research from the field of sport management. Cialdini et al. 

(1976) measured the attitude of fans towards the team (BIRGing) after a game 

based on the behavioral component of wearing a t-shirt. Both these studies 

related to observations, rather than using secondary data analysis or a survey 

instrument.  
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2.3.3.7. Content and meaning 

Research on this property of identity has been diverse in their approach. 

As Ashmore et al. (2004) stated:” In turning our attention to content and meaning, 

we introduce elements of identity that are less easily subsumed in a single 

scale.” (p.94). The authors defined three kinds of content: 1) self-attributed 

characteristics, b) ideology, and c) narrative. All three of these elements of 

content and meaning are hard to capture in a survey because they are qualitative 

in nature.  

Self-attributed characteristics refer to the extent to which a member of that 

category endorses traits and dispositions that are associated with a social 

category, as self-descriptive. (Ashmore et al., 2004, p. 94) This partially overlaps 

with the self-categorization items in which the individual is asked to which degree 

he or she beliefs to be a typical member of the organization. Often this construct 

is measured by referring to the perceived stereotypes of the members of the 

organization (e.g. a professor is intelligent). This approach raises several 

challenges, of which the most important one would be respondent bias. To 

prevent measurement errors in the measurement of these self-attributed 

characteristics of the external groups and the team itself, this element of content 

and meaning will not be used in this study.  

Ideology refers to the beliefs of the members towards the experience and 

history of the group over time (Ashmore et al., 2004). Gurin and Townsend 

(1986) used the term group consciousness, which refers to the member’s 

ideology about the group’s position in society. Because this study is the first step 

towards designing an instrument to examine multiple groups, it is extremely hard 

to develop items that measure the different ideologies of the different groups 

objectively in a way the responses are comparable for statistical analysis. 

Moreover, because the relationship between organizations is the focus point, 

there is no way to control effectively for the influence of the different ideologies 

on each other (e.g. There is no tool to control for the influence of the national 

ideology on the state ideology and the city ideology).  
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Narrative might be the most objective way to evaluate the content and 

meaning of a group. Narrative describes the personal story the person has 

developed regarding their self and the group in question (Ashmore et al., 2004). 

Two different components of narrative are identified. The first is the story of the 

individual as member as a group; the second is the story of the group in general. 

Ashmore et al. (2004) stated that the first component could range considerable 

when measured, due to the meaning of a “contested” group identity of an 

individual compared to an “uncontested” group identity. Because this study 

attempts to measure a collection of group identities and focuses on more than 

one group identity, the focus will be on the second component of the narrative, 

which is the story of the group. The story of the group will be measured in this 

survey as the degree to which an individual perceives to possess knowledge or 

awareness of the ‘narrative’ of a certain group. This awareness of the group 

narrative will therefore be measured as a cognitive dimension in which 

knowledge or awareness is used as an indicator for content and meaning. 

This overview shows how long it might take to come up with a valid 

instrument to assess a difficult social construct such as group identity, and what 

challenges researchers are faced with. Because Ashmore et al. (2004) did not 

compile a specific measurement scale, but provided a conceptual framework of 

measuring group identity; the challenge is to come up with an operational model 

to measure a specific group identity, and its relationship with other group 

identities.  

2.4. The internal group identity of a sports team 

2.4.1. Multiple identity organizations 

Albert and Whetten (1985) developed the following definition for multiple 

identity organizations or, what they called hybrid-identity organizations:”  

…an organization whose identity is composed of two or more types that 

would not normally be expected to go together…It is not simply an organization 

with multiple components, but it considers itself (and others consider it), 

alternatively, or even simultaneously, to be two different types of organizations.” 

(p.270) 
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Many of the sport teams in Europe were founded by organizations such as 

churches or companies, thereby providing the teams with a natural external 

institution connected to the team and the fans. These teams in Europe and other 

parts of the world suggest their fans not only identify with the team, but also with 

larger group identities. These teams had multiple identities for their fans. The 

fans did not only identify with the team, but also identified with the organization 

that founded the team in the first place (but also in the US such institutions can 

be defined). Although it is not recognized by Wann, Tucker, and Schrader (1996) 

in their exploration of reasons why people identify with a certain team, their study 

among college students suggested students did not only follow the team based 

on the internal value of the team, but it also proposed a relationship between 

team identification, the geographical unity it represented it, and the bond 

students had with the university. These findings suggested the team represented 

an organizational identity, a regional identity, and a ‘university’ identity. These 

added identities to an organization could enhance the attractiveness of the team 

to current and potential members. This is supported by attitudinal research. 

Attitudinal research showed when one positive attitude is connected to another 

positive attitude, the overall importance of both attitudes increased (Petty & 

Wegener, 1992).  

2.4.2. The internal group identity  

 The internal identity of the organization is what lies at the core of the 

organization and is the unit of analysis in this study. For the purpose of this study 

the organizational identity of a sport team will be regarded as a form of group 

identity. Organizational identity is defined here as a sub-group of group identity 

(Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Dutton and Edwards (1994) stated that organizational 

identification is: “the degree to which a member defines him or herself by the 

same attributes that he or she believes define the organization”. (p.39) 

 A group identity could be either internal or external, depending on the unit 

of analysis. Since sport teams are the unit of analysis, this group identity will be 

considered as the internal identity in this study. All other group identities 

connected and perceived to be a part of the team are referred to as external 
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group identities. In comparison, in civic pride research, in which the city is the 

unit of analysis, the geographical identity would be the internal group identity and 

the sport team would be the external group identity that influences the identity 

residents have with their city.  

Underwood, Bond and Baer (2001) focused on group identity as the 

vehicle to reach brand equity (the positive result of the branding process) in 

sports and they claim the following four elements are key in creating a strong 

group identity of a sport team: 1) group experience, 2) history and tradition, 3) the 

role of the physical facility, and 4) rituals surrounding the game. These four 

characteristics were found through a qualitative study among fans of teams 

known for loyal fan support (e.g. Chicago Cubs, Green Bay Packers, University 

of Alabama). All four characteristics related to the organization as a whole, rather 

than the product and give valuable insight into how to measure brand equity 

among sport teams. Ashmore et al. (2004) stated content and meaning have a 

great influence on group identity and these four characteristics suggest they 

could be the four central elements for a sport team to enhance group identity 

among their members. The theory of branding suggests fans could be regarded 

as members who identify with an organization rather than rational consumers of 

a product. 

The research that has been done on team identification will be examined 

to further explain team identification as an organizational (group) identity. In order 

to give a definition of team identification one should first make a distinction 

between a spectator and a fan. A spectator is someone who watches and/or 

attends games, while he or she might have little interest in identifying with the 

team; he or she attends or watches the game because he/she wants to spend 

some time with family/friends or to attend to an informal business meeting. Fans 

are described as individuals who do have an interest in the sport and/or team. If 

a fan has an interest in a certain team and identifies with it instead of the sport in 

general, this is referred to as team identification. “Team identification refers to the 

extent to which a fan feels psychologically connected to a team.” (Wann, Melnick, 

Russell, & Pease, 2001, p. 3) A further distinction between the two definitions is 
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that fandom might be an attitude of an individual towards an object (the team), 

while spectatorship is the result of a behavior (an action). Although it is likely a 

fan is a regular spectator of the games of the team, and will direct his or her 

actions towards such behavior, this is not a necessity for a fan. One can become 

(and maintain being) a fan without the regular pattern of spectatorship.  

 Not everyone identifies with the team to the same degree; Wann and 

Bransombe (1993) developed a measurement to assess the degree to which an 

individual identifies with the team:” The Sport Spectator Identification Scale”. 

However, this study regarded team identity as a single dimensional construct, 

and no attempts were made to examine what this identity entails. There are 

several factors that influence the different degrees of fandom as proposed by 

Wann, and Branscombe. Wann, Tucker and Schrader (1996) suggested the 

greatest influence on team identification was that one’s parents were supporters 

of the team, followed by the talent and characteristics of the players, 

geographical reasons, the influence of one’s friends and peers, and the success 

of the team. However, for the continuation of support of the team, success of the 

team seemed to be the most important reason. A different result was found when 

this same research was repeated in England and Japan. In both countries, the 

main reason to continue to support the team was geographical reasons (Jones, 

1997; Uemukai, Takenouchi, Okuda, Matsumoto, & Yamanaka, 1995).  

 The relationship between geographic location, success, and team identity 

might be partly explained by the theory of basking in reflected glory (BIRGing) 

(Cialdini et al., 1976). Team identification is highly related to the notion of 

BIRGing, which can be explained by the Social Identity theory of Tajfel (1978) as 

discussed earlier. According to Tajfel, one assumes a social identity when 

someone not only has the knowledge that he or she belongs to a social group, 

but also attaches emotional significance to that membership. This statement is 

important because in this light team identity can be regarded as an attempt of a 

person to belong to a certain social group. If someone has not attached an 

emotional value to a certain social group, it can be concluded that a particular 

person will not pursue a relationship with the team to identify with his or her 
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social group. Success or failure of this social group has a great influence on the 

desire of the individual to be involved in this particular social group. When the 

social identity (the team) is successful the individual will regard him or herself as 

a member of the team, and they will bask themselves in reflected glory (Cialdini 

et al., 1976). If the chance of BIRGing through another team is big, it is not 

unlikely that an individual connects with a distant team to attain a sense of 

achievement, but only if there is no chance the local team can provide BIRGing. 

This might explain the large role of success on the motives of fans to follow a 

certain team. When the team is unsuccessful, the individual will cut himself off its 

social identity. This notion of Cutting Off Reflected Failure (CORFing) was 

described by Snyder, Lassegard and Ford (1986). CORFing is influenced by the 

degree of fan identification. A fan with a high degree of identification is less likely 

to CORF than a fan with a low level of identification. This came back in the article 

of Funk and James (2001) in which they stated that at the higher stages of fan 

identification, one is unlikely to abandon the team based on failure of lack of 

success. They have formed a strong attitude towards the team, and challenges 

towards this attitude will be rejected or altered by social creativity (Murrell & 

Dietz, 1992).  

 According to Wann and Branscombe (1991) team identification provides 

fans with a sense of belonging and attachment to a larger social structure. 

Whether the larger social structure described by Wann and Branscombe limits 

itself the sport organization or stretches itself outside the organization (e.g. city, 

university or nation) is not clear and should be more closely investigated. By 

explicitly dividing team identification into the two concepts of an internal 

organizational identity and external group identities, one might be able to better 

examine the influence of team identification on team loyalty.    

2.5. The external group identities of a sports team 

2.5.1. The concept of ‘community’ 

 Trail, Robinson, Dick, and Gillentine (2003) examined the relation between 

motivation to attend an event and identification with the event and they 

discovered the identification of the fan with the organization is related to seven 
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points of ‘attachments’: 1) team, 2) coach, 3) Community, 4) University, 5) 

Players, 6) Level, and 7) Sport.  However, these points of attachments raise 

several issues. The authors do not make a distinction between points of 

attachment within the organization (team, coach, players), outside the 

organization (community, university) and general identification with the sport 

instead of the specific team (level, sport). Moreover, the authors operationalized 

the term community at the same level as the other points of attachment (such as 

players and coach. However, community is rather an abstract concept formed by 

an overall network of socializing agents such as players of the team, fans and 

coaches, than an independent agent that can be examined as such. Moreover, 

the second external point of attachment mentioned by the authors is the 

university, which would be an excellent example of a community that individuals 

can relate to instead of the vague general notion of community.   

 Finally, the authors did not mention the possible influence of identification 

with the points of attachments on organizational identity. They claimed a high 

organizational identity leads to a higher identification with the points of 

attachment, however, they failed to operationalize that a high identification with 

players, the coach and/or the university could lead to a higher identification with 

the team.  And fourth and most foremost, the authors fail to explain whether the 

external group identities (community, university) could have a potential influence 

on the team identification. 

In a classic article of McPherson (1976) referring to the socialization of 

people into sport, community was placed next to the social agents, instead of 

being named as the overall construct of these different social agents. Moreover, 

McPherson described community as a static and geographical construct. 

However, the transition of the community from a Gemeinschaft to a Gesellschaft 

gave the community a more diverse and dynamic character. A community is no 

longer limited to a geographical nature and can vary from a political, ethnic, 

political, to a gender-based, social or nationalistic character. The influence of 

mass media and the Internet had an important role in this process (Putnam, 

2000). Therefore, it might be more appropriate to construct a model, where the 
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community is being used as a cumulative of socializing agents, instead of 

measuring the community as one of the many socializing agents.  

The relationship between an individual and the community is described by 

Putnam (2000) as the search of an individual for ‘social capital’. The core of the 

social capital theory is that social networks have a certain value to an individual. 

Social capital refers to the social networks individuals built and the norms of 

reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them. (Putnam, 2000. p.19) Social 

capital has both an individual and a collective aspect. Individuals form 

connections that benefit themselves (individual aspect), however a group as a 

whole can be more successful if they are more connected than other groups. In 

his book, Putnam regards social capital as the conceptual cousin of community. 

In other words, community is one of the social networks individuals maintain to 

connect with each other. He stated social networks come in many sizes and 

shapes and have many different uses. Examples range from extended family, to 

a Sunday school class, to an Internet chat group. In examination of the social 

networks a distinction can be made between social networks that are bridging 

and those that are bonding. Bridging refers to individuals that do not share 

certain characteristics and use the network to bridge to another group, bonding 

refers to people that use a network to connect with people who share the same 

characteristics. It has to be noted this distinction is purely theoretical, since all 

organizations use both dimensions to a certain degree. A political party bonds 

people with the same political ideology, however, they bridge between members 

of all races, ages and economic status. Comparable to this is a football team, 

which bonds people who favor a certain football team and like the sport in 

general, however, they bridge between members of many different social 

networks.  

One conclusion drawn from the work of Putnam (2000) is that there is an 

endless line of social networks, which can be regarded as a community. 

However, many of these communities are relatively small and part of a larger 

social network (e.g. a family is part of a geographical community, and is part of a 

political community among others. An Internet chat group might be based on an 
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ethnic characteristic that members share, and is part of a larger ethnical 

community). Moreover, many of the communities individuals connect with are 

rather based on a need, than on the more conceptual concept of identity (e.g. 

one plays poker for entertainment and excitement, but has no significant identity 

with the group in general or with the game of poker, because playing poker is 

such a small part of the individuals life. One is part of a sport marketing class, but 

has no identity with the other class members of the “sport marketing group”; the 

members are connected based on a need to learn.). Following Tajfel’s definition 

of social identity in which the identity is part of one’s self-concept, it is not likely 

that membership of an insignificant social network (such as a sport marketing 

class) becomes part of one’s self-concept.  

Sport teams may also be regarded as a part of a larger social network. 

Previous research (Wann et al., 2001) has demonstrated that a sport team does 

serve as distinct source of identity.  Based on the theory of social capital, 

however, it is likely that an individual’s identification with a team is also 

influenced by relationships that an individual has with larger social networks 

surrounding the team such as the city in which it operates, the ethnic 

demographic of the city, and the economic status of other members. There are 

many social networks that the fans of a sport team are members of, and by 

identifying those communities a team has the potential to improve the bond 

between the organization and its members. 

Foreman and Whetten (2002) described this phenomenon in their 

discussion of multiple-identity organizations. They argued that expanding the 

identities of the organization in congruence with each other would improve the 

commitment of the members of the organization. Many organizations outside 

sport use a set of different group identities as a strategy to expand the loyalty of 

internal members or to make the organization more attractive to the external 

environment (e.g., Shell as the environmental energy supplier). The more 

(positive) group identities an organization can offer, the more attractive an 

organization becomes to its members. Many of the sport teams in Europe were 

founded as an instrument for groups to strengthen the bond between the 
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organization (church, company, etc), and the members of that specific 

organization, thereby providing the teams with a natural external institution that 

strengthened the bond between team and members (Willems, 2004). In this light, 

the team could be seen as an external group identity that is developed 

specifically to enhance the internal group identity of the church, company or 

university. 

Sport teams throughout the world suggest that their fans not only identify 

with the team, but also with larger social identities. Although not recognized by 

Wann, Tucker and Schrader (1996) in their exploration of reasons why people 

identify with a certain team, their results found that students followed a team 

based on the intrinsic value of the team, and they also demonstrated a 

relationship between team identification, the geographical entity it represented, 

and the bond that students had with a university. These findings suggest that the 

team represented an organizational identity, a regional identity and a university 

identity. This theory of additive value to an organization and the attractiveness of 

this to current and potential members is supported by attitudinal research. 

Attitudinal research (Petty & Wegener, 1992) has found that when one positive 

attitude is connected to another positive attitude, the overall importance of both 

attitudes increases. 

2.5.2. Different forms of group identities 

As stated by Putnam (2000) there is an endless list of social networks to 

which an individual may belong. Moreover, individuals have many different group 

identities they carry with them, some being more important than others (Deaux, 

Reid, Mizrahi, & Ethier, 1995). This makes it extremely hard to design a study in 

which the influence of the external group identities on the organizational identity 

of a sport team can be measured, because of the endless amount of group 

identities that can be tested in the context of the sports team.  

In order to provide some clarity on this matter, Deaux et al. (1995) defined 

three different social categories that may serve as a basis for group identity: 1) 

Demographic categories (e.g. gender, ethnicity), 2) Social roles (e.g. parent, 

spouse), and 3) membership organizations (e.g. Democrat, soldier).    
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Although Tajfel (1981) discussed possible differences between those 

categories we choose and we are born into, there has been discussion whether 

born-into identities are not in fact the same as chosen identities (Brown, 2000). 

For this study it is important to note group identity will be regarded as an identity 

we choose to express. The concentration is on those identities an individual 

regards as important and crucial to their self-identity, whether that is a “born into” 

or “chosen” identity. An individual can be born in the U.S, (and thus have an 

American nationality), but identify himself as a Mexican (because his family was 

from Mexico). In this case, we regard the individual as someone with a Mexican 

identity, rather than an American identity. The key point is what identity is 

important to the individual. 

 When identity is regarded as a social construct, which we can choose for, 

the notion has to be made that individuals develop different strategies to cope 

with changing or conflicting identities. The individual described above has to 

develop a strategy where he balances the two conflicting identities that are part 

of his self (Mexican versus American). Roccas and Brewer (2002) identified three 

different strategies individuals use to cope with conflicting group identities. First, 

individuals use intersection of identities. In this situation the individual perceives 

the group as an intersection between two other identities. For instance, a foreign 

student can define his primary social identity in terms of both being foreign and 

student, an identity only shared with other foreign students. Second, individuals 

use the strategy of compartmentalization. This strategy is context dependent and 

the individual activates the identity that matches the group he is located in at the 

moment. For instance, a foreign student regards other students as the in-group, 

but when he is playing a soccer game with other foreigners in a local recreational 

league, he regards foreigners as the in-group. The third strategy is merger of 

identities. In this mode, the individual extends the in-group identification to 

anyone who shares one of the important social category memberships (such as 

male, student, foreign, Christian, etc.)    

The proposed model incorporates the demographic categories and 

membership organizations as presented by Deaux et al. (1995). Social roles 
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were not included because they are not assumed to be unique to the 

organization, and are located at an individual level, instead of the group level 

(Brewer & Gardner, 1996). Stryker (1987) stated demographic based identities 

often are considered to be master statuses that subsume more specific role-

related identities. If we relate this notion to the difference between demographic 

categories and membership organizations, it can be stated demographic 

categories often drive the desire of an individual to become a member of a 

certain organization. For instance, an African American student of a historical 

black college will identify himself with his race, and with his university, but the 

identity he has with his university is partially driven by his race.  

These two categories of demographics and membership organizations will 

form the structure in our review of different group identities relevant to the 

organizational identification of a fan with its team.  

2.5.2.1. Demographic categories 

Five demographic categories were included in Figure 1 based on a review 

of literature.  The list of categories is not intended to be exclusive, but the result 

of a literature review of demographic categories currently associated with sports 

teams around the world.  First, almost all teams possess some form of 

geographical identity that may be based on the city, region, state, or nation. 

Second, teams may possess an ethnic or racial identity. Third, teams may 

possess a gender-based identity. Fourth, teams may possess a sexuality-based 

identity. And fifth, teams may possess an identity based on social class. These 

categories will de examined in the following paragraphs.  

Geographical Identities 

City Identity 

All teams historically possess an identity linked to the city they are located 

in. Authors who published about ‘community’ were referring to the community as 

the city or village the team is located in (Kenyon & McPherson, 1973; 

McPherson, 1976; Trail et al., 2003; Wann et al., 2001). There are many 

elements that indicate this possible relationship between city and team, and 
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numerous examples of both organizations of using each other to create support 

for themselves.  

First, almost all of the professional sport teams in the US and many 

outside the US carry the name of their city in their organizational name (The 

Atlanta Braves, L.A. Lakers, Manchester United, Real Madrid, etc.) This may 

suggest many teams use the identity people have with their city as an instrument 

to attract people to their team.  

Second, many economic impact studies used the notion of the sport team 

as an instrument for community pride (or the need of attaining and maintaining a 

team for the city to regenerate the community) to express the bond between the 

team and its city (Jarvie, 2003; Noll & Zimbalist, 1997). In this case, the city uses 

the sport team as an instrument of the group identity of people with the city.  

Third, sport motivation research of Wann et al. (1996) showed that among 

the many reasons people have to start and continue to follow a sports team one 

of the main reasons is geographical of nature. Unfortunately, it is not specified in 

the study whether a majority of the responses were aimed at the city as a 

geographical reason or the state. When Jones (1997) repeated the same 

research he found that in England, geographical reasons were even the most 

important indicators for the choice of a fan for a specific team. Research of 

Uemukai et al. (1995) supported the finding that geographical reasons were the 

most important among motivations of fans to follow a specific team.  

Regional Identity 

Many teams are likely to represent a larger region as well. In the US, this 

region is most likely represented by a state, however certain teams outside the 

US can provide an example for a region that is not defined by state lines. For 

instance, teams located in the Northern part of Italy, which is wealthier than the 

Southern part of the country, dominate the Italian soccer league. When FC 

Napoli, under guidance of Diego Maradona, challenged this supremacy and 

became champion of Italy in 1987 and 1990, FC Napoli did not only serve as a 

group identity for people in Naples, but also for the people from the Southern part 

of Italy, because they were excited a team from the poor Southern part of the 
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country challenged the wealthy North (Willems, 2004). On American soil, as 

formerly stated, a team can represent a state. Especially college football teams 

located in smaller towns can form an instrument for state identification, rather 

than being limited to people in their city. For example, the football team of the 

University of Nebraska (Lincoln) does not only represent the University and the 

city, but is a group identity instrument for most people in the state.  A study done 

among football fans of the University of Florida Gators showed almost 80% of all 

their non-student season ticket holders are from outside Gainesville, the local 

home of the Gators (Gibson, Willming, & Holdnak, 2002). 

Other examples of sport teams whose team name indicates a dominant 

state identity above a city identity are University of Alabama (Tuscaloosa), 

University of Oklahoma (Norman), Utah Jazz (Salt Lake City) and the Golden 

State Warriors (Oakland) among others.   

National Identity 

A team can also represent a whole nation. The immense popularity of 

national team soccer illustrates this notion. For example, the World Cup 

tournament is an event which popularity exceeds all other forms of sport and the 

World Cup final is by far the most watched sporting event in the world with more 

than two billion viewers (Van Bottenburg, 2000).  

However, in order to define national identity there is a need to define the 

term nationalism, which unfortunately could bring more contradictions and 

confusion than clarity to the subject. Unlike the other geographical entities such 

as city and regional identity, national identity is much more complex. Nationalism 

is an overwhelming social construct that has many different meanings to different 

people.  Sugar (1995) stated there is no definition of nationalism that covers all 

aspects of its manifestation, or has gained any general acceptance. In order to 

define nationalism the focus should first be on defining a ‘nation’.  Smith defined 

a nation as a: “ named human population sharing an historic territory, common 

myths, and historical memories, a mass public culture, a common economy and 

common legal rights and duties for all members.”  (1991,14) 
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According to Tamir (1995), “a nation is a community whose members 

share feelings of fraternity, substantial distinctiveness and exclusivity, as well as 

beliefs in a common ancestry.”  (p. 425) Haas (1986) believed: “A nation is a 

socially mobilized body of individuals, believing themselves to be united by some 

set of characteristics that differentiate them (in their own minds) from outsiders, 

striving to create or maintain their own state.”  (p. 726) 

 All three of these definitions emphasize the search of an individual for a 

group identity, which in this case is based on the concept of the political unit of a 

nation. Nationalism rests on the ideas of nation and national identity, because in 

the end it is the identity developed toward and associated with the nation that 

creates the notion of nationalism. Smith (1998) provided one of the most widely 

accepted definitions of nationalism, stating it is an ideological movement for the 

attainment and maintenance of self-government and independence on behalf of 

a group. All these theoretical concepts can be described as psychological and 

sociological characteristics, and claimed a national identity stretches further than 

just the notion of a demographic fact.   

In this study a national identity will be defined as the political unity that is 

recognized as such by the rest of the world, and the focus will be on the 

perception of the people towards the nation of which they are officially member. 

Ethnical & racial identity 

 Especially in the US there have been many debates between scholars of 

what the difference is between ethnicity and race and how to measure these two 

concepts (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Both concepts have been acknowledged 

as social constructions rather than a biologically based reality (Light & Lee, 1997; 

Stephan, 1992). In addition, both concepts are regarded as both subjective and 

unstable social constructs (Barth, 1969; Moerman, 1965). For example, in recent 

years there has been a dramatic increase in individuals who label themselves as 

American Indians, which suggests not the population has increased, but the 

acceptability of wearing this label has increased (Light & Lee, 1997).   

 Stephan and Stephan (2000) indicated there are several problems when 

measuring these two concepts, and a clear distinction between those two 
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concepts is not possible. Humans are often the result of a mix of different 

ethnicities and/or race. A consequence of this is that depending on the situation 

the individuals places him or her self in either one of the ethnic or racial 

categories. This is supported by the theory of multiple identity strategies (Roccas 

& Brewer, 2002). Moreover, because of the endless list of ethnicities and or 

races (For example: Brazil has 40 gradations of skin color) it is almost impossible 

to classify individuals based on ethnicity and or race.   

 However, in this study the focus is on the group identity of the sport team, 

and the concern is aimed at the possibility of exploring one dominant ethnic or 

racial identity. A consequence of this is that there is no concern for correct 

classification of ethnicities. Based on the marketing assumption that an 

organization should be unified in sending out messages to their target market, an 

organization could not be successful at sending out a multiple ethnical/racial 

identity. For example, a historically black college football team cannot portray 

itself as a white team, and it is impossible for the Boston Celtics to provide both 

an Irish-American as well as an Italian-American identity for their fans. If a sport 

organization is to successfully employ an external group identity to attract and 

maintain fans they have to be monogamous towards that particular identity.  

 Within sports there have been several organizations that have 

successfully used an external ethnic or racial identity in their communication to 

their fans. Boston Celtics, Boston College, Notre Dame University and Glasgow 

Celtics are all examples of teams that refer to the Irish-American ethnicity. In 

Spain, RCD Espanyol changed the spelling of their team name into the 

Catalonian language to better relate to the ethnic identity of the Catalonian fans 

in Barcelona (www.rcdespanyol.com), while both Ajax Amsterdam and 

Tottenham Hotspur in London have historical ties with the Jewish population of 

Amsterdam (Kuper, 2003). In addition, Major League Soccer has allowed a 

second team in L.A. due to the popularity of the L.A. Galaxy to directly market 

their Hispanic fan base. In order to make this expansion team a success, it will 

be named after one of the most successful Mexican teams (CD Chivas) and the 

team will only sign players with a Latino background.   
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 The notion of a racial identity can be supported by the popularity of 

athletics in Historically Black Colleges. Although no research could be detected 

to support this notion directly, Zillmann et al. (1989) found race had a significant 

influence on the motivations of people to support the team. 

Finally, there are also examples of teams who have created a negative 

image for many by using an ethnic/racial identity they are perceived not to 

naturally posses. In many instances, these identities are contested by the outside 

world. The most renowned example in this matter is the use of Native-American 

names, symbols and mascots by North-American teams. Even in cases where 

the ethnicity is portrayed in a positive way such as the Florida State Seminoles or 

in the case of the connection between Ajax Amsterdam and the Jewish 

population each individual reacts differently on the use of their identity (Kuper, 

2003). 

Gender-based identity 

Historically, sport in general was regarded as a game for young men, and 

professional sport is still dominated by a male hegemony. The integration of 

women into professional sport has been a dominant political issue throughout the 

twentieth century. A result of this political struggle has been Title IX, which strives 

to ensure equal opportunity of women in education and educational sport (Acosta 

& Carpenter, 1994). Another focus point in this battle for equality was the 

realization of professional female team sports, such as the ABL (American 

Basketball League), the WNBA (Women National Basketball League), the WUSA 

(Women’s United Soccer Association) and the USPVL (United States 

Professional Volleyball League). Unfortunately, after only a few years, three of 

these four organizations have disappeared already. Only the WNBA is still 

operating, partially due to the financial support of the NBA (Zhang, Pennington, 

Connaughton, Braunstein, Ellis, Lam, & Williamson, 2003).   

All of the teams that are (were) active possess a natural female identity 

their male counterparts miss, and a widely held belief has been that the female 

identity would give the teams an advantage in attracting women to attend games, 

which is illustrated by the high percentage of female spectators at WNBA games 
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(King, 2005). This high percentage of female spectators (70-80%) does suggest 

the influence of the gender identity on team identification.  

However, recent numbers not only show that attendance at WNBA games 

is not growing anymore, and stay well below the teams from the NBA (King, 

2005). This difference of popularity might be related by perception of difference in 

quality between the two forms of basketball, but James and Ridinger (2002) 

suggested women in general had lower fan ratings than men. In a related article, 

James (2002) also suggested women have different motives to attend sport 

events than men, signaling the lack of popularity of women basketball is not only 

product-related, but also consumer related.    

 By examining the team identification of women fans with their favorite 

sport team as a multi-dimensional construct, more insight could be provided into 

the relationship that both female and male fans have with a female sport team.  

The few women teams that are successful in the US all offer other 

additional external group identities besides the gender identity, such as the 

University of Connecticut women basketball team, or the national women soccer 

team. Their popularity might not have been caused by their gender-based 

identity, but partially by the other external group identities, such as vocational 

identity and national identity. Lopez (1997) supported this notion by describing 

the lack of support for one the most successful teams in the ABL, versus the 

Ohio State Buckeyes women basketball team in Columbus, Ohio.  

Sexuality based identity 

 One of the few articles focused on the sexual identity and team 

preference, is the study of Nelson (2001), who did a case study of three WNBA 

teams and found lesbian spectators looked for ‘lesbian-like’ traits of the athletes, 

and they have an urge to have their presence at women basketball games 

publicly acknowledged. In this case, the homosexual movement is looking for a 

viable instrument to express their sexual identity.  

 However, in American sport, homosexuality has not been widely accepted 

(Cahn, 1993), and a possible homosexual identity a sport team might posses is 

suppressed by the media and the league (Plymire & Forman, 2000). One of 
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these reasons for suppression might be that people feel the homosexual identity 

around the team will conflict with their own heterosexual identity and their 

perception their team possesses that same heterosexual identity. Despite the 

negative bias towards this group identity and the challenges to successfully 

exploit this external group identity, this external group identity and its influence on 

team identity should be examined more closely.  

Social class based identity 

 Unlike most of the American professional franchises, which started out as 

entrepreneurial enterprises designed to make a profit for its owner, their 

European counterparts often were founded as a result of a collective group of 

labor workers who were looking for a way to spend their increased leisure time. 

They were supported by the fabric owners who saw sports as a good instrument 

to keep their workers healthy (Frykholm, 1997: Smith, 2002).  

 A century after the foundation of those teams, there are still professional 

teams in Europe that held on to that labor class identity. For instance, the Dutch 

soccer team Feyenoord Rotterdam, located in the city that maintains one of the 

largest harbors in the world, is regarded by the public as the ‘working men’ team, 

a title many teams share in different nations (www.feyenoord.com). Another 

example is the German soccer team Schalke ’04 who has significant ties with the 

traditional mineworkers community in Gelsenkirchen (www.schalke04.de). In the 

US, the Pittsburgh Steelers have close ties to the steel industry in Pittsburgh, 

which is reflected in their name and logo (www.steelers.com).  

 Many of the popular team sports developed a historical workers class 

identity in general, once they professionalized (Van Bottenburg, 2000), such as 

football, baseball, basketball, and hockey in North America and soccer in Europe. 

In these sports, this blue-collar identity is often translated to teams as a 

compliment for their performance. Often, the media uses terms such as “gritty”, 

“determinant”, “tough”, and “down to earth” to describe a situation in which a 

‘blue collar’ team outperforms their opponent (King, 1990).  

 Comparatively, there are examples of teams that are synonymous with the 

higher class they represent such as the London based team FC Chelsea, which 
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is located in the trendy part of London of which the team is named after. In the 

US, the L.A. Lakers carry a more glamorous identity and their home games often 

harbor many television, movie and music stars (USA today, 2004).  

 As with the working class sports, there are also sports that in general still 

apply more to the upper class of society than the blue-collar sports such as golf, 

tennis, polo and cricket. Although due to commercialization and increasing 

welfare, these sports have trickled down to the lower classes, they in general are 

more connected to the social elite and often their teams and athletes are more 

positively portrayed when they show attributes that are connected to this social 

class, such as fair play, gentleman like play and well behavior (Van Bottenburg, 

2000).  

2.5.2.2. Membership organizations 

Vocational identities 

Deaux et al. (1995) identified five types of group identities. Among them 

they classified a vocational identity, referring to the profession that we execute 

(e.g. musician, scientist, student, police officer, etc), or the specific organization 

we are part of. Based on the seven indicators of identity of Ashmore et al. (2004) 

it can be assumed this organizational identity scores high on the indicators of 

sense of importance, social embeddedness and behavioral involvement, 

because of the time spend at a job or university, and the consequences of our 

performance on our personal lives (promotion, grades, etc.). However, it might 

also be assumed that it differs from organization to organization whether 

organizational members evaluate the organization as positive (and thus identify 

with the organization), or if they see the organization as important to their self-

identity.    

 In sport, there are both teams with an educational identity as well as 

teams with a corporate identity. Especially in the US, sports have played an 

important role in the development of the modern collegiate system. Former 

Harvard president Derek Bok (1985) explained this uniqueness by the 

constituency-oriented system of higher education in which universities have to 

“please many constituencies – prospective students, donors, legislators, the 
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general public…Few aspects of college life have done so much [as 

intercollegiate sports] to win the favor of the public, build the loyalties of alumni, 

and engender lasting memories in the minds of student-athletes.” (p.124)   

 Covell (2004) described the central role of athletics in the collegiate 

system by stating:” where schools use athletics to foster a sense of community 

with students, alumni, and the general public.” (p.5) 

 Just as nations use their national teams as an instrument to show off their 

national identity to the rest of the world, universities use their athletic department 

as an instrument to ‘sell’ their university to the outside world. This use of the 

intercollegiate sports has changed the nature of the competition from student- 

focused activities to an enterprise run by professional coaches and athletic 

department managers, who changed the emphasis of collegiate sports to winning 

above all (Smith, 1998). Although the economic contribution of an athletic 

department to an university can be debated (Gaski & Etzel, 1984; Sack & 

Watkins, 1985; Sigelman & Bookheimer, 1983), many scholars described a 

positive relation between a successful athletic program and alumni support 

(Brooker & Klastorin, 1981; Grimes & Chressanthis, 1994).  

 Wann et al. (1996) suggested in an exploratory study that the bond of fans 

with their university was a significant reason that influenced their origination and 

continuation of support for their favorite sport team. In a study by Funk and 

James (In press), the authors found professional teams and collegiate teams 

score differently on the item of vicarious achievement (as stated by the authors, 

this is similar to the concept of team identification), and collegiate teams score 

significantly higher on the item of importance than professional teams. 

Importance is defined as:” the increased psychological significance of a sport 

team and should gauge the extent to which the team has been internalized (i.e. 

individuated and integrated) into one’s self-concept.” (p.20) Although the authors 

did not explain the causes of these differences it could be suggested that the 

higher scores for the collegiate teams are caused because of the added external 

group identity of the university, which increases the overall identification of the 

fan with the team.  
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 A second vocational identity apparent in sports is the tie between a certain 

corporation and a particular sport team. In Europe, several professional soccer 

teams were founded by corporations to increase the commitment of employees 

to the organization, such as PSV Eindhoven, which was founded by the 

electronic company Philips (www.psv.nl), and Bayer Leverkusen, which was 

founded by the chemical company Bayer (www.bayer04.de).  As Smith (2002) 

stated:” …just as they saw representative sport as important for forging a 

workforce’s stronger identification with the firm.” (p.144) 

Religious identity 

A team can represent a social identity based on a religious identity. Both 

Glasgow Rangers and Glasgow Celtic are among the most popular teams in 

Great Britain and although they do not actively pursue their religious identity, 

which is based on their historical ties, they are both still synonymous for the 

religion they represent (Rangers as protestant, Celtics as catholic). Similar to 

this, several American college sport teams possess a religious identity, as a 

consequence from the religious ties of the university (BYU, Notre Dame, Boston 

College).  

There are not many sport teams that maintain such an identity, but those 

teams that do maintain such an identity, often maintain a very loyal fan base, 

which makes it worth examining the influence of this external group identity.  

Political identity 

 The challenge of measuring political identity is that often politics are used 

as an instrument to achieve more power for one of the other group identities 

previously mentioned. Governments who use events or teams to enhance the 

national identity of the people dominate international sport politics. Moreover, 

there are several examples where politics are used to demonstrate the 

superiority of one ethnicity or race above the other, as in the case with the 

Summer Olympics of 1936 in Berlin, or the World Cup of 1934 in Italy.  

 However, when measuring political identity, the search is for those 

instances where a sport team becomes a political instrument for the political 

movement itself. For instance, during the regime of Franco in Spain, the 
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Catalonian population was not allowed to gather for demonstrations and the 

home games of FC Barcelona in stadium Nou Camp were often the only place 

where people could demonstrate their dissatisfaction for the current regime 

(Burns, 2000). Similar, in Eastern Europe, during the communistic era, sport 

team events often provided the only opportunities to express an opinion 

anonymous, without having the risk to be arrested (Kuper, 1995). In these rare 

cases, the teams do not only become political instruments for parties to create 

awareness for their causes, but the team become an actual part of the political 

movement. In these rare cases, the team created a political identity.   

 An overview of all the external group identities given in the literature 

review is given in table 2.1. 

 

Table 2.1 An overview of the different external group identities.    

Demographic Categories Examples 

Geographic Identity  

        City Identity New York Knicks, Manchester United 
(English soccer team), Atlanta Braves, etc. 

        Regional/State Identity University of Nebraska Cornhuskers, 
University of Florida Gators, Utah Jazz, etc.

        National Identity US men’s hockey team, Holland’s men 
soccer team, Romania’s women gymnast 
team, etc. 

Ethnic/Racial Identity CD Chivas USA, FAMU Rattlers, RCD 
Espanyol (Catalonian/Spanish soccer 
team), etc. 

Gender-based Identity U-Conn Huskies women’s basketball, 
Seattle Storm, US women national soccer 
team, etc. 

Sexuality-based Identity Gay Games, WNBA, etc. 

Social Class-based Identity Pittsburgh Steelers, Feyenoord Rotterdam 
(Dutch soccer team), LA Lakers, FC 
Chelsea (English soccer team), etc. 

Membership Organizations  

Vocational Identity  

        University-based Identity Florida State University Seminoles, 
University of Michigan Wolverines, 
Maryland Terrapins, etc. 

        Corporate Identity Bayer Leverkusen (German soccer team), 
PSV Eindhoven (Dutch soccer team), etc. 
 

 



 41

Table 2.1 continued 

 
Membership Organizations Examples 

Religious Identity 
 

Celtic Glasgow (Scottish soccer team), 
Brigham Young Cougars, etc. 

Political Identity FC Barcelona (Spanish soccer team), 
Dynamo Moskou (Russian soccer team), 
Steau Bukarest (Romanian soccer team), 
etc. 

Religious Identity 
 

Celtic Glasgow (Scottish soccer team), 
Brigham Young Cougars, etc. 

 

2.6. Perceived fit of group identities 

 Foreman and Whetten (2002) stated perceived congruence between the 

group identities of the organization by the members has a significant effect on 

member commitment. Therefore, in order to measure the effect of congruence 

between the internal identity and the external identities, an extra scale was 

developed to measure the perceived fit of the external group identities with the 

internal team identity. A central element in the relationship between the internal 

group identity and the external group identities is the perceived fit of the external 

group identities on the internal group identity. For instance, a citizen of New York 

will only see the New York Giants as an instrument to identify with the city, if he 

or she perceives the team to be a representative of the city. In addition, it should 

be noted that an important reasons for exploring external group identities is to 

determine which identities could set an organization apart from their competitors 

and give the team an extra instrument to attract or maintain fans. For example, 

when we look at male sports team, it will be hard to ascertain whether gender 

has an additive value for male fans because this identity is not perceived to be 

unique to the organization.  Female sports team, however, may use the external 

identity (gender) to attract and maintain female fans because there are fewer 

professional female sports teams. Another example is formed by the national 

identity of American sport teams. Although nationalism is used by every team in 

the US in their communication to the fans, and every team has incorporated 

some form of nationalistic ritual in their pre-game entertainment, in a exploratory 

study, students of a large Southeastern University (N=187) did not perceive 

national identity to be well represented by the college football team (Mean: 3.42, 
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SD 1.738, based on Likert scale 1-7). In comparison, the scores for the perceived 

representation of the university (Mean: 6.39, SD 1.001), City (Mean: 5.80, SD 

1.371) and State (Mean: 4.86, SD 1.461) were significantly higher (Heere, 

Unpublished). This low score could be explained by the perceived lack of 

uniqueness of that specific identity. 

2.7. Organizational identity and member commitment 

 Often, organizational identity is confused with the broader concept of 

member commitment, as Sutton, McDonald, Milne, and Cimperman (1997) did 

when they claimed fan identification could be described by:” the personal 

commitment and emotional involvement of fans in pro sport franchises.” (p.15) 

However as Ashforth and Mael (1989) stated, member commitment should more 

appropriately be seen as the consequence of identification. As research in 

strategic management has shown, organizational identity has a large influence 

on the commitment of members of the organization (Dutton & Dukerich, 1991), 

but they are not the same phenomenon. 

 Foreman and Whetten (2002) described the relationship between identity 

and commitment in their discussion of multiple-identity organizations. Foreman 

and Whetten (2002) argued expanding the identities of the organization in 

congruence with each other will improve the commitment of the members of the 

organization. Within organizational theory, the theory of institutionalization has 

focused on this approach. The institutionalization theory states an organization 

can make itself more institutionalized for its members if they expand the meaning 

of the organization for its members. This, in its turn, could increase member 

commitment (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Many organizations outside the sport use a 

set of different group identities as a strategy to expand the loyalty of internal 

members or make the organization more attractive to the external environment 

(e.g. Shell as the environmental energy supplier). The more (positive) group 

identities an organization can offer, the more attractive an organization becomes 

to its members. In addition, the more (positive) images an organization can 

project on its’ environment, the more attractive the organization becomes for 



 43

potential members. As a consequence, the organization becomes more 

institutionalized and thereby is more attractive to their environment.  

 Research in sport marketing so far has mainly focused on motivations of 

consumers to attend games, in which the fan is seen as a rational individual who 

makes choices based on their motivations (Kahle, Kambara, & Rose, 1996; Milne 

& McDonald, 1999; Sloan, 1989; Trail & James, 2001; Wann, 1995; Zillman, 

Bryant, & Sapolsky, 1989).  The motivations as described by these authors are 

either related to the product (the team, the physical attractiveness and skill of 

players, drama, aesthetics and excitement of play) or external factors (social 

interaction with family and with other group affiliations). Only the ‘achievement’ 

scale of the fan relates to the special bond between a fan and its team and 

indicates a different bond than consumers would have with a product. However, 

member commitment suggests members might be referred to as consumers who 

have committed themselves to an organization and might be persistent and 

resistant to change. If the commitment is persistent, and resistant to change, 

commitment is referred to as loyalty. 

 The notion that members commit themselves to an organization instead of 

its product has been clearly described in the theory of branding, which focuses 

on the image of the organization as a whole rather than the image of its product 

(Mudambi, 2001). Consumers perceive brands to have functional, emotional, and 

self-expressive benefits (Aaker, 1991) and they often exceed the limits of the 

relationship a consumer has with a particular product. Rifkin (1999) described the 

brand strategy of the Boston Red Sox and examined the loyalty of the fan 

towards the organization (the brand) rather than the product. Despite a particular 

weakness of the product (not winning championships), the customers stayed 

loyal to the organization. Underwood et al. (2001) stated group identity was the 

key element in branding strategies for sport teams. According to them, sport 

teams are examples of service brands and they are built by making an emotional 

connection with their audience. This emotional connection is reached when 

brands reflect the customers’ core values:”  … that capture and communicate 

values that customers hold dear.” (Berry, 2000; p.134) The use of branding in 
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service brands is particularly important because they lack tangible assets, and 

instead deliver a service that is of ephemeral, experiential and subjective nature 

(Mullin, Hardy & Sutton, 2000). Moreover, as all service industries, they face 

intense competition (Berry, 1999). 

2.8. Team loyalty 

Funk and James (2001) defined loyalty as a highly developed attitude that 

is persistent, resistant to change, creates biases in cognitive processing and 

forms a guide to behavior. This suggests members could be considered as 

consumers who have committed themselves to an organization despite a 

possible lack of motivational product-related constructs. Instead of rational 

choosing for a different team when a team is lacking any attractive product 

related characteristics, loyal fans choose to alter the information they receive and 

often stay loyal to the organization. 

Often, loyalty and commitment are used interchangeable by researchers  

(Assael, 1987; Foreman & Whetten. 2002; Kwon & Trail, 2003; Mahony, 

Madrigal & Howard, 2000). However, this paper will make a distinction between 

those two terms, stating the two concepts are interrelated, with commitment 

leading to loyalty (Beatty, Kahle & Homer, 1988). Commitment is defined by the 

highly developed attitude one has towards a group. Therefore, it is a 

psychological construct that could be measured independent from environmental 

influences. Commitment could be measured in a stable environment where no 

changes occur that challenge the commitment. However, whenever these 

environmental challenges are included into the examination, we use resistance to 

change to measure the impact of the environmental changes on loyalty. Loyalty 

is rather a dynamic psychological construct that can only be tested in a 

presumed state of change (Pritchard, Havitz & Howard, 1999). Figure 3 shows 

the mediating effect of the resistance to change on the relation between 

commitment and loyalty, in which loyalty is a latent outcome of commitment. 

(p.337) 
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Figure 2.1. The model of commitment and its link with loyalty (Pritchard et al., 1999). 

  

In order to measure fan loyalty, there is a need to understand why fans 

become committed to a team. Most research so far has focused on motivations 

of consumers to become involved with a sport team, in which the fan is seen as a 

rational individual who makes choices based on their motivations. 

The first article to come up with an overall theoretical psychological 

framework to analyze the motivation of fans is the Sport Fan Motivation Scale of 

Wann (1995). He developed eight subscales to assess sport fan motivation. 

These are:” Group Affiliation, aesthetic, self-esteem, economic, eustress, 

escape, entertainment and family.”  Wann et al. (2001) acknowledged there are 

several shortcomings to this model and there was a need to fine-tune this model 

(as often with the initial edition of a new psychometric instrument). For instance, 

research of Kenyon and McPherson (1973) defined several important socializing 

agents (peer groups, family, school, community). However, in the article of Wann 

et al., only family is directly represented. The need to socialize with (or due to) 

other socializing agents is brought together in the need for group affiliation. It 

might be that the transition of the social agents into different social constructs 
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has caused some validity problems. Second, the research of Sloan (1989) 

showed there were several theories that might explain the motivations of sport 

fans (salubrious effects, stress and stimulation-seeking, catharsis and 

aggression, entertainment, and achievement-seeking). However, in the model of 

Wann these five motivations are altered (self-esteem/achievement-seeking and 

catharsis-aggression and escape), renamed (stress/stimulation-seeking and 

eustress) or even left out completely (salubrious effects). Only entertainment is 

defined as a motive in both articles. These problems of validity are also assessed 

in the article of Trail and James (2001).        

Instead of coming up with another new model, Trail and James (2001) 

reviewed the existing models of motivational models (Kahle, Kambara, & Rose, 

1996; Milne & McDonald, 1999; Wann, 1995) and fine-tuned their models into a 

reliable and valid model to assess sport fan motivation. Based on the model of 

Trail, Anderson, and Fink (2000) they came up with nine motives for sport 

consumption. These were: “Achievement, acquisition of knowledge, aesthetics, 

drama/eustress, escape, family, physical attractiveness of participants, the 

quality of physical skill of the participants and social interaction”. To avoid validity 

problems, special attention was given to the wording of items. Their results show 

the motivation scale for sport consumption is reliable and valid. Only family and 

physical attraction might need some refinement. The problem with the family 

subscale might be related to the problem described in the commentary on the 

article of Wann (1995). While in previous research (Kenyon & McPherson, 1973) 

different social agents are defined, only family is directly enclosed in the current 

motivation scales, while other important social agents are brought together in the 

social subscale. 

The motivations as described by these authors are either related to the 

product (the team, the physical attractiveness and skill of players, drama, 

aesthetics and excitement of play) or external factors (social interaction with 

family and with other group affiliations). Only the ‘achievement’ scale of the fan 

relates to a self-related concept of an individual. However, the opportunity of an 

individual to ‘achieve’ something through the team is product related. Based on 
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these motivations, we might be able to measure fan loyalty as the commitment of 

fans to the organization, while the organizations do not fulfill the previously 

mentioned motivations. For instance, fan loyalty could be measured by stating to 

a respondent:” I would continue to support my team although they are not 

successful.” A high score of agreement on this item would suggest the fan is 

loyal to the team, and is resistant to change his commitment to the team despite 

the lack of fulfilling his motivations. Mahony et al. (2000) developed a scale to 

measure the psychological commitment of an individual towards a team. This 

Psychological Commitment to Team scale (PCT) measured both the attitudinal 

as the behavioral component of team loyalty. The items they developed were 

evaluated by Kwon and Trail (2003) and these authors came to the conclusion 

that several of the items developed by Mahony et al. were not valid. This study 

will delete the invalid statements and replace them by new statements.  

 It is important to note, that unlike many other studies, the focus in this 

study is on attitudinal loyalty. Where Funk and James (2001) have a behavioral 

component in their definition of loyalty, the focus in this study is on the attitudinal 

dimension of the loyalty construct. Foreman and Whetten (2002) stated in their 

definition that commitment is a multi-dimensional construct with an affective and 

behavioral dimension. Following this definition, loyalty has both an affective as 

behavioral dimension as well. However, in this study we will focus on the 

attitudinal dimension of loyalty. Since the focus in this study is on fans, and not 

on spectators, we focus on their attitudinal bond with the team, and not their 

actual behavior towards the team.  

2.9. Scale development 

One of the most effective ways to collect data from a large group of 

subjects is the survey method. Alreck and Settle (1985) related to surveys as a 

comprehensive, customized, versatile, flexible, and efficient instrument to gather 

data. Moreover, since this study is focused on the perceived group identities 

characteristic of the team, the survey is the best way to gather information of the 

fans and the attitudinal character of this study automatically eliminates several 

issues surrounding response bias.  As stated by Daniel (1979), sample surveys 
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allow for a collection of a wide variety of data, including opinions, beliefs, 

knowledge, feelings and present and past behavior. 

In order to develop a valid instrument (TEAM*ID) to explore the 

relationship between external group identities, team identity and fan loyalty, the 

scale development procedure as presented by Churchill (1979) in figure 4 will be 

used. Variables to measure the multi-dimensional concept of group identity are 

based upon the conceptual framework of Ashmore et al (2004) as examined 

previously: 1) self-categorization, 2) Public evaluation, 3) Private evaluation, 4) 

Importance, 5) Attachment – Interconnection of self, 6) Attachment - Sense of 

interdependence, 7) Social embeddedness, 8) Behavioral involvement, and 9) 

Awareness and knowledge of content and meaning.  

There are several challenges to using surveys as a data collection 

instrument.  If we concentrate on attitude research (such as group identity) there 

are several challenges that have to be acknowledged. People often do not have 

a developed opinion (a weak attitude), and attitude research has shown weak 

attitudes are susceptible to change (Petty & Wegener, 1992). A consequence of 

this is that a person might give a response, but if the research would be 

repeated, the respondent is likely to give another response the next time. Also, 

attitudes are complex constructs that vary in intensity and the way people 

perceive them. So, while two respondents have the same attitude towards an 

object, they both might give a different response to the question based on their 

own perception. Because surveys often rely on scales (such as the Likert scale) 

this limits the response. Research has shown that in scales, people tend to stay 

‘in the middle’ with a slight preference to the positive side (Gillham, 2000).    

Related to the challenges of survey instrumentation, surveys are faced with 

the challenge of reliability. Reliability refers to the fact that it has to be possible to 

repeat a research and when this is done the research has to provide the same 

responses as the first time. Often, responses are depending on contextual 

variables, and when using a survey it is extremely hard to find situations where 

respondents are faced with exactly the same contextual variables. As previously 

stated, society changes from moment to moment and this dynamic nature 
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changes the context of which variables are measured from moment to moment. 

When a survey is distributed about team identification to a group of respondents 

by e-mail, each person fills in the survey at a different time and each respondent 

might be faced with different contextual factors. For instance, the first part of 

respondents filled out the survey before a specific game, or before the transfer of 

a particular player, and the second part of the respondents fill out the survey after 

they received this information. In this case, respondents are faced with different 

contextual variables that influence their response. Related to this issue is the 

cognitive capability of the respondents. One respondent might already know 

about a changing contextual variable, while the other respondent is not aware of 

this variable yet. So, even when the data is collected at one point in time, the 

respondents are faced with different contextual variables. These factors have a 

significant impact on the possibility of repeating a survey in the same matter of 

conduct.    

Finally, researchers are faced with various validity issues. A research is 

valid when it really measures what it was supposed to do. If different people are 

asked about a certain construct, validity makes sure all people faced with the 

question interpret the question the same. However, in social research it is 

extremely to reach validity, because they are focused on social constructs 

subjective in nature, hard to measure and might be interpreted by each 

respondent in their own way. For instance, many sport management scholars 

have tried to measure team identification (Wann & Branscombe, 1993; Wann et 

al., 2001) without defining what respondents might view as the team. So, while 

one respondent responds to the concept of team merely as the collection of 

players, another respondent might view the team as the representation of the 

overall organization and the social identities connected to this identification. 

Second, Wann and Branscombe examined identity as a single construct, 

although social psychology research suggests that identity is a multi-dimensional 

construct. For instance, while both an American citizen and a Dutch citizen might 

rate their national identity as very strong, they both might have a completely 

different concept of this strong identity.  
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Despite these limitations, the survey is the most effective way to gather 

data for the conceptual framework, and creating a survey instrument that 

overcomes these challenges is a step to a better understanding of the bond 

between fan and team.  

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2.2. Steps in developing the TEAM*ID instrument 
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loyalty. Stage 2 will provide an overview of how the sample items for the pilot 

study were developed. It will also explain why single item scales were used for 

the pilot study instead of multiple item scales. Stage 3 will give an overview of the 

data collection of the pilot study among 50 students of a large Southeastern 

university. Stage 4 will examine the reliability and validity of the items. Stage 5 

will further purify the items for the second round of data collection. During the 

second round I will make use of multiple item scales to increase the validity of the 

items. Stage 6 will entail the second round of data collection, with a split sample 

to perform both an exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. Stage 7 will 

present the findings of the data. In order to do so, different validity tests will be 

administered, and factor analysis will be used to examine the social constructs. 

Finally, stage 8 will attempt to provide norms for future data collection of the 

TEAM*ID instrument.   

2.10. Measurement theory 

2.10.1. The evaluation of existing measures pertinent to group identity  

 In order to develop a sample of items to measure group identity, an 

overview has to be given of previous attempts of measuring group identity. 

Ashmore et al. (2004) do not only provide a conceptual framework to measure 

group identity, but they also provide an overview of previous scale development 

to measure group identity. The items used in this study are taken from these 

attempts and that will be used in this study are listed in table 2.2.  

 It is important to note no previous attempts have been made to develop 

items to measure the dimension of social embeddedness and the dimension of 

awareness and knowledge, and these items have to be developed in order to 

create a survey that measures the overall conceptual framework.  
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Table 2.2 Summary of selective studies purported to measure constructs of group identity 

Measure Validation 

Author(s) 
The Focus of  

the Scale 

Number 
of items 

per 
scale 

Reliability 
Content 
validity 

Criterion validity 
Convergent 

validity 
Discriminant 

validity 

Henderson-King & 
Stewart (1994) 

Self 
categorization 

1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Phinney (1992) 

Self 
categorization 
attachment, 
behav. 
involvement 

1, 2, 2 
Investigated  

(α=.81 ~.90) 
Investigated N/A 

Factor 
analysis 

N/A 

Karasawa (1991) 
Self 
categorization 

4 
Investigated 

Test-retest 
N/A N/A 

Factor 
analysis 

Factor analysis 

Luhtanen & 
Crocker (1992) 

Public and 
Private 
evaluation, 
importance 

7,4 

Investigated 

(α=.85)  

Test-retest 

N/A 

Investigated 

Instr. compared 
to Rosenberg 
(1965) 

Factor 
analysis 

Investigated 

Sellers et al. (1997) 

Evaluation, sense 
of interdep., 
social 
embeddedness 

3, 1, 1 
Investigated 

(α=.60 ~.79) 
N/A Investigated 

Factor 
analysis 

Investigated 

Gurin & Townsend 
(1986) 

Sense of 
interdep. 

2 N/A N/A Investigated N/A N/A 

Mael & Tetrick 
(1992) 

Interconnection 
of self with group 

6 
Investigated 

(α=.81~.66) 
Investigated N/A 

Factor 
analysis 

Investigated 
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2.10.2. Reliability 

 The reliability of the instrument is observed through the internal 

consistency and objectivity of the measurement item. Internal consistency, 

implies that the items comprising the scale are homogeneous, and a respondent 

would respond to the items the same way, because the high correlation between 

the items (Devillis, 1991). The consistency of the items could also be tested by a 

test-retest approach, in which the respondents respond to the item at two 

different occasions. Reliability is reached when the respondent provides the 

same answer on both occasions.  

 The most common way to measure reliability is the Cronbach’s Alpha, 

which measures the internal consistency of the items. Nunnally and Bernstein 

(1994) suggested the minimum acceptable level of the Cronbach’s Alpha is .70, 

which indicates a modest agreement between the variables just below 50%.  

 Since Cronbach’s Alpha does not measure the amount of variance 

explained by the construct relative to the amount of variance that may be 

attributed by measurement error, the reliability could further be examined with the 

average variance extracted (AVE) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The AVE of the 

construct should be greater than the unique variance of the construct and the 

values of AVE should be higher than .50.  

 In addition, Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998) used both inter-

item correlation and the item to total statistic to examine reliability. For inter-item 

correlation, a correlation of .3 or higher is deemed appropriate, while the item to 

total statistic should be .5 or higher. It should be noted a researcher should be 

aware for any inter-item correlation higher than .8, because this might indicate 

the researcher is using a redundancy of items.  

 As stated before, there are many ways the reliability of the survey could 

be harmed and measurement error is unavoidable. It is the responsibility of the 

researcher to diminish these errors as much as possible. 

2.10.3. Validity 

 The researcher should also be aware of the validity issues of the survey. 

Validity indicates the measurement instrument actually assesses what it is 
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supposed to measure (Baumgartner & Jackson, 1982). Unlike reliability, validity 

is often a more subjective assessment of the researcher and its surroundings. 

There are different forms of validity: 1) Content validity, 2) Criterion validity, 3) 

convergent and discriminant validity,  and 4) construct validity. Content validity is 

a conceptual approach, while the other three forms are empirical and 

theoretically based.  

2.10.3.1. Content validity 

 Content validity is a qualitative approach in which the items are presented 

to expert analysts to judge whether the measures fully represent a certain 

domain (Heeler & Ray, 1972). The examination of test items and the item 

selection is obtained by logical deduction and expert opinion and therefore, 

content validity often is dependable on the subjective assessment of the 

researcher and the experts involved. The use of experts to validate the items is 

an approach often used to obtain content validity (Lasser, Mittal, & Sharma, 

1995). The lack of content validity is often the result of the lack of, or an 

incomplete, understanding of the underlying theory.  

2.10.3.2. Criterion validity 

 Criterion validity is the measure of how well an instrument functions 

compared to another instrument or predictor (Litwin, 1995). Appropriate 

instruments to compare with are the benchmarks or the ‘gold standards’ in that 

line of research. The correlation between the new and the established instrument 

then compute criterion validity. Criterion validity is often used to see if an existing 

instrument can be shortened or more efficient for distribution. There are two 

forms of criterion validity: 1) Concurrent validity, and 2) Predictive validity.  

Concurrent validity compares the two different instruments at the same point in 

time. Predictive validity is present when the instrument is able to predict some 

appropriate criterion (Kline, 2000). Test scores should be correlated with some 

future behavior or other criterion.  

There are several shortcomings to this validity approach. The results are 

not only influenced by the measurement error in the new instrument, but also by 

the measurement error of the benchmark instrument. Also, the assessment of 
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another instrument as benchmark is subjective in nature. And finally, for most 

exploratory research benchmarks are not available, since no instrument has 

been developed yet.    

2.10.3.3. Convergent and discriminant validity 

Despite the value of both validity measurements, based on the limitations 

of content and criterion validity, more stringent measurements of validity should 

be performed in order to validate an instrument. Convergent validity is related to 

predictive or concurrent validity because it uses comparisons between different 

instruments to test the same construct. There is no current agreement on how 

convergent validity can be measured, and several different approaches are used 

to obtain it. Several researchers have used reliability statistics (Cronbach’s 

Alpha, AVE, composite reliability) to demonstrate convergent validity  (McDonald, 

2002). Convergent validity could also be measured by examining the loadings of 

the specific items. If an indicator’s loading is twice its standard error, convergent 

validity may be evident (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Another way to measure 

convergent validity is by an examination of the residual matrix. If an individual 

residual value does not exceed the treshold value of ± 1.15, and the number of 

cases that do exceed this value is less than 5 percent.   

 Discriminant validity is the extent to which the measurement is new and 

differs from other measurements. It is concerned with the correlation between the 

new instrument and old instruments, to which it should differ (Heeler & Ray, 

1972). It is indicated by a low correlation between the new instrument and the 

existing instruments. According to Anderson and Gerbing (1988), the correlation 

between any two constructs should not be within two standard errors of unity. 

Another way to establish discriminant validity is to use the AVE. Fornell and 

Larker (1981) suggested the AVE for each construct should be greater than the 

squared correlation between that construct and the comparative construct used.  

Within the field of sport marketing, Trail and James (2001) used that form of 

validity measurement to revise the SFMS model originally developed by Wann 

(1995).  
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2.10.3.4. Construct validity 

 While both convergent as discriminant validity could be regarded as 

construct related validity measurements, the use of these two measurements can 

only suggest validation. Construct validity in general is the more broader concept 

of the instrument as a result of the theory of the researcher (Cronbach & Meehl, 

1955). The true base of construct validity can be found in the literature review of 

the researcher and shows the validation of the instrument. This falls back to the 

model as designed by Churchill (1979), in which the process of construct validity 

is apparent in stage 1 through 5. 

2.11. Summary 

This literature review proposed that, based on the group identity theory 

(Tajfel, 1978), fans see themselves as members of the organization, rather than 

consumers of a product. Therefore in order to increase their loyalty towards the 

team managers should concentrate on enhancing the internal group identity 

(team identity) and external group identities represented by the team. There are 

two forms of external group identities: 1) Demographic categories (geographic 

identity, ethnic/racial identity, gender-based identity, sexuality-based identity, and 

social class-based identity), and 2) Membership organizations (Vocational 

identity, religious identity, and political identity). Identifying the right group 

identities of each sport team could be a helpful instrument to enhance the team 

identity by adding more meaning to the organization for the members, and 

consequently this will strengthen the team loyalty of the fans.  

Since group identity is perceived to be a multi-dimensional construct, the 

development of an instrument to measure these different group identities is a 

fundamental step towards the examination of the relationship between team 

identity, external group identities and team loyalty. Based on the work of 

Ashmore et al. (2004), nine factors were proposed to measure group identity: 1) 

Self-categorization, 2) Public evaluation, 3) Private evaluation, 4) Importance, 5) 

Attachment – Interconnection to self, 6) Attachment - Sense of interdependence, 

7) Social embeddedness, 8) Behavioral involvement, and 9) Awareness and 

knowledge of content and meaning.  Based upon the theoretical framework of 
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Churchill (1979), the TEAM*ID scale was developed to measure the constructs of 

group identity using a sports team as the identity object.  

Chapter three will provide an overview of the research design using the 

theoretical framework of Churchill (1979). Churchill defines eight stages of 

instrument development. In stage 1, the nine group identity factors were defined. 

The sample items for the pilot study were developed in Stage 2. In stage 3 the 

data collection for the pilot study (N=50) at a large Southeastern university was 

described. In Stage 4 the reliability and validity of the items were assessed using 

the different statistical analysis examined in Chapter two, in addition to a content 

validity review by an expert panel. The proposed items were purified in Stage 5. 

In stage 6 the second round of data collection was described. In Stage 7 

reliability and validity tests were conducted for the 2nd sample (which was split in 

two parts), using the different statistical analysis techniques as well as 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis.  Stage 8 involved identifying 

implications of the survey and providing norms for future data collection of the 

TEAM*ID instrument.    

 



 58

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Chapter summary 

 The purpose of the current study was to develop a valid and reliable 

instrument to measure the domains comprising group identity, using the scale 

development procedure of Churchill (1979). This Chapter will discuss the 

research design and sample used to develop the scale to measure the multi-

dimensional construct of group identity.   

3.2. Research design 

 This Chapter outlines the procedures used to develop a valid instrument 

(TEAM*ID) to explore the multi-dimensional construct of group identity, and more 

specifically, team identity. Variables used in this study to measure the multi-

dimensional concept of group identity are: 1) self-categorization, 2) public 

evaluation, 3) private evaluation, 4) importance, 5) attachment – interconnection 

to self, 6) attachment- sense of interdependence, 7) social embeddedness, 8) 

behavioral involvement, and 9) awareness and knowledge of content and 

meaning (Ashmore et al., 2004).  

The research design was based on the eight stages proposed by Churchill 

(1979). In stage 1, the nine group identity factors were defined. The sample items 

for the pilot study were developed in Stage 2. In stage 3 the data collection for 

the pilot study (N=50) at a large Southeastern university was described. In Stage 

4 the reliability and validity of the items were assessed using the different 

statistical analysis examined in Chapter two, in addition to a content validity 

review by an expert panel. The proposed items were purified in Stage 5. Stage 6 

included a second round of data collection. In Stage 7 reliability and validity tests 

were conducted for the 2nd sample (which was split in two parts), using the 

different statistical analysis techniques as well as exploratory and confirmatory 
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factor analysis.  Stage 8 involved identifying implications of the survey and 

providing norms for future data collection of the TEAM*ID instrument.   

Due to the complex nature of measuring identity, it is not possible to 

design a “one-fit-all” survey. Each organization has its own unique set of external 

group identities. The case study of Southeastern University (SE) football fans in 

this study could be regarded as a template for later attempts to measure team 

identity, external group identities and fan loyalty. The particular Southeastern 

University was chosen for several reasons. The football team has a tradition of 

success and a large fan base. This is useful because it allowed me to administer 

the survey randomly among students to create a diverse student population with 

a large variance toward their bond to the football team. If any other team at this 

university had been chosen, this random sampling of students would not have 

been successful, because too many students would not have cared about the 

team in question. In these cases the researcher is forced to distribute the survey 

at the event, which decreases the variance among the subjects on team 

identification and team loyalty. The second reason is that the particular university 

is a state university located in a small town. This means a large part of the 

student population originates from outside the city’s borders. This created a good 

balance between the emphasis on state and city identity. Finally, a university 

sport team was chosen because it provides not only demographic based group 

identities, but also a membership organizational identity, which allowed me to 

determine whether there were differences between these two identities. 

3.3. Sample 

For the initial pilot study, 50 surveys were distributed among the 

undergraduate student population of a large Southeastern (SE) state university. 

Surveys were distributed among students of three randomly chosen activity 

classes. Activity classes were chosen as distribution sites for two reasons. 

Undergraduate students from all departments take these classes, so they form a 

representative sample of the student body. Also, instructors of these classes 

were willing to cooperate with the study, giving the researcher an opportunity to 

gain access to a classroom to distribute the survey. For the second data 
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administration, surveys were distributed among students of all activity classes 

offered during the first part of the summer semester (N=433). In contrast to the 

pilot study, at this time students were taken into a classroom to create a more 

formal setting. 

A student sample is considered to be valid if it satisfies two conditions 

(Ferber, 1977). The study should be exploratory and the items in the scale 

should be pertinent to the respondents. The TEAM*ID scale satisfies both 

conditions. The study is exploratory, since it is focused on the development of a 

new scale and the items are pertinent to the students because all of them have a 

certain degree of identification with a college football team, no matter how low 

this might be. 

The sample size had to fulfill two conditions. First, it should have at least 

an item-to-response ratio range of 1:4 (Rummel, 1970), which would require a 

sample size of at least 156 (based on 39 items). However, since both EFA and 

CFA would be performed on the second sample size, and this sample will be split 

in two, the total sample size of the second data distribution should be at least 

300, since the minimum sample for factor analysis is 150 (Anderson & Gerbing, 

1988).  

3.4. Scale development procedure 

3.4.1. Stage 1: Specify the domains of construct 

 The first step of Churchill’s process is to specify the domains of the 

constructs examined in a study. Based on the review of literature, and previous 

attempts to examine group identity, group identity was conceptualized as: 

 

Group identity: That part of an individual’s self-concept, which derives from 
his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or 
groups) together with the value and emotional significance 
attached to that membership. (Tajfel, 1978) 

 

Group identity will be measured as a multi dimensional construct. The definitions 

of the nine factors are listed in Table 3.1. 
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Table. 3.1. The definitions of the group identity constructs. 

Constructs Definitions 

Self categorization Identifying self as a member of, or 
categorizing self in terms of, a particular 
social grouping. (Ashmore, Deaux, & 
McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Private & Public evaluation The positive or negative attitude that a 
person has toward the social category in 
question. (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-
Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Importance The degree of importance of a particular 
group membership to the individual’s 
overall self-concept. (Ashmore, Deaux, & 
McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Attachment The emotional involvement felt with a 
group (the degree to which the individual 
feels at one with the group). (Ashmore, 
Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Social embeddedness The degree to which a particular collective 
identity is embedded in the person’s 
everyday ongoing social relationships. 
(Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 
2004, p.83) 

Behavioral involvement The degree to which a person engages in 
actions that directly implicate the collective 
identity category in question. (Ashmore, 
Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Awareness and knowledge of content and 
meaning 

The cognitive awareness or knowledge 
that an individual has of the group in 
general. 

Perceived fit The perceived congruence by the fan of 
the team identity and the particular 
external group identity. 

 

The definition of awareness and knowledge of content and meaning was 

chosen based on the rationale provided in Chapter two. Content and meaning is 

a construct that often is measured though qualitative research. Since a 

quantitative research design was used in the current study, the definition was 

based on one of the elements of the overall content and meaning construct; the 

narrative. This narrative is measured by the degree that the individual perceives 

to have awareness or knowledge of the group in general. If an individual has 

more awareness or knowledge of the group identity, this might positively or 
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negatively influence his or her group identity. For example, many Germans were 

not aware of the concentration camps during World War II. Because they missed 

this awareness or knowledge of the behavior of the Nazi’s, their group identity 

with this ideological movement was positively altered. 

Since this is the first study to develop an instrument to examine group 

identity as a multi-dimensional construct, the author determined that it was 

important to incorporate an additional element, perceived fit.  One group identity 

can only influence another group identity if they are somehow perceived by the 

individual to be related. As shown in the research of Foreman and Whetten 

(2002), the perceived relationship of group identities by an individual could 

influence his or her identity with one of the groups. If the perceived fit is 

considered to be bad (the organizations are not perceived to be similar, or worse, 

they serve opposite goals), this will negatively influence the internal group 

identity. If the perceived fit between organizations is good, then the external 

group identity is expected to have a positive influence on the internal group 

identity. Therefore, this mediating variable should be incorporated in future 

research. 

3.4.2. Stage 2: Generate Sample of items 

 The second stage involved generating items to capture the social 

constructs defined in Stage 1. It is important to note that group identity is 

regarded as a multi-dimensional social construct and is measured as such. As 

stated previously, the nine constructs used to measure group identity were: 1) 

self-categorization, 2) public evaluation, 3) private evaluation, 4) importance, 5) 

attachment – interconnection to self, 6) attachment - sense of interdependence, 

7) social embeddedness, 8) behavioral involvement, and 9) awareness and 

knowledge. The nine factors were proposed by Ashmore et al. (2004); the review 

of the individual factors included suggestions on what items to use to measure 

some of the factors, as shown in Chapter two. However, Ashmore et al. do not 

provide items for all the constructs they review, therefore additional items were 

developed. Table 3.2. demonstrates a full overview of all items taken from 
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previous researchers to be used in this study, and demonstrates the extra items 

that were developed in order to measure the different constructs.  

 

Table 3.2. Initial items generated for first data collection.   

Team*ID instrument – 39 items 

Self categorization  

Karasawa (1991) I often acknowledge the fact that I am a fan of my college football team. 

Karasawa (1991) I think it is accurate if I am described as a typical fan of my college 
football team. 

Karasawa  (1991)  I feel good if I was described as a typical fan of my college football team. 

Karasawa  (1991) I often refer to the name of my college football team when I introduce 
myself. 

Private evaluation  

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

In general, I’m glad to be a member of my college football team. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

I feel good about the college football team I belong to. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

I often regret that I belong to the college football team that I support. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

I am proud to think of myself as a member of my college football team. 

Public evaluation  

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

Most people consider my college football team, on the average, to be 
more ineffective than other groups. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

In general, others think that the college football team I am member of is 
unworthy. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

In general, other respect the college football team that I am a member of. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

Overall, my college football team is considered good by others. 

Importance  

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

In general, belonging to the college football team is an important part of 
my self-image. 

Cassidy & Trew 
(2001) 

Being a part of the college football team is important to me. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

Overall, my college football team has very little to do with how I feel about 
myself. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

The college football team I belong to is unimportant to my sense of what 
kind of person I am. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

The college football team I belong to is an important reflection of who I 
am. 

Interconnection of 
self 

 

Phinney (1992) I have a strong attachment to my college football team. 

Phinney (1992) I have a strong sense of belonging to my college football team. 
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Table 3.2 continued 
 
Interconnection of 
self 

 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) When someone praises my college football team, it feels like a personal 
compliment. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) When someone criticizes my college football team, it feels like a personal 
insult. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) I’m very interested in what others think about my college football team. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) I act like a fan of my college football team, to a great extent. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) The college football team’s successes are my successes. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) When I talk about the college football team, I usually say “we” rather than 
“they”. 

Sense of 
Interdependence 

 

Sellers et al. (1997) My destiny is tied to the destiny of my college football team. 

Self-developed item What happens to my college football team will have an impact on my own 
life. 

Gurin & Townsend 
(1986) 

What happens to my college football team, will have something to do with 
what happens in my life. 

Gurin & Townsend 
(1986) 

My college football team has affected me personally. 

Social 
embeddedness 

 

Ashmore et al. (2004)  I interact with other college football fans on a daily basis. 

Ashmore et al. (2004) Of my ongoing relationships, many are with people who are fan of the 
same college football team. 

Sellers et al. (1997) Being a fan of my college football team is not a major factor in my social 
relationships. 

Behavioral 
involvement 

 

Phinney (1992): 
adapted and changed 
to team setting 

I participate in practices of my own college football team, such as 
tailgating, attending games, and home coming events. 

Phinney (1992) I do not participate in practices that include mostly fans of my own college 
football team. 

Self-developed item I am active in organizations that include mostly fans of my own college 
football team. 

Awareness and 
knowledge 

 

Self-developed item I know the ins and outs of the stadium that my college football team plays 
in. 

Self-developed item I am aware of the tradition and history of the fans of my college football 
team. 

Self-developed item I know the rituals that go with being a fan of my college football team. 

Self-developed item I am aware of the tradition and history of my college football team. 
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3.4.3. Stage 3: The first data collection 

Due to time and access restraints, the researcher made use of a pilot 

study (small sample, exploratory in nature) – 2nd data collection (large sample) 

approach. As a consequence, no exploratory factor analysis as a validity testing 

technique could be used at the first stage of data collection. However, to 

compensate for this lack of testing, the second sample was split into two smaller 

samples to perform both exploratory as well as confirmatory factor analysis. 

The sample for the first data collection was obtained through three 

undergraduate activity classes of a large Southeastern (SE) university. 

Permission was obtained asked from the instructors to come into the classroom 

setting; students are informed that their participation in the study was voluntary.  

3.4.4. Stage 4: Reliability and validity assessment of the pilot study 

 Reliability tests were performed based on several techniques. One of the 

most important techniques to measure reliability is Cronbach’s Alpha. This alpha 

is an indication of the proportion of variance in the scale score that is attributable 

to the true score, and is desired to be higher than .7 (Cronbach, 1951: Nunnally 

& Bernstein, 1994). In addition, the item to total statistic was reviewed. Item to 

total statistics that were lower than .5 (Hair et al., 1998) were either deleted or 

the wording of an item was changed. Because of the small sample, the 

researcher preferred not to delete items in this exploratory stage of the study. 

Finally, the inter-item correlations were analyzed. If any of the scores were lower 

than .3 (Hair et al., 1998), both items were reviewed and the wording of one the 

items was changed. If the inter item correlation was higher than .8, both items 

were reviewed to ascertain whether one of the two items could be deleted 

without hurting the reliability of the construct.  

 Validity testing in the exploratory stage was done based upon content 

validity. Three experts in the field of sport marketing and group identity research 

were approached to rate the items and to provide insights regarding the wording 

of items.  
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3.4.5. Stage 5: Item purification 

 Based on the review of the reliability and validity assessments, items were 

changed and or deleted. This was done in collaboration with another expert in 

the field of sport marketing and team identity. 

3.4.6. Stage 6: Second data administration 

 Questionnaires for the second data administration were distributed among 

all undergraduate activity classes of the SE university during the first part of the 

summer semester (n=433). In contrast to the first data collection, the students 

were brought into a classroom that was specifically reserved for the purpose of 

the data administration. Once again, students were told that their participation in 

the study was voluntarily. The sample size was divided in two, which allowed for 

both an exploratory as well as a confirmatory factor analysis. Because of the 

large sample size and the length of the survey, respondents were given a scan-

tron answer sheet to rate the statements.    

 For external validity purposes, the Collective Self-esteem Scale of 

Luthanen and Crocker (1992) was added, as well as a scale of team loyalty 

proposed by Kwon and Trail (2001). A high correlation between these scales and 

the scores for the dimensions of the different group identities would indicate a 

certain degree of nomological validity.  

3.4.7. Stage 7: Assess reliability and validity 

 Cronbach Alpha, item to total and inter-item correlation were used to 

assess the reliability of the scales. In addition, an exploratory factor analysis was 

performed to test the unidimensionality of each factor. Confirmatory factor 

analysis was also performed to further test the reliability of the model and see if 

the model represents a good fit to the data. Validity testing was done based upon 

several techniques. 

 Because of the exploratory nature of the instrument, criterion validity 

testing was not possible since it relates to the power to which the instrument can 

measure an outcome. Once the theory that the different dimensions are related is 

substantiated, then criterion validity testing could be performed. Instead, the 

researcher was able to assess the nomological validity of the scales by 
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examining the relationship between the CSE scale of Luhtanen & Crocker (1992) 

and the different dimensions of the different group identities (Peter, 1981). In 

addition, the examination of the relationship between a reduced PCT scale 

(Mahony et al., 2000) and the TEAM*ID scale provided insight into the 

nomological validity of the items. Finally, the discriminant validity of the TEAM*ID 

scale was assessed by examining the squared correlations among dimensions of 

the scale. A squared correlation that is higher than the AVE score for a construct 

would indicate the dimensions do not possess discriminant validity. 

3.4.8. Stage 8: Develop norms 

 Since the proposed instrument is a first attempt to create a scale that is 

generalizable to other group identities, and is only the first step towards construct 

validity, norms cannot be established. However, the current study does offer 

suggestions for further scale development and future norms. 

3.5. Factor analysis 

 The internal consistency tests, Cronbach’s Alpha and item-to-total 

correlations, assume and do not test the uni-dimensionality of factors. In order to 

test the uni-dimensionality, factor analysis should be performed. There are two 

forms of factor analysis, exploratory and confirmatory.  

 Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is used to reduce a large number of 

variables to a smaller set, and describe the pattern of inter-relationships among 

the observed variables. The number of factors is created by an unguided 

analysis, instead of the theoretical framework the researcher came up with. It is 

exploratory in nature, and could justify the scales the researcher developed 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). 

 In itself, the EFA is not enough evidence for uni-dimensionality of the 

scales and the researcher has to perform confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for 

conclusive evidence. For CFA, the researcher examines the factors as proposed 

in the theoretical framework (as adapted after the EFA), to see if the CFA 

supports the theory. In contrast to the EFA, the CFA allows a more precise 

specification of the measurement model.  Due to the small sample size of the 

pilot study, the second data distribution was split into two samples. With the first 
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sample, both an EFA as well as a CFA was performed. After purification through 

an iterative process, a CFA was performed with the second sample. 

3.6. Delimitations and limitations 

 As stated before, there are several delimitations to this study. Although the 

literature review examined all external group identities, and the conceptual 

framework incorporated four distinct elements (external group identity, perceived 

fit of group identity, team identity, and team loyalty), this study will only focus on 

the development of an instrument to measure team identity as a first step 

towards the examination of the conceptual framework, as proposed in Chapter 

one. Future research will focus on the generalization of this instrument to other 

group identities, as well as on the development of a new scale to measure team 

loyalty.  

 Despite the fact that the population of college football fans stretches 

beyond students of the university, sampling will only be done among students of 

the university. This is a delimitation if the data is to be used to test the conceptual 

framework in a later stage of research, since no comparisons can be made 

between fans that do not have a university identity and fans with a university 

identity (assuming that all students have a certain degree of identification with the 

university). However, since the purpose of this study is to examine reliability and 

validity, this delimitation is justified.  

A limitation is the fact that although group identity as a multi-dimensional 

construct could be measured with any team, the sampling used in this study 

could only be done in this way (distribution of survey among students) if the team 

in the case study has a prominent place in the ‘community’ (e.g. city, university, 

state, etc.). If this is not the case, distribution of the instrument could only be 

done at events of the team, which would possibly limit the variance in team 

identification among the fans. 

 The eight stages proposed by Churchill (1979) and described in Chapter 

three, were used to develop a multi-dimensional instrument to assess the factors 

believed to comprise group identity. The items developed by previous 

researchers for assessing group identity were incorporated along with items 
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developed by the researcher, and distributed in a pilot study. After reviewing the 

reliability and content validity of the instrument, items were be purified. After the 

purification of the items, the surveys were distributed on a larger scale in order to 

split the sample and perform factor analysis to test the reliability of the 

instrument. In order to assess external validity, the CSE scale of Luhtanen and 

Crocker (1992), as well as a revised PCT scale of Mahony et al. (2000) were 

included in the instrument.  The results are presented in Ch. 4. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 The purpose of this study was to develop an instrument to measure the 

factors believed to comprise group identity; this was a first effort to assess group 

identity as a multi-dimensional construct. This Chapter is an overview of the 

results of the instrument development of the TEAM*ID scale based on Churchill’s 

eight stages of scale development (1979). Through Stage 1 the different domains 

that form the multi-dimensional concept of group identity were defined. In Stage 

2, the items for the nine factors dimensions were developed.  Through stage 3 

the data collection procedure of the first data collection was demonstrated. In 

stage 4 the reliability and validity results of the first data collection were 

examined based on basic reliability statistics (Cronbach’s alpha, inter-item 

corralation and item-to-total statistic), and a content validity test (expert panel). 

Through stage 5 the item purification procedure was explained. In stage 6 the 2nd 

data collection procedure was described, using a college football team of a large 

Southeastern university to serve as the focus team of this study. Through stage 7 

the reliability and validity of the instrument after the 2nd data collection was 

demonstrated. And finally, in stage 8 it was suggested what norms should be 

developed to use the instrument in different settings. 

4.1. Stage 1: Specify domains of construct 

The purpose of the current study was to develop a reliable and valid 

instrument to measure the different dimensions of group identity. The constructs 

are defined in Table 4.1. and are taken from the article of Ashmore et al. (2004). 

Ashmore et al. examined content and meaning as one of the constructs of group 

identity, however, they explored this constructs as a qualitative construct, and the 

items they reviewed were unique to each group identity. Because one of the 

purposes of this study is to develop an instrument that could be applicable to 

multiple groups, this construct was altered to awareness and knowledge of 
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content and meaning. Therefore, the author developed a new definition for this 

construct. In addition, a new definition is developed for the construct of perceived 

fit of group identities, since no definition was provided for this construct by 

Foreman and Whetten (2002).   

 

Table 4.1. The constructs of group identity. 

Constructs Definitions 

Self categorization Identifying self as a member of, or 
categorizing self in terms of, a particular 
social grouping. (Ashmore, Deaux, & 
McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Private & Public evaluation The positive or negative attitude that a 
person has toward the social category in 
question. (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-
Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Importance The degree of importance of a particular 
group membership to the individual’s 
overall self-concept. (Ashmore, Deaux, & 
McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Attachment The emotional involvement felt with a 
group (the degree to which the individual 
feels at one with the group). (Ashmore, 
Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Social embeddedness The degree to which a particular collective 
identity is embedded in the person’s 
everyday ongoing social relationships. 
(Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 
2004, p.83) 

Behavioral involvement The degree to which a person engages in 
actions that directly implicate the collective 
identity category in question. (Ashmore, 
Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

Awareness and knowledge of content and 
meaning 

The cognitive awareness or knowledge 
that an individual has of the group in 
general. 

Perceived fit The perceived congruence by the fan of 
the team identity and the particular 
external group identity. 

 

4.2. Stage 2: Generate sample of items 

 The following paragraphs provide explanations of how items were 

developed and reviews earlier attempts to measure the different constructs. 

Table 4.1 lists the items generated.  
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4.2.1. Self-Categorization 

Measuring self-categorization is a difficult process because of the 

measurement errors that arise when trying to capture what is an individual’s 

group.  For instance, when asking about someone’s ethnicity, researchers have 

to be careful with their wording. Often, multiple-choice options are not sufficient 

to capture one’s identity. An American citizen with a Korean ethnicity might 

classify him or her self as Asian, Korean or American, depending on the situation 

(Nagel, 1996, Henderson-King & Stewart, 1994). The most effective way to 

prevent measurement errors is using open-ended questions in which the 

individual can write down his or her group. Henderson-King and Stewart (1994) 

used this method of self-categorization and asked participants to which groups 

they felt they belonged, and thereafter evaluated the strength of their relation with 

the group(s). 

For this study, a similar approach was adapted and subjects were asked 

to classify themselves as either a fan of the SE college football team, and/or as a 

fan of another college football team. Since many respondents could have 

developed an identity with multiple teams, they were allowed to categorize 

themselves as fans of multiple teams. They were asked to rate the degree to 

which they identified with the team, to evaluate which team they identified more 

strongly with (How strong do you identify with: SE college football team or Other). 

In addition, an extra item was added in which the respondent had to chose one 

team they felt most strongly about (In terms of being a college football fan, I 

consider myself to be a fan of the _______________).   

Another approach that has been used to measure self-categorization is to 

look at the perceived fit of the member with an organization (Karasawa, 1991). In 

this approach, the researcher presents statements to which the respondent can 

agree or disagree. The statements ask the respondents if they felt as ‘typical’ 

members, or if they categorized themselves in regular life as members of the 

particular group. The four items Karasawa used to measure categorization of 

group identity indicated validity and the factor analysis provided scores ranging 

from .5426 to .7751. All items were measured on a 13-point Likert scale.  
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Both approaches will be used for this study. The approach of Henderson-

King and Stewart (1994) provides an excellent opportunity to do in- and out-

group comparisons; the Likert scale scores of the Karasawa scale (1991) will 

provide a tool to test the construct of self -categorization with the other constructs 

of group identity. The results will indicate whether both methods are reliable and 

valid for measuring self-categorization. To create homogeneity in the items, the 

scale of Karasawa will be reduced to a 7-point Likert scale. 

4.2.2. Evaluation 

 The instrument used most to test evaluation was developed by Luhtanen 

and Crocker (1992), who made a distinction between evaluation of a group 

identity in private and in public. Public evaluation is defined by the individual’s 

perception of how other people evaluate his or her organization. The public 

component of one’s group identity was measured by the work of Luhtanen and 

Crocker (1992), who developed four items: 1) Most people consider my 

[organization], on the average, to be more ineffective than other groups, 2) In 

general, others think that the [organization] I am member of is unworthy, 3) In 

general, others respect the [organization] that I am a member of, and 4) Overall, 

my [organization] is considered good by others. For the purpose of this study, the 

word organization was replaced with college football team. 

Luhtanen & Crocker (1992) also developed the construct of private evaluation 

which examines one’s personal view of the group and was measured by the 

statements: 1) In general, I’m glad to be a member of my [organization], 2) I feel 

good about the [organization] I belong to, 3) I often regret that I belong to the 

[organization] that I support, and 4) I am proud to think of myself as a member of 

my [organization]. As with public evaluation, for the purpose of this study, the 

word organization was replaced with college football team. Factor analysis of 

both the public and private evaluation constructs provided loadings ranging from 

.54 to .83, which indicated the scale was valid. Reliability assessment of the 

scales indicated internal consistency; the alpha score for the overall scale was 

.80. Huo, Smith, Tyler, and Lind (1996) and Sellers, Rowley, Chavous, Shelton, 

and Smith (1997) used the scale of Luhtanen and Crocker in their attempts to 
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measure dimensions of group identity, and in both studies the two constructs of 

evaluation were found to be reliable and valid.  

4.2.3. Importance 

Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) also created the instrument used most often to 

measure group identity importance. They developed four items that examine the 

importance of the identity to the individual: 1) Overall, [my organization] has very 

little to do with how I feel about myself, 2) The [organization] I belong to is an 

important reflection of who I am, 3) The [organization] I belong to is unimportant 

to my sense of what kind of person I am, and 4) In general, belonging to the 

[organization] is an important part of my self-image. Again, the word organization 

is replaced with college football team. The study of Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) 

demonstrated factor loadings ranging from .72 to .77, and the scale was deemed 

to be reliable and valid by the authors. Therefore, these four items were used in 

this study to measure importance. In addition to these four items an additional 

item was adapted for this study from Cassidy and Trew (2001): Being a part of 

the [organization] is important to me.  

Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) tested the importance scale in a four-factor model 

(public evaluation, private evaluation, importance and self esteem) and in this 

model the construct was found to be reliable and valid. However, this study is 

testing importance in a nine-factor model with several other factors previously not 

used simultaneously with the importance factor. Especially the items that are 

focused on the importance of the self-image and the similarities between the 

organization and individual might correlate highly with the items of the 

interconnection of self factor, and this relationship should be closely followed. 

Therefore, an extra item was added to the factor that has been developed 

by Cassidy and Trew (2001): Being a part of the college football team is 

important to me.  

4.2.4. Attachment, interconnection to self, and sense of interdependence 

 As stated previously, Ashmore et al. (2004) added this component 

because research suggested the emotional-affective aspect of belonging to a 

group may be independent of categorization and evaluation (Jackson, 2002; 
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Karasawa, 1991). This construct consists of three subscales: 1) Attachment, 2) 

Interconnection to self, and 3) Sense of interdependence. Attachment as a 

general construct has been measured by Phinney (1992) using the statements: ”I 

have a strong sense of belonging to the [organization] and I have a strong 

attachment to the [organization].  It was the authors contention that the wording 

of these items provide a measure of the outcome of identification, and should be 

included in measures assessing outcomes rather than factors comprising group 

identity.   To test this contention these two items were included in the scale of 

interconnection of self to ascertain whether they would fit with the other items to 

measure interconnection of self to the group. The interconnection of self to the 

group was measured based upon the items developed by Mael and Tetrick 

(1992). Mael and Tetrick developed four items that examined attachment as the 

degree to which an individual perceives his or her life to be interconnected with 

the organization: 1) When someone criticizes my [organization], it feels like a 

personal insult, 2) I’m very interested in what others think about my 

[organization], 3) The [organization]’s successes are my successes, and 4) When 

I talk about my [organization], I usually say “we” rather than “they”. Again, the 

word organization is replaced with college football team. The study of Mael and 

Tetrick (1992) demonstrated factor loadings ranging from .545 to .785 an the 

internal consistency of this scale was indicated by the alpha estimate of .81. 

Sense of interdependence has been measured by Gurin and Townsend 

(1986) as the sense of common fate an individual has with an organization. They 

developed two items that measured this sense of interdependence (My 

[organization] has affected me personally, and What happens to my 

[organization] will have something to do with what happens in my life), but they 

did not provide reliability and validity tests. In the current study the two items 

were paired with two additional items. One item was modified from work by 

Sellers et al.  (1996) who asked respondents whether they perceived the destiny 

of the organization be tied to their own destiny (My destiny is tied to the destiny 

of my [organization])  The final item in this subscale was developed by the 

author: “What happens to my football team will have an impact on my own life.” 
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From the literature review of Ashmore et al. (2004) it is not clear whether 

the different subscales of attachment form one construct, or if each subscale 

represents a different type of attachment. Based upon the literature review, the 

author concluded that attachment should be regarded as an outcome instead of 

a factor to measure group identity. Therefore, rather than developing items based 

on the definition of attachment proposed by Ashmore et al., items were 

developed to represent to separate factors: 1) Interconnection of self with group, 

and 2) Sense of interdependence of self and group. Assessing the two factors as 

independent rather than components of attachment is also believed to be 

consistent with the work of Gurin and Townsend (1986) and Mael and Tetrick 

(1992). 

4.2.5. Social embeddedness 

Social embeddedness is one of the scales of group identity proposed by 

Ashmore et al. (2004); no items have been developed to test this construct. 

Ashmore et al. (2004) did provide two suggestions for item development that 

were used in the item generation process: 1) I interact with other [members] on a 

daily basis, and 2) Of my ongoing relationships, many are with people who are 

members of the same [organization]. The word members was replaced with fans, 

and the word organization was replaced with college football team. One more 

item was developed for the purpose of reliability and validity testing: Being a fan 

of my college football team is not a major factor in my social relationships. The 

third item was written as a reverse-scored item to minimize measurement error. 

Considering the wording of the items proposed by Ashmore et al., there is a 

question as to whether this factor will be distinct or correlate strongly with the 

behavioral involvement factor.  This question is addressed in the analysis of 

discriminant validity. 

4.2.6. Behavioral involvement 

Phinney (1992) developed two items to assess behavioral involvement as 

a dimension of group identity: 1) I participate in practices of my own 

[organization], such as …., and 2) I do not participate in practices that include 

mostly [members] of my own [organization] ). Again, the word organization was 
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replaced with college football team. In addition, the word member was replaced 

with fan, and finally, team related activities were developed for the first item 

(tailgating, attending games, and home coming events). Both items relate to the 

question of whether the member participates in the organization and it’s 

practices. These two items were included in the current study, and a third item 

was added by the researcher: “I do not participate in practices that include mostly 

fans of my own college football team.” 

4.2.7. Awareness and knowledge of content and meaning 

As stated previously, the current study sought to develop an instrument for 

use in multiple group settings, requiring minimal changing to the wording of 

items.  For this particular factor the challenge was develop items to measure 

content and meaning in a quantitative manner.  As noted in Chapter two, the key 

element in assessing awareness of content and knowledge was the narrative or 

group story.  Underwood et al (2001) proposed four elements of team identity 

which were utilized as the components of the group story: 1) group experience, 

2) history and tradition, 3) physical facility, and 4) the rituals around the group 

event. The author contends that awareness and knowledge of the content and 

meaning of the group could be examined by asking individuals about their 

awareness and knowledge of these four elements.  Four items were developed: 

1) I am aware of the tradition and history of the [members] of my [organization], 

2) I am aware of the tradition and history of my [organization], 3) I know the 

rituals that go with being a [member] of my [organization], and 4) I know the ins 

and outs of the [location/facility] that my [organization] is [located at]. The word 

member(s) was replaced with fan(s), and the word organization was replaced 

with college football team. Table 4.2. provides an overview of the items as they 

were developed based on the literature review.  

 

Table 4.2. Team*ID items developed for first data administration.  

Team*ID instrument 

Self categorization  

Karasawa (1991) I often acknowledge the fact that I am a fan of my college football team. 

Karasawa (1991) I think it is accurate if I am described as a typical fan of my college 
football team. 
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Table 4.2. continued 

Self categorization  

Karasawa  (1991) I feel good if I was described as a typical fan of my college football team. 

Karasawa  (1991) I often refer to the name of my college football team when I introduce 
myself. 

Private evaluation  

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

In general, I’m glad to be a member of my college football team. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

I feel good about the college football team I belong to. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

I often regret that I belong to the college football team that I support. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

I am proud to think of myself as a member of my college football team. 

Public evaluation  

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

Most people consider my college football team, on the average, to be 
more ineffective than other groups. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

In general, others think that the college football team I am member of is 
unworthy. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

In general, other respect the college football team that I am a member of. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

Overall, my college football team is considered good by others. 

Importance  

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

In general, belonging to the college football team is an important part of 
my self-image. 

Cassidy & Trew (2001) Being a part of the college football team is important to me. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

Overall, my college football team has very little to do with how I feel about 
myself. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

The college football team I belong to is unimportant to my sense of what 
kind of person I am. 

Luhtanen & Crocker 
(1992) 

The college football team I belong to is an important reflection of who I 
am. 

Interconnection to 
self 

 

Phinney (1992) I have a strong attachment to my college football team. 

Phinney (1992) I have a strong sense of belonging to my college football team. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) When someone praises my college football team, it feels like a personal 
compliment. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) When someone criticizes my college football team, it feels like a personal 
insult. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) I’m very interested in what others think about my college football team. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) I act like a fan of my college football team, to a great extent. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) The college football team’s successes are my successes. 

Mael & Tetrick (1992) When I talk about the college football team, I usually say “we” rather than 
“they”. 

Sense of 
Interdependence 

 

Sellers et al. (1997) My destiny is tied to the destiny of my college football team. 

 



 79

Table 4.2. continued 

Sense of 
Interdependence 

 

Self-developed item What happens to my college football team will have an impact on my own 
life. 

Gurin & Townsend 
(1986) 

What happens to my college football team, will have something to do with 
what happens in my life. 

Gurin & Townsend 
(1986) 

My college football team has affected me personally. 

Social 
embeddedness 

 

Ashmore et al. (2004)  I interact with other college football fans on a daily basis. 

Ashmore et al. (2004) Of my ongoing relationships, many are with people who are fan of the 
same college football team. 

Sellers et al. (1997) Being a fan of my college football team is not a major factor in my social 
relationships. 

Behavioral 
involvement 

 

Phinney (1992): 
adapted and changed 
to team setting 

I participate in practices of my own college football team, such as 
tailgating, attending games, and home coming events. 

Phinney (1992) I do not participate in practices that include mostly fans of my own college 
football team. 

Self-developed item I am active in organizations that include mostly fans of my own college 
football team. 

Awareness and 
knowledge 

 

Self-developed item I know the ins and outs of the stadium that my college football team plays 
in. 

Self-developed item I am aware of the tradition and history of the fans of my college football 
team. 

Self-developed item I know the rituals that go with being a fan of my college football team. 

Self-developed item I am aware of the tradition and history of my college football team. 

 

4.3. Stage 3: Data Collection 

 As a consequence of the exploratory nature of the study, the first data 

collection was performed as a pilot study to examine the reliability of the items 

and to ascertain which items should be reworded before the instrument was 

tested with a larger sample. Over a two-week period, 50 surveys were distributed 

among three activity classes at the SE university. Of the 50 surveys that were 

distributed, 49 were returned (return rate of 98%). All of the students were 

undergraduates, with ages ranging from 18 to 25. The average age was 20.29.  

Two-thirds of the sample were male. All students reported that they had lived in 

the city for 7 years or less. This finding indicated that students moved to the city 
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in order to attend the university. The average number of years a student lived in 

the city was 2.47. Only 10 students had lived in the state for 10 years or shorter, 

39 students had lived in the state in which the university was located for more 

than 10 years. Average number of years living in the state was 15.86. A full 

overview of the demographic facts of the sample is given in Table 4.3. 

 

Table 4.3. Demographics of pilot study. 

Demographics of sample Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 34 69.4 

Gender Female 14 28.6 

Undergraduate student at FSU 49 100 

Living in city 2 years or less 30 61.2 

Living in city 3 years or more 19 38.8 

Living in state 10 years or less 10 20.4 

Living in state 11 years or more 39 79.6 

Self-categorized as SE team fan 41 81.7 

Self-categorized as other team fan 8 18.3 

Self-categorized as university student 45 91.8 

Self-categorized as other university 

student 

1 2 

Self-categorized as city resident 19 38.8 

Self-categorized as other city resident 30 61.2 

Self-categorized as state resident 45 91.8 

Self-categorized as other state resident 3 6 

 

Means in the sample varied from 2.02 (Self categorization item 4) to 6.31 

(social embeddedness item 2), and appeared to be centered around the middle 

value of 4.00, with a slight preference towards the more positive evaluation, 

which is congruent with the general tendency in survey research (Gillham, 2000).  

The standard deviation of the items ranged from 1.051 to 3.300, with most items 

having a standard deviation between 1.500 and 2.200, which indicated 

acceptable variance among the items (Gillham, 2000).  
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4.4. Stage 4: Reliability and validity assessment 

4.4.1. Reliability tests 

Different methods are used to measure reliability. Following Churchill 

(1979), the Cronbach’s Alpha scores were used to measure the reliability of each 

of the factors. 

 

Table 4.4. Cronbach’s Alpha scores for different scales. 

Factors Cronbach’s Alpha score 

Self categorization .724 

Public evaluation  .248 

Private evaluation  .742 

Importance .690 

Interconnection of self .907 

Sense of interdependence .759 

Social Embeddedness .462 

Behavioral Involvement .628 

Awareness and knowledge .860 

 

Several of the scores shown in Table 4.4 are well below the benchmark 

score of 0.7 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). This indicates that several factors 

have reliability issues that need to be addressed. All the scales that used 

reverse-scoring items had low alpha scores, and the score could be increased 

considerably if these items were deleted (EVPUB1, EVPUB2, EVPRIV4, IMP2, 

IMP4, SOCEM3, BEHAV3). However, the lack of reliability may be more of a 

measurement issue than a problem with the specific wording of the items. The 

initial findings suggested that the wording of items should be improved, and the 

problem with the reverse scoring items suggests that the design and setting of 

the survey may need to be revised.  Table 4.5. demonstrates the inter-item 

correlations and the item to total statistic and provides specific issues with each 

individual item. An overall overview of the inter-item correlation is given in 

Appendix E. 
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Table 4.5. The inter item correlation and the item-to-total statistic for the pilot study. 

Inter-item correlation: between .3 and .8 is acceptable (Hair et al., 1998) 

Factor Range of scores Problematic relations 

Self categorization .102 to .704 Item 4 has low correlations with all other 
items (.102, .227, .281).    

Public evaluation -.018 to .651 All correlations are below .3, the only 
correlation that is high enough is between 
item 3 – 4 (.651). 

Private evaluation .051 to .683 Item 4 has low correlations with all the other 
items (.056, .212, .051). 

Importance .115 to .637 Item 1 has low correlations with item 2, 4, and 
5 (.115, .122, .293), items 2 – 3 have 
correlation of .250, items 3 – 4 have 
correlation of .214, items 4 – 5 have 
correlation of .263.  

Interconnection of self .195 to .855 Item 6 has low correlations with items 1, 4, 
and 5 (.258, .248, .195) 

Sense of 
interdependence 

.347 to .571 Good 

Social embeddedness .081 to .414 Item 3 has low correlations with item 1, and 2 
(.081, .166). 

Behavioral 
involvement 

.298 to .470  Item 3 has low correlation with item 1 (.298). 

Awareness & 
Knowledge 

.494 to .718 Good 

Item-to-total statistic: .5 is acceptable (Hair et al., 1998) 

Factor Item statistic Item information 

Self categorization   

CAT1 .560 I often acknowledge the fact that I am a fan of 
my college football  team. 

CAT2 .571 I think it is accurate if I am described as a 
typical fan of my college football team. 

CAT3 .731 I feel good if I was described as a typical fan 
of my college football team. 

CAT4 .238 I often refer to the name of my team when I 
introduce myself. 

Public evaluation   

PUBEV1 
 

.057 Most people consider my college football 
team, on the average, to be more ineffective 
than other social groups. 

PUBEV2 .007 In general, others think that the college 
football team I am member of is unworthy. 

PUBEV3 .234 Overall, my college football team is 
considered good by others. 

PUBEV4 .257 In general, other respect the college football 
team that I am a member of. 

Private evaluation   

PRIVEV1 .698 I feel good about the college football team I 
belong to. 
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Table 4.5. continued 

Factor Item statistic Item information 

Private evaluation   

PRIVEV2 .724 In general, I’m glad to be a member of the 
college football team. 

PRIVEV3 .643 I am proud to think of myself as a member of 
my college football team. 

PRIVEV4 .123 I often regret that I belong to the college 
football team that I support. 

Importance   

IMP1 .357 In general, belonging to the football team is 
an important part of my self-image. 

IMP2 .506 Overall, my football team has very little to do 
with how I feel about myself. 

IMP3 .466 Being a part of the football team is important 
to me. 

IMP4 .474 The football team I belong to is unimportant 
to my sense of what kind of person I am. 

IMP5 .431 The football team I belong to is an important 
reflection of who I am. 

Interconnection of self   

ATTINT1 .805 When someone criticizes the football team, it 
feels like a personal insult. 

ATTINT2 .699 When someone praises the football team, it 
feels like a personal compliment. 

ATTINT3 .757 I’m very interested in what other think about 
the football team. 

ATTINT4 .795 I act like a fan of my football team, to a great 
extent. 

ATTINT5 .333 The football team’s successes are my 
successes. 

ATTINT6 .659 When I talk about the football team, I usually 
say “we” rather than “they”. 

ATTCOM1 .780 I have a strong sense of belonging to the 
football team. 

ATTCOM2 .795 I have a strong attachment to the football 
team. 

Sense of 
interdependence 

  

ATTSOI1 
 

.503 My destiny is tied to the destiny of the football 
team. 

ATTSOI2 .528 My football team has affected me personally. 

ATTSOI3 .567 What happens to my football team, will have 
something to do with what happens in my life. 

ATTSOI4 .662 What happens to my football team will have 
an impact on my own life. 

Social embeddedness   

SOCEM1 .326 I interact with other football fans on a daily 
basis. 
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Table 4.5. continued 

 
Factor Item statistic Item information 

Social embeddedness   

SOCEM2 .400 Of my ongoing relationships, many are 
with people who are fan of the same 
football team.   

SOCEM3 .146 Being a fan of my football team is not a 
major factor in my social relationships. 

Behavioral 
involvement 

  

BEHAV1 .489 I am active in organizations that include 
mostly fans of my own college football 
team. 

BEHAV2 .494 I participate in practices of my own college 
football team, such as tailgating, attending 
games, and home coming events. 

BEHAV3 .354 I do not participate in practices that include 
mostly fans of my own college football 
team. 

Awareness & 
Knowledge 

  

KNOW1 .732 I am aware of the tradition and history of 
my college football team. 

KNOW2 .591 I know the ins and outs of the stadium that 
my college football team plays in. 

KNOW3 .720 I know the rituals that go with being a fan 
of my college football team. 

KNOW4 .796 I am aware of the tradition and history of 
the fans of my college football team. 

 

Assessment of the inter-item and item-to-total correlations led to the same 

conclusions from the evaluation of the Cronbach’s Alpha scores. Table 4.5 

shows the information for the individual items. In some cases the items that were 

reverse scored caused individual item problems (e.g. CAT4, PRIV4, ATTINT5), 

but for certain factors the reverse scoring items caused problems for the factors 

in general (PUBEV, IMP, SOCEM, BEHAV). For example, the data in Table 4.4 

suggests that with both the behavioral involvement as well as the social 

embeddedness construct only one item is problematic (SOCEM3, BEHAV3). 

However, the item-to-total statistic demonstrates that these single reverse 

scoring items have such a large influence on the construct in general that the 

other items are deemed unreliable as well. 
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4.4.2. Review of the scales 

At this stage in the scale development process, the questionnaire was 

sent out to three experts in the field simultaneously with the first data collection. 

No changes were made to the items as they were reviewed in paragraph 4.4.1. 

All three experts have a background in sport psychology in general and who 

conduct research in group and/or fan identity more specifically. The experts were 

asked to review the proposed instrument and rate the quality of the items relative 

to the definition of a respective factor.  The ratings were made using a scale from 

1 to 7 (1= Item is not relevant to factor at all. 7= Item is very relevant to factor). 

The results are shown in table 4.6. 

 

Table 4.6. Expert panel ratings.  

Items Expert 1 Expert 2 Expert 3 Mean 

CatSem/Other 7 7 6 6.66 

CatControl 7 7 6 6.66 

CAT1 7 7 6 6.66 

CAT2 7 6 6 6.33 

CAT3 4 7 3 4.66 

CAT4 5 3 5 4.33 

EVPRIV1 7 7 7 7.00 

EVPRIV2 7 7 6 6.66 

EVPRIV3 7 3 6 5.33 

EVPRIV4 5 3 3 3.66 

EVPUB1 7 7 4 6.00 

EVPUB2 7 5 5 5.66 

EVPUB3 7 3 5 5.00 

EVPUB4 7 3 3 4.33 

IMP1 7 7 4 6.00 

IMP2 7 7 6 6.66 

IMP3 7 7 7 7.00 

IMP4 7 7 3 5.66 

IMP5 7 7 5 6.33 

ATTSOI1 7 7 2 5.33 

ATTSOI2 7 7 3 5.66 

ATTSOI3 7 7 3 5.66 

ATTSOI4 7 7 1 5.00 

ATTCOM1 7 7 6 6.66 

ATTCOM2 7 7 7 7.00 

ATTINT1 3 7 5 5.00 

ATTINT2 5 7 4 5.33 

ATTINT3 3 7 2 4.00 
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Table 4.6. continued 

Items Expert 1 Expert 2 Expert 3 Mean 

ATTINT4 2 7 1 3.33 

ATTINT5 5 7 5 5.66 

ATTINT6 4 5 5 4.66 

SOCEM1 7 7 4 6.00 

SOCEM2 7 7 4 6.00 

SOCEM3 7 7 6 6.66 

BEHAV1 7 7 3 5.66 

BEHAV2 7 7 5 6.33 

BEHAV3 7 7 5 6.33 

KNOW1 7 7 6 6.66 

KNOW2 7 7 3 5.66 

KNOW3 7 7 6 6.66 

KNOW4 7 7 6 6.66 

 

Some of the items that received a relatively low rating of the experts (a 

rating of 5 or less) were also identified as problematic items in the pilot study 

review (CAT4, EVPRIV4), due to their low correlation scores with the other items 

in their respective factors, or their low item-to-total statistic in general.  One of the 

items identified by the experts (EVPUB4) was part of a factor that was deemed 

unreliable in general, and the experts argued that this unreliability might have 

caused by using the word member instead of fans. According to the experts, the 

respondents might have felt that only players are members of the organization, 

and therefore they didn’t respond well to the question. Two of the three reviewers 

also questioned the uni-dimensionality of Interconnection of self (ATTINT) and 

sense of interdependence (ATTSOI). In the letter sent out to them, the two 

constructs were both placed under the overall concept of attachment. One 

reviewer gave low ratings to ATTINT; the other two reviewers gave low ratings to 

ATTSOI. Therefore, the decision was made to maintain the examination of the 

two constructs as two different factors in the next stage of the scale 

development. 

The results from the pilot study and the review of the experts suggested 

that the scales did meet fundamental reliability and validity requirements, but that 

item purification was required. The problematic character of the reverse-scoring 

items is a measurement issue, which prevents an effective way to look at the 
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validity issues of the scales. Based upon the remarks of the experts and the 

reliability outcomes of the pilot study, item purification was performed. 

4.5. Stage 5: Scale development and item purification 

 Item purification was done in collaboration with an associate professor 

with a specialization in sport consumer psychology at Florida State University. 

The item purification focused on the items that had a low reliability score, and the 

items identified as problematic by the panel of expert reviewers. As stated 

before, elimination of items was done as a last resort and kept to a minimum 

based on the exploratory nature and the small sample size of the pilot study. The 

purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable instrument to assess 

group identity and as this was the first step, the focus was limited to the 

development of an instrument to measure team identity as a multi-dimensional 

construct. However, items were developed that could be used in other group 

settings without drastically changing the wording of the items. There would only 

be one significant difference between the wording of the statements assessing 

team identity and other group identities that may be explored in future studies. 

Someone who identifies with a sports team is referred to as a ‘fan;’ other group 

identities may lack such a term to describe the bond between the organization 

and the people who identify with the organization. Therefore, in future studies, 

statements that include the term ‘fan’ relative to team identity, may use the more 

general phrase, “people who identify with the [organization]”. In the following 

sections, the items were reviewed and based on the reliability statistics, and the 

insights of the experts, these items were either maintained, reworded or deleted. 

A full overview of these changes is demonstrated in table 4.7. 

 

Table 4.7. First revisions of the items. 

Old item New item 

Self categorization Self categorization 

I think it is accurate if I was described as 
a typical fan of the college football team 

I think it is accurate if I am described as 
a typical fan of my college football 
team. 

CAT2 

I often acknowledge the fact that I am a 
fan of the college football team 

I often acknowledge the fact that I am a 
fan of my college football team. 

CAT1 

 



 88

Table 4.7 continued 

Self categorization Self categorization  

I feel good if I was described as a typical 
fan of my college football team 

Others describe me as a typical fan 
of my college football team. 

CAT3 

I often refer to the name of my college 
football team when I introduce myself 

Deleted CAT4 

Private evaluation Private evaluation 

I am proud to think of myself as a 
member of my college football team.  

I am proud to think of myself as a fan 
of my college football team.    

PRIVEV3

I often regret that I belong to the college 
football team that I support. 

I often regret supporting my college 
football team. 

PRIVEV4

In general, I’m glad to be a member of 
the college football team. 

In general, I’m glad to be a fan of my 
college football team. 

PRIVEV2

I feel good about the college football 
team I belong to. 

I feel good about my college football 
team. 

PRIVEV1

Public evaluation 

 

Public evaluation 

Overall, my college football team is 
considered good by others 

Overall, my college football team is 
viewed positively by others. 

PUBEV3 

Most people consider my college football 
team, on the average, to be more 
ineffective than other social groups.(R) 

Most people have a negative view of 
my college football team, compared 
to other teams. 

PUBEV1 

In general, other respect the college 
football team that I am a member of 

In general, others respect the college 
football team I am a fan of. 

PUBEV4 

In general, others think that the college 
football team I am member of is 
unworthy (R) 

In general, others think the college 
football team I am fan of is unworthy 
of support. 

PUBEV2 

None Overall, people hold a favorable 
opinion about my college football 
team. 

PUBEV5 

Importance 
 

Importance 

Being a part of the football team is 
important to me 

Being a fan of my college football 
team is important to me. 

IMP3 

Overall, my football team has very little 
to do with how I feel about myself (R) 
 

Overall, my college football team has 
very little to do with how I feel about 
myself. 

IMP2 

The football team I belong to is an 
important reflection of who I am 

The college football team I am a fan 
of is an important reflection of who I 
am. 

IMP5 

The football team I belong to is 
unimportant to my sense of what kind of 
person I am (R) 

The college football team I support is 
not important to my self-image. 

IMP4 

In general, belonging to the football team 
is an important part of my self-image 

In general, being associated with the 
college football team is an important 
part of my self-image. 

IMP1 
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Table 4.7. continued 

Attachment – Interconnection of self 
 

Attachment – Interconnection of self 

I have a strong sense of belonging to 
the football team 

I have a strong sense of belonging to 
my college football team. 

ATTCOM1

I have a strong attachment to the 
football team 

I have a strong attachment to my 
college football team. 

ATTCOM2

When someone criticizes the football 
team, it feels like a personal insult 

When someone criticizes my college 
football team, it feels like a personal 
insult. 

ATTINT1 

I’m very interested in what others think 
about the football team 

I’m very interested in what others 
think about my college football team. 

ATTINT3 

When I talk about the football team, I 
usually say “we” rather than “they” 

When I talk about my college football 
team, I usually say “we” rather than 
“they”. 

ATTINT6 

The football team’s successes are my 
successes 

The college football team’s 
successes are my successes. 

ATTINT5 

When someone praises the football 
team, it feels like a personal compliment 

Deleted ATTINT2 

I act like a fan of my football team, to a 
great extent 

Deleted ATTINT4 

Attachment – Sense of 
interdependence 

 

Attachment – Sense of interdependence 

What happens to my football team, will 
have something to do with what 
happens in my life 

What happens to my college football 
team, will influence what happens in 
my life. 

ATTSOI3 

My football team has affected me 
personally 

The behavior of my college football 
team can affect me personally. 

ATTSOI2 

My destiny is tied to the destiny of the 
football team 

My destiny is tied to the destiny of 
the college football team. 

ATTSOI1 

What happens to my football team will 
have an impact on my own life 

What happens to my college football 
team will have an impact on my own 
life. 

ATTSOI4 

Social embeddedness 
 

Social embeddedness 

I interact with other football fans on a 
daily basis. 
Continued from previous page 

I interact with other fans of my 
college football team on a daily basis 

SOCEM1 

Of my ongoing relationships, many are 
with people who are fan of the same 
football team.   

Of my ongoing relationships, many 
are with people who are fans of my 
college football team.   

SOCEM2 

Being a fan of my football team is not a 
major factor in my social relationships 
(R). 

Being a fan of my college football 
team is not a major factor in my 
relationships (R). 

SOCEM3 

None Being a fan of my college football 
team is an important part of my 
social life. 

SOCEM4 
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Table 4.7 continued 

Behavioral involvement 
 

Behavioral involvement 

I do not participate in practices that 
include mostly fans of my own college 
football team 

I do not participate in activities with 
other fans of my college football team. 

BEHAV3

I am active in organizations that include 
mostly fans of my own college football 
team 

I am active in organizations that 
include mostly fans of my college 
football team. 

BEHAV1

I participate in practices of my own 
college football team, such as tailgating, 
attending games, and home coming 
events 

I participate in activities supporting my 
college football team, such as 
tailgating or attending games. 

BEHAV2

None I am actively involved in team-related 
activities. 

BEHAV4

Awareness and knowledge 
 

Awareness and knowledge 

I am aware of the tradition and history of 
my college football team 

I am aware of the tradition and history 
of my college football team. 

KNOW1 

I know the ins and outs of the stadium 
that my college football team plays in 

I know the ins and outs of my college 
football team. 

KNOW2 

I am aware of the tradition and history of 
the fans of my college football team 

I have knowledge of the successes 
and failures of my college football 
team. 

KNOW4 

I know the rituals that go with being a fan 
of my college football team 

I know the rituals that go with being a 
fan of my college football team. 

KNOW3 

 

4.5.1. Self-Categorization 

For item CAT3, the statement was rewritten, leaving out the words: I feel 

good… and replaced with the less evaluative wording of: I accept... CAT4 was 

deleted completely, based on the evaluation by all three reviewers that the 

wording of the item was awkward, and due to the low reliability score in the pilot 

study. 

4.5.2. Private evaluation 

For item EVPRIV2 and EVPRIV3, the word  ‘member’ was replaced with 

the word ‘fan’, because some students might think of only players as members of 

the team.  This change was made based on recommendations from the panel of 

experts. EVPRIV4 was reworded into a shorter and less awkward statement: I 

often regret supporting my team. 
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4.5.3. Public evaluation 

 For EVPUB1 and EVPUB4, the word member was replaced with ‘fan’. As 

the experts noted, respondents might perceive players to be a member of the 

team, but not themselves. Even if they feel a part of the team, they might not 

refer to the formal term of member. Therefore, all items using the word member  

were revised into items using the term fan. EVPUB1 was completely rewritten as: 

Most people have a negative view of my college football team, compared to other 

teams. This change was made, because the previous wording referred to 

effectiveness, and was too highly related to performance, instead of likability. The 

SE college football team that was the focus of this study, has been one of the 

most winning teams over the last twenty years, and even people who do not 

have a liking for the team and do not identify with the team, could have a hard 

time referring to the team as ineffective. For EVPUB2, the words: ‘…of support’ 

at the end of the item were added, because one of the experts stated that the 

respondents might be unclear what the word unworthy was referring to. For 

EVPUB3, the words ‘considered good’ were replaced with ‘regarded positively’, 

because of the same reason as item EVPUB1, the team in this study has been 

so successful over the last twenty years, that it might be hard not to rate them as 

good, even if you do not identify with the team. An additional item was created to 

enhance the reliability of this scale: Overall, people hold a favorable opinion 

about my college football team.    

4.5.4. Importance 

 IMP4 was completely reworded because of the awkwardness of the 

statement. The item referred to my sense of what kind of person I am, which is a 

sentence that might be hard to comprehend, and different respondents might 

have interpreted it differently. Therefore, this item was simplified into The college 

football team I support is not important to my self-image. For both IMP4 and 

IMP5 the words, ‘I belong to’, were replaced with either I am fan of or I support 

because the words belong to might be interpreted the same way that member is 

interpreted, only players belong to the team.  
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4.5.5. Attachment – Interconnection to self 

 For both ATTCOM items as well as the ATTINT items, the phrase, the 

college football team was replaced with my college football team, so respondents 

could more easily identify whether we were talking about their favorite football 

team. As stated previously, respondents were allowed to categorize themselves 

as either SE college football fans or other, and using the words the instead of my, 

might confuse the respondents that chose to categorize themselves as fans of 

another college football team. Because of the abundancy of items and the high 

correlation between some of the items (which might indicate redundancy), one 

item was deleted: ATTINT2. This was done so, because ATTINT2 had a 

correlation with ATTINT1  higher than .8 (Hair et al., 1998).   

4.5.6. Attachment - Sense of interdependence  

For the sense of interdependence items, ATTSOI2 was reworded as: The 

behavior of my college football team can affect me personally. One of the experts 

considered the item to be too vague, and too general. Therefore, the term 

behavior was added to the item. In addition, as one of the other experts 

remarked, affects is a strong term, and by adding the likelihood of affecting (can 

affect) to the question, the item would be improved.  

4.5.7. Social embeddedness 

 Item SOCEM1 was reworded, replacing the words …of the same college 

football team, with: …of my college football team, for the same reason that was 

given for rewording the ATTINT items. For those respondents that do not 

categorize themselves as SE college football team fans, changing the wording of 

the item, might clarify which team I refer to.  For the same reason, SOCEM2 was 

rewritten as I interact with other fans of my college football team on a daily basis. 

For item SOCEM3, the word ‘social’ was left out to shorten the statement and the 

added term of social might have complicated the general concept of relationships 

and was deemed to be redundant by one of the experts. An additional item was 

developed to enhance reliability: Being a fan of my college football team is an 

important part of my social life. 
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4.5.8. Behavioral involvement 

 For BEHAV1, the word “own’ was found to be redundant by one of the 

experts, because of the presence of the term my in the sentence and left out. For 

BEHAV2, the word ‘and’ in between the examples is replaced with the word ‘or’, 

making it a single statement to disagree or agree with. Respondents might have 

been unclear about rating this item, if they were only involved in one of the 

activities mentioned.  

 BEHAV3 was rewritten as: I do not participate in activities with other fans of my 

college football team. This was done, because of the subjective nature of the 

term mostly. Each respondent might have had a different concept of what mostly 

entails. To improve the reliability of the factor, an extra item was added: I am 

actively involved in team-related activities. 

4.5.9. Awareness and knowledge of content and meaning 

 The expert panel members noted that the item KNOW4 was related too 

much to fans instead of the team in general.  The item was modified: I have 

knowledge of the successes and failures of my college football team.  Also, item 

KNOW2 was reworded, so it becomes a statement that could be easily adapted 

to the measurement of awareness and knowledge for other group identities in 

future research: I know the ins and outs of my college football team. 

4.6. Stage 6: Second data administration 

The second distribution used random sampling of students enrolled in 

activity classes at a SE University (N=433). This was done for a variety of 

reasons. Because of the status of the football team at this particular university, it 

was believed that most of the students had a bond with college football, no 

matter how small this bond might be. So, there would not be a large drop-out of 

respondents who had no interest in college football. Second, the aim was to 

sample among fans with low identity as well as high identity. By distributing the 

surveys in the classrooms, and not at the stadium both the highly identified fan 

and the lowly identified fan could be reached. The fact that fans attend games 

might be an indicator of a higher identification with the team and this could have 

caused a bias in the sample. Surveying in classrooms prevented this. 
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 Convenience captive sampling among other classes at the SE University 

were used in addition to the activity classes, because the response rate of 49% 

from students enrolled in the activity classes (n = 212) resulted in a sample that 

was to small to perform both EFA and CFA. The addition of other classes from 

the same University (n = 118) brought the total sample size to 330. After the 

scanning of the answer sheets and the preliminary analysis of the data, 19 cases 

were deleted due to missing data or incorrect use of the answer sheet. The 

usable sample was 311.  In order to conduct exploratory and confirmatory factor 

analysis, the sample was randomly split in two parts (n=155, n=156). 

The transition to scan-tron answer sheets for the second data 

administration limited the researcher’s option to use open-ended questions in the 

second data collection. Therefore, the answer possibilities for the demographics 

were limited and are portrayed differently in the table below, compared to the first 

data administration. One of the limitations as a consequence of using scan-tron 

sheets was the self-categorization option. No longer were respondents able to 

write down the team with which they identified most. In order to evaluate their 

level of identification, the 7-point Likert scale that measured their degree of 

identification with the team, university, city, and state were used to divide the 

respondents in three groups. Respondents who left the question open or put in a 

score of 1 or 2 were considered to have no or low team identification. 

Respondents, who selected 3, 4, or 5, were considered to have a medium level 

of identification.  Those who selected 6 or 7 were considered to have a high level 

of identification. This division of respondents into three groups does not have any 

consequences for the reliability and validity testing of the TEAM*ID scale; 

however, it did give more insight on the randomness of both samples. The 

demographics of the two samples of the second data administration are given in 

table 4.8. 
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Table 4.8. Demographics of the second data administration 

Demographics of 
sample 

Frequency 
Sample 1 

Percentage 
Sample 1 

Frequency 
Sample 2 

Percentage 
Sample 2 

Frequency 
total sample 

Percentage 
total sample 

Male 
 

73 47.1 70 44.9 143 46 

Female 
 

77 49.7 83 53.2 160 51.4 

Low SE team ID 33 21.3 29 18.6 62 19.9 

Medium SE team ID 51 32.9 54 34.6 105 33.8 

High SE team ID 71 45.8 73 46.8 144 46.3 

Low other team ID 85 54.8 95 60.9 180 57.9 

Medium other team 
ID 

49 31.6 43 27.6 92 29.6 

High other team ID 21 13.5 18 11.5 39 12.5 

Low SE university ID 12 7.7 2 1.3 14 4.5 

Medium SE 
university ID 

44 28.4 49 31.4 93 29.9 

High SE University ID 99 63.9 105 67.3 204 65.6 

Low other university 
ID 

75 48.4 88 56.4 163 52.4 

Medium other 
university ID 

56 36.1 50 32.1 106 34.1 

High other University 
ID 

24 15.5 18 11.5 42 13.5 

Low SE city ID 41 26.5 31 19.9 72 23.2 

Medium SE city ID 80 51.6 79 50.6 159 51.1 

High SE city ID 34 21.9 46 29.5 80 25.7 

Low other city ID 17 11 23 14.7 40 12.9 

Medium other city ID 64 41.3 49 31.4 113 36.3 

High other city ID 74 47.7 84 53.8 158 50.8 

Low SE state ID 15 9.7 16 10.3 31 10 

Medium SE state ID 63 40.6 41 26.3 104 33.4 

High SE state ID 77 49.7 99 63.5 176 56.6 

Low other state ID 68 43.9 66 42.3 134 43.1 

Medium other state 
ID 

56 36.1 52 33.3 108 34.7 

High other state ID 31 20 38 24.4 69 22.2 

Freshman 6 3.9 2 1.3 8 2.6 

Sophomore 12 7.7 9 5.8 21 6.8 

Junior 38 24.5 50 32.1 88 28.3 

Senior 68 43.9 69 44.2 137 44.1 

Grad student 25 16.2 23 14.8 48 15.5 

Other connection 
with University 

4 2.6 3 1.9 7 2.3 

Living in SE city 2 
years or less 

57 36.8 52 33.3 109 35 

Living in SE city 3 or 
4 years  

68 43.9 73 46.8 141 45.3 
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Table 4.8. continued 

 

The frequency distribution illustrates that there was a random split 

between the two samples. In addition, the overall sample included a good mix of 

male and female students across the different age groups at the university (from 

freshman to graduate student). 

4.7. Stage 7: Reliability and validity assessment of survey 

4.7.1. Reliability Assessment 

 To assess the internal consistency of the items the Cronbach’s Alpha 

score, inter-item correlations, and the item-to-total statistics were evaluated. Prior 

to these examinations, psychometric diagnostics should be performed and the 

results should be evaluated. Foremost in this examination should be the mean 

scores, since they should be located near the center to allow for sufficient 

variance and the ability to co-vary with other items (DeVellis, 1991). Means 

ranged from 1.55 (Sense of interdependence item 2) to 6.02 (Private evaluation 

item 4). In itself, these scores were no reason to delete these items; however, it 

did provide a reason to delete the items if further reliability examination 

supported the notion that these items lack variance and ability to co-vary with 

other items. The examination of the mentioned statistics provided more in-depth 

information about the reliability of the items. The Cronbach’s Alpha and the item-

to-total correlation scores are reported in Table 4.9. 

 

 

 

Demographics of 
sample 

Frequency 
Sample 1 

Percentage 
Sample 1 

Frequency 
Sample 2 

Percentage 
Sample 2 

Frequency 
total sample 

Percentage 
total sample 

Living in SE state 2 
years or less 

14 9 10 6.4 24 7.7 

Living in SE state 3 
or 4 years  

11 7.1 16 10.3 27 8.6 

Living in SE state 5 
or 6 years 

13 8.4 21 13.5 34 11 

Living in SE state 7 
years or longer 

114 73.5 103 69.9 223 71.7 
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Table 4.9. Initial internal consistency of Scales for TEAM*ID 

Self-Categorization 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

CAT1 8.06 .531 .832 
CAT2 9.45 .658 .706 
CAT3 9.55 .749 .601 
    

Standardized Alpha            .795 

 
 

Public Evaluation 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

PUBEV1 21.21 .467 .759 
PUBEV2 21.88 .464 .769 
PUBEV3 21.80 .615 .715 
PUBEV4 21.58 .566 .727 
PUBEV5 21.86 .685 .696 

    

Standardized Alpha            .787 

 
 

Private Evaluation 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

PRIVEV1 16.91 .651 .750 
PRIVEV2 16.63 .757 .696 
PRIVEV3 17.03 .721 .712 
PRIVEV4 16.25 .404 .859 
    

Standardized Alpha            .809 

 
 

Importance 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

IMP1 13.14 .661 .616 
IMP2 13.16 .406 .709 
IMP3 11.43 .470 .685 
IMP4 12.57 .321 .748 
IMP5 12.77 .622 .624 

Standardized Alpha            .735 
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Table 4.9. continued 

Interconnection of self 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

ATTINT1 19.52 .706 .830 
ATTINT2 18.67 .804 .810 
ATTINT3 19.35 .602 .848 
ATTINT4 18.48 .724 .826 
ATTINT5 19.82 .672 .836 

ATTINT6 17.54 .441 .877 

Standardized Alpha            .862 

 
 

Sense of interdependence 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

ATTSOI1 6.90 .603 .775 
ATTSOI2 5.78 .488 .842 
ATTSOI3 6.55 .772 .690 
ATTSOI4 6.12 .697 .722 
    

Standardized Alpha            .821 

 
 

Social Embeddedness 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

SOCEM1 11.28 .701 .689 
SOCEM2 10.84 .617 .733 
SOCEM3 12.53 .419 .823 
SOCEM4 11.90 .682 .699 
    

Standardized Alpha            .790 

 
 

Behavioral Involvement 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

BEHAV1 14.72 .562 .727 
BEHAV2 12.92 .643 .679 
BEHAV3 12.68 .559 .730 
BEHAV4 14.81 .551 .729 
    

Standardized Alpha            .776 
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Table 4.9. continued 

Awareness and knowledge  

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

KNOW1 13.81 .663 .796 
KNOW2 14.99 .598 .827 
KNOW3 14.13 .684 .785 
KNOW4 14.07 .735 .763 
    

Standardized Alpha            .838 

 

 The coefficient alpha’s for the nine proposed dimensions based on 

Sample 1 (N=155) were 0.795 (Self-Categorization); 0.787 (Public Evaluation); 

0.809 (Private Evaluation); 0.735 (Importance); 0.862 (Interconnection of self); 

0.821(Sense of Interdependence); 0.790 (Social Embeddedness); 0.776 

(Behavioral Involvement); and 0.838 (Awareness and Knowledge of Content and 

Meaning). Although all of the dimensions suggested reliability, several items 

were shown to have low item-to-total correlations, signifying that the scales could 

be improved.  

 Although there is not a prescribed benchmark for the item-to-total 

correlation, a general rule of thumb suggests that this correlation should exceed 

.50 (Hair et al., 1998). If an item significantly dropped below this .5 benchmark, 

and the alpha could be improved significantly if the item was deleted, then the 

item was dropped from the scale.  

 The initial item-to-total correlations for “Self-categorization” ranged from 

.531 to .749. Although dropping item CAT1 could increase the alpha, this item 

was maintained because otherwise the scale would drop below the minimum of 

three items to perform reliability tests.  

 The initial item-to-total correlations for “Public Evaluation” ranged from 

.464 to .685. Both PUBEV1 and PUBEV2 were below the .5 benchmark and the 

alpha could be increased significantly if both items were dropped. However, 

since both items were the negatively worded items, it might be that the lower 

item-to-total correlations were due to measurement error rather than a reliability 

issue. In addition to the nature of the error, both items were only slightly below 

the .5 benchmark. Therefore, both items were maintained in this stage, and were 
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closely examined during the first EFA. The initial item-to-total correlations for 

“Private Evaluation” ranged from .404 to .757. PRIVEV4 did not only have a low 

item-to-total correlation, it was also observed that the mean of this item was 

extremely high (6.02), indicating that this item misses variance and is not usable 

for further examination. Therefore, PRIVEV4 was dropped from the scale.  

 The initial item-to-total correlations for “Importance” ranged from .321 to 

.661. Again, both negatively worded items failed to reach the .5 benchmark. 

However, where the negatively worded items in the Public evaluation only 

dropped slightly below the .5 benchmark, in the Importance scale both items 

dropped below the benchmark considerably. Therefore, both IMP2 and IMP4 

were dropped from the scale. The initial item-to-total correlations for 

“Interconnection of self” ranged from .441 to .804. The only item that did not 

make the .5 benchmark was ATTINT6, which was dropped from analysis, since 

there were several items assessing this construct. The initial item-to-total 

correlations for “Sense of interdependence” ranged from .488 to .772. Although 

ATTSOI2 dropped slightly below the .5 benchmark, the item was maintained for 

the purpose of the EFA. The initial item-to-total correlations for “Social 

Embeddedness” ranged from .419 to .701. SOCEM3, the negatively worded item 

had an item-to-total correlation that fell well below the benchmark. This item was 

deleted, since the alpha would increase significantly if the item was dropped. The 

initial item-to-total correlations for “Behavioral Involvement” ranged from .551 to 

.643. All items stayed well above the benchmark and all had a positive influence 

on the alpha. Therefore, no items were dropped from this scale. The initial item-

to-total correlations for “Awareness and Knowledge of Content and Meaning” 

ranged from .598 to .735. As with the behavioral involvement scale, all items had 

a positive influence on the alpha score. Therefore, no items were dropped from 

this scale. After the deletion of the items of the different scales the new alpha 

scores for the revised scales were computed. Those scales that have revised 

score are represented in Table 4.10. 

 

 



 101

Table 4.10. Revised internal consistency of scale for TEAM*ID 

Private Evaluation 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

PRIVEV1 10.89 .697 .838 
PRIVEV2 10.61 .781 .759 
PRIVEV3 11.01 .733 .809 
    

Standardized Alpha            .861 

 

Importance 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

IMP1 6.97 .709 .669 
IMP3 7.34 .686 .700 
IMP5 5.63 .567 .822 

    

Standardized Alpha            .807 

 

Interconnection of self 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

ATTINT1 14.16 .718 .848 
ATTINT2 13.59 .789 .830 
ATTINT3 14.26 .624 .869 
ATTINT4 13.39 .713 .850 
ATTINT5 14.74 .698 .853 

    

Standardized Alpha            .877 

 

Social Embeddedness 

Items Scale mean if 
deleted 

Item-to-total 
correlation 

Alpha if deleted 

SOCEM1 8.29 .716 .717 
SOCEM2 7.85 .652 .782 
SOCEM4 8.92 .665 .768 
    

Standardized Alpha            .823 

  

All nine dimensions of the revised scale have alpha scores that exceed 

the .7 benchmark (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994): 0.795 (Self-Categorization); 

0.787 (Public Evaluation); 0.861 (Private Evaluation); 0.807 (Importance); 0.877 

(Interconnection of self); 0.821 (Sense of Interdependence); 0.823 (Social 
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Embeddedness); 0.776 (Behavioral Involvement); and 0.838 (Awareness and 

Knowledge of Content and Meaning). Only three items that are slightly below the 

.5 benchmark of .5 for item-to-total correlation were maintained; PUBEV1, 

PUBEV2 and ATTSOI2. The factor analysis of this scale provided further insight 

on whether these items should be maintained.  

 Examining the inter-item correlations could provide more insight into the 

internal consistency of the scale and could check for redundant items, or lack of 

consistency between items. As with the item-to-total correlation no prescriptive 

number is given regarding what constitutes a minimum value, but.30 is the 

benchmark used as a rule of thumb (Hair et al., 1998). PUBEV1 had a correlation 

of .277 with PUBEV4, and PUBEV2 had a correlation of .290 with PUBEV3. 

Although these correlations were slightly below the .3 benchmark, both items 

were maintained.  All other inter-item correlations were well above the .3 

benchmark and only one inter-item correlation (ATTINT2 and ATTINT 4) 

exceeded 0.8, which could indicate redundancy (Hair et al., 1998), but it 

exceeded 0.8 so slightly (.803) that both items were maintained. 

The examination of the different reliability assessments led to the deletion 

of 5 items. Four deleted items were negatively worded (PRIVEV4, IMP2, IMP4, 

SOCEM3), one item was deleted because it was assumed that the item did not fit 

in with the other items (ATTINT6: When I talk about my college football team, I 

usually say “we” rather than “they”). 

4.7.2. Factor analysis Sample 1 

 The reliability tests assumed that the questions have a common core, and 

in order to test the uni-dimensionality of the scales, factor analysis should be 

performed (e.g., Churchill, 1979). Factor analysis is an approach that assumes 

an underlying factor is formed by the combination of individual items. Exploratory 

factor analysis is performed to determine how many scales are present in the 

assumed scale, whether the factors are correlated, and could help to define the 

scales. EFA can be used to reduce a large number of variables down to a 

smaller set (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Confirmatory factor analysis is utilized 

when the researcher knows how many factors there are, and whether the factors 
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should be correlated. The researcher proposes a model in which the data is 

expected to fit (Gable & Wolf, 1993). The researcher forces items to load on a 

specific scale to confirm a hypothesized factor structure (e.g., McDonald, 2002). 

EFA provides initial evidence, but CFA is required for conclusive evidence.  

  EFA was performed based on the 34 items left in the TEAM*ID scale. The 

EFA could demonstrate whether the individual scales were uni-dimensional, and 

whether more items should be deleted, because of their redundancy. Because 

these scales were based on a conceptual framework and several of them were 

previously tested, the EFA was used solely to look at the uni-dimensionality of 

the items. Therefore it is appropriate to perform an EFA for each scale 

individually. Then, a CFA was performed to examine if the different scales fit the 

model (Model 1), and to examine if the scales were distinct from each other. After 

additional changes that needed to be made to create a better fit, a second CFA 

was performed upon sample 1 (Model 2). When this model sufficed the 

requirements of the different tests, a CFA was performed on Sample 2, to 

confirm the results on an un-used sample.    

4.7.2.1. EFA Sample 1 

 The 34 items were examined in an EFA, using SPSS 12.0. The factor 

analysis method used was the maximum likelihood method without rotation (to 

prevent the over-prediction of multiple factors, by using rotations). This method 

extracts factors in the order of their importance. The first factor is the most 

general factor with almost all variables loading significantly on it, and it accounts 

for the largest amount of variance (Hair et al., 1998), and it provides insight on 

the unidimensionality of the scales (i.e. whether the items are tapping from one 

dominant factor). If the results do not provide a clear pattern, rotation patterns 

could be implemented to provide more clarity about the structure of the 

constructs (Hair et al., 1998). The main criterion used to assess the number of 

factors of each dimension was eigenvalues greater than 1.00 (Kaiser, 1970). In 

addition, if the eigenvalues did not provide uni-dimensionality, a Scree test was 

performed (Zwick & Velicer, 1982). The results of the EFA are shown in table 

4.11.     
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Table 4.11 Results of EFA for the dimensions of group identity. 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue 
for first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

CAT1 .762 .581 
CAT2  .857 .734 
CAT3 .906 .821 
   

 
 

2.137 

 
 

71.220 

 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue for 
first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

PUBEV1 .636 .404 
PUBEV2 .631 .398 
PUBEV3 .800 .639 
PUBEV4 .759 .577 
PUBEV5 .842 .709 
   

 
 
 
 

2.727 

 
 
 
 

54.530 

 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue for 
first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

PRIVEV1 .862 .743 

PRIVEV2 .909 .825 
PRIVEV3 .883 .779 
   

 
 

2.348 

 
 

78.258 

 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue for 
first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

IMP1 .873 .761 
IMP3 .787 .620 
IMP5 .887 .786 
   

 
 

2.167 

 
 

72.248 

 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue for 
first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

ATTINT1 .829 .687 
ATTINT2 .874 .764 
ATTINT3 .753 .567 
ATTINT4 .822 .675 
ATTINT5 .813 .661 
   

 
 
 
 

3.354 

 
 
 
 

67.077 
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Table 4.11. continued 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue for 
first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

ATTSOI1 .799 .638 
ATTSOI2 .667 .444 
ATTSOI3 .907 .822 
ATTSOI4 .851 .725 
   

 
 
 

2.629 
 

 
 
 

65.728 
 

 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue for 
first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

SOCEM1 .882 .778 
SOCEM2 .843 .711 
SOCEM4 .853 .727 
   

 
 

2.216 
 

 
 

73.882 

 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue for 
first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

BEHAV1 .752 .566 
BEHAV2 .832 .693 
BEHAV3 .767 .588 
BEHAV4 .742 .550 
   

 
 
 

2.397 
 

 
 
 

59.931 

 

Items Loadings on 
first factor 

Communalities Eigenvalue for 
first factor 

Percentage of 
explained variance of 
first factor 

KNOW1 .817 .667 
KNOW2 .765 .585 
KNOW3 .835 .697 
KNOW4 .866 .751 

 
 

2.699 

 
 

67.472 

  

All constructs only had one factor with an eigenvalue over 1.00, indicating 

uni-dimensionality within the scales. The Scree tests of each construct supported 

these findings. Three items had a factor loading below .700, but still at 

acceptable levels. However, because of the previous reliability issues with these 

items (PUBEV1, PUBEV2, and ATTSOI2), they were scrutinized in the CFA.   

4.7.2.2. CFA Sample 1 

The CFA was performed via Amos 4.0, using the maximum likelihood 

method in order to further assess the uni-dimensionality and to refine the scales 
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(Byrne, 1998). The 34 items retained from the assessment of the alpha scores 

and the EFA were tested in model 1. The correlation matrix used in the CFA for 

Model 1 is included in Appendix G. 

 Several fit indices were used to verify the sub-scale structure of the 

instrument. These were: 1) Likelihood-ratio chi-square statistic (χ2), 2) Root 

mean error of approximation (RMSEA), 3) Expected Cross-Validation index 

(ECVI), 4) Normed Fit Index (NFI), 5) Tucker-Lewis Fit Index (TLI), 6) 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 7) Incremental Fit Index (IFI), 8) Standardized Root 

Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and 9) Goodness-of-fit index (GFI).  The results 

reported in table 4.12 illustrate that the initial model fit was not acceptable. 

   

Table 4.12. Fit indices for model 1 (34 items from sample 1) 

Index  Value Indication of fit 

χ2   1108.092             (df 492; p=.000) Acceptable 

RMSEA 0.090                   (90% CI: 0.083; 0.097) Less then acceptable 
ECVI 8.539                   (90% CI: 7.937; 9.191) Not applicable 
NFI 0.735 Unacceptable 
TLI 0.805 Unacceptable 
CFI 0.830 Unacceptable 
IFI 0.833 Unacceptable 
RMR 0.266 Not applicable  
GFI 0.703 Unacceptable 

  

For model 1, the χ2-value was statistically significant at p< .01. Although 

this indicates that the model might not be a good fit, in itself it is not conclusive to 

reject the model, and the value should be used as a guide, rather than an 

absolute fit of index (Bearden et al., 1982: Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Especially 

with small samples (as in this case), the χ2-statistic is too conservative to be 

used by itself (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, 

and Mueller (2003) stated that if the chi-square score is less than twice the score 

of the degrees of freedom, the model could be regarded as good. If the chi-

square score is less than three times the degrees of freedom, the model is 

regarded as acceptable. However, to evaluate the overall fit of the model, other 

indices should be applied in addition to the chi-square test.  
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 The root mean error of approximation (RMSEA) is the average of 

residuals between the observed and estimated matrices (Kelloway, 1998). The 

RMSEA attempts to correct for the large sample rejection hazard associated with 

the chi-square test (Hair et al., 1998).  The closer the RMSEA value is to zero, 

the better the fit of the model is. Values lower than .05 indicate a ‘good’ fit, values 

less than .08 indicate an acceptable fit, and RMSEA values higher than .10 

should be rejected (McDonald & Ho, 2002). The RMSEA value of model 1 is 

.090, indicating a less than acceptable fit, but low enough not to reject the model 

completely, and supports further modification of the model.   

 The ECVI is a cross-validation index developed to assess the degree to 

which a set of parameter estimates in one sample would fit if used in another 

similar sample (Stevens, 2002). The ECVI has a lower bound of zero, but no 

upper bound and should be used as a comparative index, rather than an 

absolute index. In itself, the 8.539 ECVI in model 1does not indicate a fit, but 

further instrument purification, and consequently, a lower ECVI score could 

indicate an improvement of the model.  

 The value of the Normed Fit Index (NFI) indicates the fit of the model 

compared to a null model (in which the observed variables are uncorrelated). For 

example, if the NFI indicates a score of .85, this means that the relative fit of the 

model is 85% better than the fit of the null model, estimated with the same 

sample data. As with most indices, there is no absolute value indicating a good 

fit, but it is common in research to use a .90 benchmark (Hair et al., 1998). The 

score of .735 for model 1 indicated that the model needed considerable 

modification.   

 The Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) is a comparative fit index (Browne et al., 

(2002) and represents the percentage of improvement of the fit compared to the 

baseline model. The TLI can be interpreted as the increment in fit per degree of 

freedom obtained, relative to the best possible fit obtained by the hypothesized 

model (Stevens, 2002: Kang, 2004). As with the NFI, there is no absolute value, 

but the .90 benchmark is used as an indication of a good fit. Model 1 had a TLI of 

.805, indicating that the model needed to be improved.   
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 Both the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Incremental Fit Index (IFI) 

represent a comparison between the estimated model and a null or 

independence model (Hair et al., 1998: Kan, 2004). In contrast to the NFI, the 

CFI is less sensitive to small samples and the danger of underestimation of the fit 

is considerably smaller (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). As with the other fit 

indices, the .9 benchmark is used as an indication for a good fit. For model 1, 

both indices demonstrated a fit that was below the .9 (CFI, .830: IFI, .833).  

 The Goodness of Fit (GFI) measures the fit of the model compared to the 

null model, when all parameters are fixed to zero. As with the other indices, a 

value of .90 indicates a reasonable fit. There are several challenges to the GFI, 

among them the dependency on the chi-square score and the bias towards a 

complex model (as in this study) (Schermelleh-Engel, et al., 2003). The low score 

of .703 in model 1 could be caused by these challenges, but it does indicate that 

improvement was necessary.    

The Root Mean Square Residual Index (RMR) of Jöreskog and Sörbom 

(1981) is an overall badness-of-fit index that is based on the fitted residuals, and 

is defined as the square root of the mean of the squared fitted residuals. RMR 

values close to zero indicate a good fit, but unless the RMR is standardized, the 

value itself is impossible to qualify as either acceptable or unacceptable. Instead, 

the RMR should be used as a comparative index to further model improvement. 

The standardization of the RMR (SRMR) could provide a value that can be used 

as an indication for a good or bad fit. Unfortunately, the researcher had no 

access to data analysis instruments to compute this value. Even if the RMR is 

standardized, this value is still very sensitive to sample size (Schermelleh-Engel 

et al., 2003). The value of 0.266 for the RMR in model 1 does not indicate a bad 

fit, but could provide an instrument to compare further model modifications with.  

4.7.3. Improvement of the model 

 There are several ways to improve the model. There are statistical 

methods to examine how the model can be improved, such as factor loading, the 

correlation matrix and high standardized residuals. Another way to improve the 

model is to perform another content analysis to conceptually improve the model 
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(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). For the current study, factor loadings and standardized 

residuals were examined to ascertain what initial improvements could be made.  

Content analysis was then performed to identify further improvements.  Factor 

loadings that fall below .7 could indicate a problem because the reliability issues 

related to these loadings (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The loadings of the individual 

items are shown in table 4.13.  Hair et al. (1998) suggested that factor loadings 

greater than .30 meet the minimal level, factor loadings higher than .40 are 

important and loadings higher than .50 are being regarded as significant. Only 

two items could not be regarded as significant (EVPUB1, EVPUB2). All other 

items had factor loadings above .5. 

 

Table 4.13. Factor loadings of the 34 items in model 1. 

Item Loading Item Loading Item Loading 

CAT1 .825 IMP5 .696 BEHAV1 .689 

CAT2 .638 ATTINT1 .720 BEHAV2 .790 

CAT3 .709 ATTINT2 .883 BEHAV3 .642 

EVPUB1 .467 ATTINT3 .629 BEHAV4 .601 

EVPUB2 .456 ATTINT4 .856 KNOW1 .691 

EVPUB3 .792 ATTINT5 .705 KNOW2 .650 

EVPUB4 .704 ATTSOI1 .703 KNOW3 .846 

EVPUB5 .811 ATTSOI2 .582 KNOW4 .799 

EVPRIV1 .772 ATTSOI3 .873   

EVPRIV2 .864 ATTSOI4 .821   

EVPRIV3 .832 SOCEM1 .763   

IMP1 .768 SOCEM2 .709   

IMP3 .789 SOCEM4 .848   

 

Hair et al. (1998) suggested that factor loadings greater than .30 are 

meeting the minimal level, factor loadings higher than .40 are important and 

loadings higher than .50 are being regarded as significant. Only two items could 

not be regarded as significant (EVPUB1, EVPUB2). All other items had factor 

loadings above .5.  

The standardized residual matrix supports the notion that both EVPUB1 

and EVPUB2 are unreliable items. Both have residuals with many other items 

above the cut-off point of 2.58 (Hair et al., 1998). The ratio of residuals that 

violate this value should not exceed 5% of the total number of residuals. In the 



 110

matrix, 15 cases were identified with a higher score than 2.58, resulting in a ratio 

of 0.02, which is well below the 5% cut-off line.  

Examination of the individual cases identified three variables that had an 

excess of high residuals with other variables (EVPUB1, EVPUB2 and ATTSOI2). 

Based upon the factor loadings and the high residuals, these three items were 

deleted, and another CFA was performed with sample 1. Table 4.14 shows that 

these changes did improve the model. However, the improvement was slight, 

indicating additional refinement was needed.  Content analysis and an inspection 

of the correlation matrix were undertaken to further improve the model.  

 

Table 4.14. CFA model 2 compared to model 1. 

Analysis Model 1 – 34 items Indication Model 2 – 31 items Indication 

χ2   1108.092 – 492 df        Acceptable 935.044 – 398 df Acceptable 

RMSEA 0.090                    Unacceptable 0.093 Unacceptable 

ECVI 8.539                    n/a 7.331 Improved 

NFI 0.735 Unacceptable 0.760 Improved 

TLI 0.805 Unacceptable 0.818 Improved 

CFI 0.830 Unacceptable 0.844 Improved 
IFI 0.833 Unacceptable 0.847 Improved 

RMR 0.266 n/a 0.235 Improved 

GFI 0.703 Unacceptable 0.716 Improved 

   

4.7.4. Item purification 

 The fit indices show that there were several issues that needed to be 

addressed in order to improve the model significantly. Because most of the 

constructs were confined to a few items, further deletion of the items was not 

desirable, based on the factor loadings or standardized residuals. Instead, 

another content analysis of the items was performed to improve the model. In 

addition to the content analysis, the correlation matrix was examined to delete 

items that correlated too strongly with items in other scales (see appendix G.). 

The content analysis was based upon another review of the literature; the results 

of the content analysis are documented in the following sections. 
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4.7.4.1. Self-categorization 

 As the literature review indicated, there are several methods to 

assess self-categorization (Ashmore et al., 2004). One important methods is to 

express self-categorization through an open-ended question in which the 

respondent confirms his or her categorization to the group (Henderson-King, & 

Stewart, 1994). The self-categorization items used in the TEAM*ID scale were 

based upon the study of Karasawa (1991) and had not been used in accordance 

with any of the other scales. The scale was added to control for self-

categorization and to see how it would interact with the other scales. However, 

close examination showed that some of these items might also be regarded as 

private evaluation items, since the one implies the other. Close inspection of the 

item correlation showed that CAT1 had a high correlation with the 3 private 

evaluation items. Therefore, this item was moved to the private evaluation scale. 

The other two items were deleted from the list of items, and the original thought 

that the construct of self-categorization as a factor could be measured by Likert 

scale based items (Karasawa, 1991) was abandoned. Instead, it was proposed in 

Chapter five that self-categorization should be measured by an open ended 

question, so researchers could perform in- and out group comparisons.  

4.7.4.2. Private evaluation 

CAT1 was added to the private evaluation scale in order to strengthen the 

scale. This item asks respondents if they often acknowledge the fact that they 

are fans of their favorite football team, which in itself could be regarded as a form 

of private evaluation. If they would not be happy about their membership it is 

likely that they do not often acknowledge their membership. The other three 

items were maintained. 

4.7.4.3. Public evaluation 

As stated before, EVPUB1 and EVPUB2 were already deleted from the 

scale in model 2. The other three items were retained as they seemed to hold up 

in the model.  
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4.7.4.4. Importance 

 The correlation matrix showed that the importance items correlated 

strongly with the interconnection to self scale. Therefore, both IMP1 and IMP5 

were added to the interconnection to self scale. Both items refer to self-image 

and the organization, which could indicate that these items do not refer to the 

importance of the group identity, but rather to the importance of the 

interconnection of the self-image with the image of the group. It seems that the 

items that were taken from Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) are not measuring the 

importance of the group identity, but rather the importance of one of the sub 

scales of group identity. Therefore, this overall construct was eliminated from the 

model.   

4.7.4.5. Attachment – interconnection to self 

 Both ATTINT2 and the ATTINT4 items were originally more general 

statements about attachment (ATTCOM1 & ATTCOM2), which were placed in 

the interconnection to self –scale. Unfortunately, both items correlated strongly 

with almost all items in the scale, and therefore they were removed from the 

scale. This supports the notion that attachment is a result of group identity 

instead of a sub-construct of team identity. As stated before, both IMP1 and IMP 

were added to the scale of interconnection of self, because of the high correlation 

with the ATTINT items and the content analysis of both items.  

4.7.4.6. Attachment – Sense of interdependence 

 After the examination of the factor loadings and standardized residuals, 

ATTSOI2 was deleted from the scale. The other three items were maintained.  

4.7.4.7. Social embeddedness 

 This study was the first attempt to measure social embeddedness, and 

was based on an assumption of Ashmore et al. (2004). However, to improve the 

model, this scale was deleted entirely from the sample. Results showed that this 

scale was similar to the behavioral involvement scale as well as sense of 

interdependence and the items correlated strongly with both other factors. 

Therefore, this factor seemed redundant and could be eliminated from the model.  



 113

4.7.4.8. Behavioral involvement 

 The correlation matrix showed that BEHAV1 did not correlate strongly with 

the other behavioral involvement items than with other items (SOCEM, IMP, 

ATTINT, KNOW), therefore, this item was deleted. The other items were 

maintained.  

4.7.4.9. Awareness and knowledge 

 The correlation matrix showed that KNOW3 correlated with almost all 

other items in the scales, therefore, this item was deleted from the scale. The 

other three items were maintained.  

 The purification process of the constructs in a six-factor, 21-item model as 

shown in table 4.15. 

 

Table 4.15. Overview of the new constructs (21 items). 

Constructs   Items Number of 
items 

Reason for 
elimination of items 

Public 
Evaluation 

EVPUB3, EVPUB4 
EVPUB5 

3 High residual 

Private 
Evaluation 

EVPRIV1, EVPRIV2, 
EVPRIV3, CAT1 

4 Content analysis 

Attachment -
Interconnection 

ATTINT1, ATTINT3, 
ATTINT5, IMP1, IMP5 

5 Content analysis 
Correlation matrix  

Attachment –  
Sense of inter. 

ATTSOI1, ATTSOI3, 
ATTSOI4 

3 High residual 

Behavioral 
Involvement 

BEHAV2, BEHAV3, 
BEHAV4 

3 Correlation matrix 

Awareness & 
Knowledge of 
group 

KNOW1, KNOW2, 
KNOW4 

3 Correlation matrix 

 

4.7.5. CFA – Model 3 (21 items from sample 1) 

 The results from the standardized residual matrix, the factor loading 

evaluation, the content analysis and a review of the correlation matrix suggested 

to the researcher that 13 items should be deleted and that three scales should be 

eliminated from the model, resulting in a 6-factor model, and 21 items. These 21 

items were once again submitted to a CFA with Sample 1. The results of this 

CFA are shown in Table 4.16., and they are compared to model 1 and model 2. 
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Table 4.16. CFA results model 3, compared to model 1 and 2. 

Anal
ysis 

Model 
1 

Indication Model 2 Indication Model 3 Indication 

χ2   1108.0
92  - 
492       

Acceptable 935.044 - 398 Acceptable 310.680 – 174 Good 

RMS
EA 

0.090    Unaccept. 0.093  (90% 
CI: 0.086; 
0.101) 

Unaccept. 0.071   (90% 
CI: 0.058; 
0.084) 

Acceptable 

ECV
I 

8.539     7.331       
(90% CI: 
6.777; 7.936) 

Improved 2.758   (90% 
CI: 2.463; 
3.103) 

Improved 

NFI 0.735 Unaccept. 0.651 Unaccept. 0.852 Improved 

Continued from previous page 

TLI 0.805 Unaccept. 0.818 Improved 0.913 acceptable 

CFI 0.830 Unaccept. 0.844 Improved 0.928 acceptable 

IFI 0.833 Unaccept. 0.847 Improved 0.929 acceptable 
RMR 0.266  0.230 Improved 0.184 Improved 

GFI 0.703 Unaccept. 0.717 Improved 0.850 Improved 

 

Model 3 demonstrated several indices that suggested an acceptable fit of 

the model, and by carefully evaluating the different fit indices it could be 

suggested that the model does have reliability and could be used for future 

refinement.  The chi-square test showed that the findings were acceptable, 

because the chi-square score was less than twice the score of the degree of 

freedoms (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). However, several authors have 

warned about the sensitivity of the chi-square test to the sample size as well as 

the violation of the multi-variate normality assumption (Curran, West, & Finch, 

1996: Hu, Bentler, & Kano, 1992: Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003) and should be 

used as a guide towards improvement of the model (Bearden et al., 1982: 

Fornell, & Larcker, 1981). To assess the overall fit of the model, the RMSEA is 

less sensitive to the sample size and therefore is a better index to depend on. 

According to the RMSEA, model 3 has a fit that is acceptable (0.071).     

 As stated previously, the NFI is sensitive to the sample size, and the use 

of CFI and the TLI should be preferred above the use of the NFI, in case of a 

small sample (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Mueller, 2003).  Both CFI and 

TLI are less sensitive to the sample size, and both indices showed a score that 

was above the .9 benchmark (CFI, .928: TLI, .913). The IFI is similar to the CFI 
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and indicated a score that is similar to the score for the CFI (.929). Despite the 

fact that the GFI is still too low to accept, the improvement of the value showed 

that the model provided a valuable ground for future refinement. Finally, both the 

RMR as the ECVI showed the improvements of the model, and were indications 

that the model was improved significantly.   

 An assessment of the new Cronbach alpha’s and the calculation of the 

average variance extracted (AVE), which reflects the overall amount of variance 

explained by the construct relative to the amount of variance that may be 

attributed to measurement (Fornell & Larcker, 1981: Hair et al., 1998), could give 

further insight on the reliability of model 3 (see table 4.17.). In addition, the AVE 

could be used in the assessment of the discriminant validity.  

 

Table 4.17. Reliability measures Sample 1. 

Construct Range of factor 
Loadings 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

AVE 

Public Evaluation .719 ~ .793 .809 .5884 

Private Evaluation .748 ~ .837 .887 .6624 

Attachment – 
Interconnection 

.672 ~ .842 .877 .5896 

Attachment – 
Sense of 
Interdependence 

.727 ~ .879 .847 .6590 

Behavioral 
Involvement 

.533~ .874 .735 .5108 

Awareness and 
Knowledge of 
Content & 
Meaning 

.711 ~ .802 .788 .5576 

 

 These results showed that the instrument has internal consistency, but 

that future refinement of the instrument is necessary. Especially the behavioral 

involvement scale needs future refinement. Although the scores are considered 

to be reliable, the values are very close to the recommended benchmarks. The 

AVE of the behavioral involvement scale is .5108, while the indication score for a 

reliable and valid construct is .5 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  
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4.7.6. Assessment of discriminant validity (sample 1) 

 Examining the relationships between the constructs in the instrument is 

one approach to assessing discriminant validity. If the correlations between the 

construct are not excessively high, then there is evidence of discriminant validity. 

If the correlations appear high, the assessment of the AVE’s could indicate 

whether discriminant validity exists. For discriminant validity, the AVE scores 

should be higher than the squared correlation between the construct (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981). The squared correlation matrix is shown in table 4.18. The AVE 

scores are given in table 4.19. 

 

Table 4.18. Correlations between the constructs. 

Construct Public 
Evaluation 

Private 
Evaluation 

Interconn. 
to self 

Sense of 
Interdep.  

Behavioral 
Involv. 

Awareness 
& Know.  

Public 
Evaluation 

1.000      

Private 
Evaluation 

.501 1.000     

Interconn. 
to self 

.307 .639 1.000    

Sense of 
Interdep. 
 

.088 .275 .814 1.000   

Behavioral 
Involv. 

.330 .855 .664 .323 1.000  

Awareness 
& Know. 

.428 .857 .682 .347 .742 1.000 

 
Table 4.19. Assessment of discriminant validity by AVE’s. 

Construct Public 
Evaluation 

Private 
Evaluation 

Interconn. 
to self 

Sense of 
Interdep. 

Behavioral 
Involv. 

Awareness 
& Know.  

Public 
Evaluation 

.5884      

Private 
Evaluation 

.251 .6624     

Interconn. 
to self 

.094 .408 .5896    

Sense of 
Interdep. 

.008 .076 .663 .6590   

Behavioral 
Involv. 

.109 .731 .441 .104 .5108  

Awareness 
& Know. 

.183 .734 .465 .120 .551 .5576 
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The discriminant validity assessment showed two problems. First, the 

correlation between the two different attachment constructs: 1) Interconnection to 

self, and 2) Sense of Interdependence. Future research should focus on 

redefining the attachment scale. Ashmore et al. (2004) reviewed two elements of 

attachment that might be related to attachment and are a part of this construct, 

but cannot be regarded as distinct. Ashmore et al. (2004) are not very clear in 

their description of the ‘attachment’ construct and it seems inappropriate to 

combine the two different constructs into one construct, solely based on the lack 

of discriminant validity. Therefore, rather than merging the two constructs into 

one vague ‘attachment’ construct, future refinement of the two attachment scales 

should be performed to establish discriminant validity.   

 Second, the validity assessment showed that behavioral involvement 

needed further refinement. The low AVE of the construct and the high correlation 

with both the private evaluation and the awareness and knowledge constructs 

suggested that this construct was not distinct. A logical assessment of the three 

constructs of private evaluation, behavioral involvement and awareness and 

knowledge suggested that these three constructs were distinct, and that these 

constructs items need refinement to provide a more distinct construct. A possible 

explanation might be given by the fact that the sampling was done among 

students, and because of the easy access they have to the team (free tickets, 

close proximity, etc.) there is a strong relationship between private evaluation 

and both the behavioral involvement and the awareness and knowledge 

component.  

4.7.7. Data analysis Sample 2 

 The results of model 3 suggest that the 21-item TEAM*ID is a reliable 

measurement tool (see table 4.20). To provide evidence that the indices were not 

sample-related, but could be generalized to other samples, another CFA was 

performed on sample 2 of the data collected (N=156).  

 

 

 



 118

Table 4.20. CFA for Sample 2 compared to Sample 1. 

Analysis Sample 1 Indication Sample 2 Indication 

χ2   310.680 – 174 Good 296.188 – 174 Good 

RMSEA 0.071   (90% CI: 
0.058; 0.084) 

Acceptable 0.067  (90% CI: 
0.054; 0.080) 

Acceptable 

ECVI 2.758   (90% CI: 
2.463; 3.103) 

 2.646    (90% CI: 
2.365; 2.979) 

Improved 

NFI 0.852  0.862 Improved 

TLI 0.913 Acceptable 0.924 Acceptable 

CFI 0.928 Acceptable 0.937 Acceptable 
IFI 0.929 Acceptable 0.938 Acceptable 

RMR 0.184  0.241  

GFI 0.850  0.847 Improved 

 

 The indices that are preferred to use for a smaller sample all improve for 

the second sample (RMSEA, TLI, CFI, IFI), suggesting that the model is a good 

fit. However, the changes demonstrate how sensitive the indices are to small 

sample sizes. Especially, the negative change to the RMR might be influenced 

because of the lack of sample size. Therefore, future research should make use 

of a larger sample in order to improve the validity of the instrument. 

4.7.7.1. Reliability estimates  

 To assess the reliability for the second sample, the range of factor 

loadings, the Cronbach’s alpha scores, and the AVE scores are presented in 

Table 4.21. An overview of all the individual factor loadings is provided in 

Appendix H.   

 

Table 4.21. The reliability assessment of Sample 2 

Construct Range of factor 
Loadings 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

AVE 

Public Evaluation .739 ~ .803 .907 .5835 

Private Evaluation .791 ~ .904 .803 .7467 

Attachment – 
Interconnection 

.511 ~ .815 .834 .5222 

Attachment – Sense of 
Interdependence 

.613 ~ .845 .785 .5644 

Behavioral Involvement .599 ~ .866 .733 .5006 

Awareness and 
Knowledge of Content & 
Meaning 

.752 ~ .867 .848 .6572 
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 By examining the AVE scores for the second sample, the influence of the 

small sample on the reliability statistics is shown. If larger samples were used, 

these differences would likely not have been such noticeable changes. Table 

4.22 shows the difference of the AVE scores for both samples. As suggested 

previously, behavioral involvement will need future refinement of the items to 

increase the discriminant validity of the scale. 

 

Table 4.22 AVE scores for Sample 1 and Sample 2. 

Construct AVE Sample 1 AVE Sample 2 

Public Evaluation .5884 .5835 

Private Evaluation .6624 .7467 

Attachment – 
Interconnection 

.5896 .5222 

Attachment – 
Sense of 
Interdependence 

.6590 .5644 

Behavioral 
Involvement 

.5108 .5006 

Awareness and 
Knowledge of 
Content & 
Meaning 

.5576 .6572 

 

The assessment of the reliability estimates provide evidence that the 

model is reliable and both the AVE scores as the model fit indices indicate that 

the 21-item TEAM*ID instrument is valid. Further testing was performed to 

examine the overall validity of the instrument. 

4.7.7.2. Validity Assessment  

 Validity to this point had been assessed through content analysis, AVE 

scores and factor analysis. However, to provide more support for the instrument, 

the scales were examined in relation to other instruments. The correlation 

between the TEAM*ID scale and external measures might indicate validity if the 

correlation between the external constructs and the TEAM*ID constructs is 

supported by theory. 

 First, convergent validity could be examined to assess the degree to which 

the instrument measures a certain construct the same way another instrument 
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would measure it. It should be assumed that the two measures converge with 

one another (Viswanathan, 2005). Unfortunately, there is no instrument available 

that measures such a wide variety of constructs in order to examine group 

identification. Therefore, convergent validity is not a possibility.   

 Second, criterion validity should be used to see if the instrument relates to 

another instrument selected, which is regarded as a meaningful criterion in the 

field. The Self Esteem scale of Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) could be selected 

to serve as such, however, as the results of the reliability and validity testing of 

the CSE scale will show, the CSE scale failed to be regarded as reliable and 

valid and therefore, cannot be used as a criterion. Luhtanen and Crocker 

examined four different constructs: 1) Self regard, 2) Public Evaluation, 3) Private 

Evaluation, and 4) Importance; only self-regard was used in relation to the 

TEAM*ID scale as a form of nomological validity.  

 Third, nomological validity was used to examine the relationship between 

the factors of the TEAM*ID instrument and external constructs of which one can 

expect that the factors of the TEAM*ID instrument relates (Kang, 2004: Peter, 

1981). To that purpose, a revised version of the Psychological Commitment to 

Team (PCT) scale (Mahony, et al., 2000) was chosen to see if loyalty related with 

the different factors of the TEAM*ID instrument. Kwon and Trail (2000) examined 

the PCT scale and criticized the overall fit of the model and showed that the 

factor loadings of several items were extremely low. Therefore, only four items 

(that all loaded well on the construct) were chosen to see if the scale holds up 

and if it could be used to examine its’ relationship with the TEAM*ID scale (see 

Appendix H.).  As stated previously, the self-esteem factor of the CSE scale of 

Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) was used to assess the nomological validity of the 

TEAM*ID instrument. Table 4.23 demonstrates the reliability and validity results 

for both measures. 
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Table 4.23. Analyses of the external measures (based on Sample 2). 

 # of 
Items 

Cronbach 
Alpha 

AVE Loading range 

Luhtanen & Crocker     

      Self regard 4 .809 .5133 .688 - .731 

      Public Evaluation 4 .726 .4055 .464 - .763 

      Private Evaluation 4 .745 .4642 .504 - .890 

      Importance 4 .548 .2836 .205 - .862 

Mahony et al.     

      Team Loyalty 4 .770 .4892 .478 - .828 

 

 χ2 RMSEA CFI TLI IFI 

Luhtanen & 
Crocker 

298.177 – 
98, 

p=< .000 

.115 .796 .750 .801 

      
Mahony et al. 
 

7.681 – 2 
p= .021 

.135 .969 .907 .970 

Note: Shaded cells denote the lack of reliability of the instrument 

  

The Self-esteem scale of Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) did not work in this 

setting. None of the indices indicate a good fit of the model and the low AVE 

scores supported this lack of reliability. Therefore, there was no use for a 

comparison with this instrument as a whole, because the lack of reliability for the 

instrument. Only one of the four sub scales of Luthanen and Crocker is proven to 

be reliable in this validation process, and therefore, solely Self-Regard was used 

to examine its’ correlation with the TEAM*ID scale. This validation would then be 

regarded as a nomological validity test (Peter, 1981).  

 The revised PCT scale seemed to be a good fit to the model, with CFI, IFI 

and TLI scores above .9. Although the RMSEA is too high, the χ2 could not be 

rejected at the .01 level, and provided support for a good overall fit of the model. 

The AVE score is slightly below .5, which could indicate a lack of discriminant 

validity. However, the score (.4892) is so close to the benchmark score of .5, that 

the evidence of lack of discriminant validity is not conclusive.  

Table 4.24. shows the relationship between the TEAM*ID instrument and 

both the self-regard construct of Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) and the PCT scale 

of Mahony et al. (2000).  
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Table 4.24. Assessment of validity (based on sample 2). 

 Public 
Evaluation 

Private 
Evaluation

Intercon. 
of self 

Sense 
of Int. 

Behav.  
Invol. 

Awareness 
knowledge 

Ext. instr.       

Self 
regard 

.215** .202* .010 -.058 .277** .167* 

PCT .217** .648** .534** .302** .480** .624** 

 
Note: ** = Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 *  = Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

 The self-regard scale of Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) attempts to 

measure the degree of which an individual feels him or herself to be a useful 

member of the social groupings to which he or she belongs. That this construct 

showed a strong relationship with the evaluation scales, as well as the behavioral 

involvement and awareness and knowledge scales of team identity seemed to be 

logical and supported the nomological validity of the TEAM*ID scale. If one is 

happy about his or her membership in an organization, and he or she perceives 

the organization as well evaluated by outsiders, it seems likely that this has a 

positive influence on one’s role in the organization, and visa versa. Also, if one is 

more involved in the organization, and has more knowledge of the organization, it 

seems likely that this is positively correlated with how an individual regards his or 

her own place in the organization as measured by the self-regard scale. 

 The only two non-significant relationships were between the self-esteem 

construct and the Interconnection to self and Sense of interdependence factors. 

This might have to do with the lack of discriminant validity for the two factors. 

That there is no relationship between self-esteem and the interconnection of self 

with group seems strange since it could be reasoned that if people feel as more 

worthy members of a group, they would feel more interconnected with the group. 

The fact that self-esteem measure had a slight negative relationship with sense 

of interdependence of an individual with the group could be a valid assumption, 

since it seems that if someone feels as a worthy member of the group, that 

individual perceives him or her self to be less dependent on the group.  

 The strong relationship between the different constructs of team identity 

and team loyalty is evident and supports previous findings of the strong 
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relationships between team identity and team loyalty. (Wann & Branscombe, 

1990). 

4.7.7.3. Discriminant validity assessment 

In order to obtain discriminant validity, the AVE scores should be higher 

than the squared correlations between the different constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981). Table 4.25 shows the results for discriminant validity of sample 2. 

  

Table 4.25. Discriminant validity for Sample 2. 

Construct Public 
Evaluation 

Private 
Evaluation 

Attachment 
Interconn. 

Attachment 
Sense of 
Interdep. 

Behavioral 
Involv. 

Awareness 
& Know. 

Public 
Evaluation 

.5835      

Private 
Evaluation 

.365 .7467     

Attachment 
Interconn 

.001 .314 .5222    

Attachment 
Sense of 
Interdep. 

.022 .046 .645 .5644   

Behavioral 
Involv. 

.185 .716 .346 .117 .5006  

Awareness 
& Know. 

.248 .841 .498 .168 .775 .6572 

 
Note  1) Values in diagonal are AVE ‘s for each domain 
 2) Values in lower diagonal are squared correlations 

 As with Sample 1, both Interconnection to self and Sense of 

interdependence were not distinct enough to be regarded as two different factors. 

However, as stated previously with sample 1, an exploration of a model with the 

two constructs regarded as one provided a worse overall fit of the model. 

Therefore, instead of merging the two constructs, new items should be 

developed in order to create a more distinct character for both constructs. 

Testing these constructs in a larger sample might help as well.  

 The awareness and knowledge of the content and meaning of the group 

continues to have a very strong relationship with both the private evaluation and 

behavioral involvement constructs. As stated before in the assessment of the 

nomological validity of the constructs, testing these relationship within another 
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sample than a student population, could give further insight whether these 

constructs are distinct or not.  

4.8. Stage 8: Develop norms  

 The results provide initial evidence of reliability and validity for the 

TEAM*ID instrument. However, the instrument does demonstrate that group 

identity is a multi-dimensional construct. The assessment showed that several 

constructs need further refinement, before norms can be established. Especially, 

the two attachment constructs should be developed into two more distinct 

factors. In addition, both the behavioral involvement and the awareness and 

knowledge of the content and meaning of the organization need further 

refinement to make them more distinct. Testing the model with a larger sample 

might also be useful for the further refinement of the model. Muthén and Muthén 

(2002) stated that for factor analysis, a researcher should have a sample size of 

at least 150, while Hoogland, and Boomsma (1998) argue that a researcher 

should have at least a sample of 200. The sample size of both samples in this 

study (N  = 155, N = 156) should be regarded as an absolute minimum to 

perform a factor analysis, and for future instrument refinement the sample should 

exceed at least 200 respondents. As stated by Cronbach (1971), construct 

validity is an ever-extending process, and this study should be regarded as the 

first step towards this process. Future instrument use should include reliability 

and validity testing in order to further refine the instrument. 

4.9. Summary of findings 

 Table 4.27 shows the results for the validity and reliability for the 

instrument as proposed in model 3. The low mean scores for the sense of 

interdependence items might be an age-related phenomenon, and therefore it 

might be a result of one of the delimitations in this study. Future sampling outside 

a student population might give more insight into these low scores, and might 

improve this scale. In addition, it might be that the low sense of interdependence 

is something particular special to the bond between a fan and a team and that 

this sense of interdependence will be higher for other groups. The high mean 

scores for both the evaluation factors might be related to the high status of the 



 125

college football team used in this study. The SE college football team has been 

extremely successful over the last twenty years and can be regarded as one of 

the powerhouses in college football. This status might influence the results in this 

study. The low AVE score of behavioral involvement might also be a 

consequence of sampling within a student population. It might be expected that 

there is a strong relationship between behavioral involvement and the other 

constructs, because of the easy access to the team. There are little external 

constraints for students to become involved with the team (free tickets, proximity 

to stadium, etc.) Sampling outside the student population might deliver a 

relationship between this construct and the other constructs.   

 Despite these shortcomings, table 4.26 shows an acceptable overall fit of 

the model and supports the notion that this study has been a valuable step 

towards a valid and reliable instrument to measure team identity as a multi-

dimensional construct.   
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Table 4.26. CFI for Sample 1 and Sample 2. 

Analysis Sample 1 Indication Sample 2 Indication 

χ2   310.680 – 174 Good 296.188 – 174 Good 

RMSEA 0.071   (90% CI: 
0.058; 0.084) 

Acceptable 0.067  (90% CI: 
0.054; 0.080) 

Acceptable 

ECVI 2.758   (90% CI: 
2.463; 3.103) 

 2.646    (90% CI: 
2.365; 2.979) 

Improved 

NFI 0.852  0.862 Improved 

TLI 0.913 Acceptable 0.924 Acceptable 

CFI 0.928 Acceptable 0.937 Acceptable 

IFI 0.929 Acceptable 0.938 Acceptable 

RMR 0.184  0.241  
GFI 0.850  0.847 Improved 
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Table 4.27. Summary of findings for 21-items Model 2 (Sample 2) 

Constructs Items Factor 
Loading 

AVE α Mean SD 

Public 
Evaluation 

  .5835 .907   

EVPUB3 Overall, my college football team is viewed positively by 
others. 

.803   5.08 1.515 

EVPUB4 In general, others respect the college football team I am a 
fan of. 

.738   5.41 1.614 

EVPUB5 Overall, people hold a favorable opinion about my college 
football team. 
 

.748   5.17 1.395 

Private 
Evaluation 

  .7467 .803   

EVPRIV1 I feel good about my college football team. .814   5.28 1.580 

EVPRIV2 In general, I’m glad to be a fan of my college football team. .904   5.56 1.822 

EVPRIV3 I am proud to think of myself as a fan of my college football 
team.    

.871   5.26 1.835 

CAT1 I often acknowledge the fact that I am a fan of my college 
football team. 

.791   5.44 1.885 

Interconnection 
to self 

  .5222 .834   

ATTINT1 When someone criticizes my college football team, it feels 
like a personal insult. 

.723   3.50 2.021 

ATTINT3 I’m very interested in what others think about my college 
football team. 

.513   3.21 1.841 

ATTINT5 The college football team’s successes are my successes. .750   2.83 1.958 

IMP1 In general, being associated with the college football team 
is an important part of my self-image. 

.816   2.50 1.754 

IMP5 The college football team I am a fan of is an important 
reflection of who I am. 

.772   2.75 1.795 

Table 4.27. continued 
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Constructs Items Factor 
Loading 

AVE α Mean SD 

Sense of inter-
dependence 

  .5644 .785   

ATTSOI1 My destiny is tied to the destiny of the college football 
team. 

.744   1.63 1.186 

ATTSOI3 What happens to my college football team, will influence 
what happens in my life. 

.613   1.86 1.474 

ATTSOI4 What happens to my college football team will have an 
impact on my own life. 
 

.874   2.17 1.607 

Behavioral 
Involvement 

  .5006 .733   

BEHAV2 I participate in activities supporting my college football 
team, such as tailgating or attending games. 

.865   5.29 2.128 

BEHAV3 I do not participate in activities with other fans of my 
college football team. 

.628   5.60 1.669 

BEHAV4 I am actively involved in team-related activities. 

 

.599   3.54 2.102 

Awareness & 
knowledge 

  .6572 .848   

KNOW1 I am aware of the tradition and history of my college 
football team. 

.867   5.02 1.966 

KNOW2 I know the ins and outs of my college football team. .752   3.92 2.060 

KNOW4 I have knowledge of the successes and failures of my 
college football team. 

.810   4.90 2.001 

 

Table 4.27. continued



 129

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

This chapter provides a discussion of the findings and results of the study 

and gives an assessment of the proposed instrument.  It also presents 

implications of this study for future research and for practitioners. 

5.1. General discussion of the results 

 Within sport management to date team identification has been examined 

as a uni-dimensional construct (Wann & Branscombe, 1993).  The present study 

was undertaken in an effort to develop an instrument to measure team identity, or 

more broadly group identity, as a multi-dimensional construct.  The development 

of the TEAM*ID instrument was based on a literature review through which group 

identity has been proposed as a multi-dimensional construct (Ashmore et al., 

2004). Nine constructs have been proposed as components of group identity: 1) 

Self-Categorization, 2) Public Evaluation, 3) Private Evaluation, 4) Importance, 5) 

Attachment – Interconnection of group with self, 6) Attachment – Sense of 

interdependence, 7) Social Embeddedness, 8) Behavioral Involvement, and 9) 

Awareness and knowledge of content and meaning of group (Ashmore et al., 

2004).  The present study sought to create an instrument to assess the different 

constructs. 

Previous research examining group identity has typically included three to 

four different factors (Luthanen & Crocker, 1992: Stryker, 1980, 2000: Tajfel, & 

Turner, 1979: Turner et al., 1987); this study was a first attempt to measure 

group identity as a composite of nine factors. One of the disadvantages of using 

nine different factors to measure a construct is that it becomes difficult to reach 

discriminant and convergent validity for all the different factors (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981) since many of the factors likely overlap in their measurement.  
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 As noted in the literature review and previously expressed by Coles 

(1974), identity has become a construct that has so many meanings that in itself 

it has lost all meaning. Measuring group identity as a nine-factor model could fail 

for this same reason. Initial testing of the model showed indeed that the nine-

factor model of group identity did not hold up, and simplification of the model was 

needed in order to create a reliable and valid instrument. Reducing the 9-factor, 

34-item model to a 6-factor, 21-item model did provide initial support for 

assessing group identity as a multi-dimensional construct. The six factors 

maintained were: 1) Public evaluation, 2) Private evaluation, 3) Interconnection to 

self, 4) Sense of interdependence, 5) Behavioral Involvement and 6) Awareness 

and knowledge. It is the researcher’s contention that Self-categorization should 

be included in future research as a seven factor, which would allow for in-group 

and out-group comparisons.  The factor should be measured through use of an 

open ended question rather than Likert scale items.  Although the model 

reduction was supported by numerous quantitative indicators, it is important to 

note that the main guidance in this process was content analysis. In the following 

paragraphs the logic for maintaining or eliminating each factor is explained.  

Self categorization 

The construct of self-categorization was eliminated from this model 

because the psychometric properties of the factor were insufficient, and the self-

categorization items correlated too highly with the other factors in the model. One 

explanation for the results is that self-categorization may be a confirmation of 

identification rather than a component of group identity. As noted in Chapter Two, 

there is a question as to whether self-categorization could be measured using 

Likert-scale items as developed by Karasawa (1991); the results indicated a lack 

of fit between the self-categorization construct and the other factors. 

The results led the researcher to conclude that self-categorization is better 

measured using some type of open ended question, which may serve as a 

grouping variable. Self-categorization could then be used to make comparisons 

between people who identify or not identify with a group. For instance, the self 

categorization variable could provide insight on the influence of success of the 
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group on identification, by allowing a comparison between the internal group that 

is the focus of the study, and the respondents that categorized themselves with 

another internal group. The SE university that was the focus of this study had 

been an extremely successful group over the last twenty years, and by making 

comparisons between people who identify with this team, and the respondents 

that identify with another team, the value of the other variables in this study could 

be analyzed. It could be proposed that the fans of the SE college football team 

should show higher scores on public evaluation and private evaluation, because 

the dominant performances of the team, but score lower on behavioral 

involvement due to blow out games that lack excitement. 

This example suggests that self-categorization is a grouping variable that 

could serve as a control variable to test the influence and weight of the other 

variables. Therefore, future research using the TEAM*ID scale should include an 

open-ended question asking respondent with which group they identify (What 

[organization] do you identify with?). So, while this research model identifies 6 

factors as part of the model, future research should include the self-

categorization construct as a open ended single-item construct that provides 

researchers with a tool to make in-group and out-group comparisons. 

Public evaluation 

The public evaluation factor was found to be reliable and valid. While 

previous research has used four items, including 2 reverse scored items, 

(Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), the current study used three items with only 1 

reverse scored item to enhance reliability in a larger instrument. Because this 

research attempted to design an instrument that could be used with different 

identity targets, it is important to take into account the length of the survey and 

the concentration of respondents. Using a smaller number of reverse scoring 

items may prevent some measurement error that is not related to the reliability 

and validity of the instrument itself (Gillham, 2000).   

Private evaluation 

Although Ashmore et al. (2004) defined a concept of evaluation in general, 

it was shown in previous research and supported in this study, that both private 
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evaluation and public evaluation are separate constructs. As with public 

evaluation, it was difficult to obtain reliability with reverse scoring items. 

Therefore, both the items that were used by Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) were 

deleted and replaced with other items developed by the author. 

Importance 

Ashmore et al. (2004) defined importance as:” The degree of importance 

of a particular group membership to the individual’s overall self-concept.” The 

concern with this definition is that they use the word as part of the definition, 

which raises the question as to what they measure the importance of. The 

correlation matrix demonstrated that this factor correlated highly with all other 

factors, especially the Interconnection of self to group items. After reviewing the 

items closely, it was proposed that two of the items (In general, being associated 

with the college football team is an important part of my self-image, and The 

college team I am fan of is an important reflection of who I am) did not measure 

the importance of the group identity, but rather the degree of the interconnection 

of an individual with the group, since the items measured the level of the 

perceived similarities between an individual and a group. This would explain why 

the construct was found to be reliable and valid in the Luhtanen and Crocker 

study (1992), since they did not use one of the constructs of attachment. This 

study demonstrated that using both the importance and the attachment factors is 

problematic, and a researcher should choose to use one or the other.  

The author contends that importance should be regarded as an outcome 

of identification in general, rather than a component of group identity. If an 

individual has high values on the six factors it could be stated that he or she 

perceives the group identity to be important to him or her. Therefore, importance 

was eliminated from the model and the researcher chose to maintain the two 

separate factors of Interconnection of self with group and the Sense of 

interdependence. 

Attachment, interconnection of self, and sense of interdependence 

Ashmore et al. (2004) were unclear about the concept of attachment. In 

their overview of the literature review they define several subscales that could 



 133

measure attachment, but how these measures relate to each other is not 

examined. Attachment is defined by Ashmore et al. as:” The emotional 

involvement felt with the group.” Based on the literature review, the expert panel 

and the content analysis, it was proposed in this study that Attachment would be 

represented by two factors, Interconnection-of-self with the group and Sense- of-

interdependence of an individual with the group.  While the term ‘attachment’ as 

proposed by Ashmore et al. was maintained throughout the study, it is important 

to consider taking out the overall notion of attachment when measuring group 

identity. Two overall items of attachment were maintained throughout the study (I 

have a strong sense of belonging to my college football team, and I have a 

strong attachment to my college football team) and these items showed high 

correlations with nearly all other items in the study. Therefore, it might be 

concluded that attachment is also an outcome of group identity, rather than sub-

scale of group identity (e.g. a high level of group identification leads to a high 

level of attachment to the group).  

The Interconnection-of-self and Sense-of-interdependence factors did not 

show discriminant validity.  It is proposed, however, that these two factors are 

distinct, and rather than merge the two future research should focus on the 

development of more specific items to reduce measurement error. The low AVE 

scores for both constructs (.5222, .5644) show that the development of better 

items could enhance the validity of both constructs and compensate for the high 

correlation between the two constructs. For example, item ATTINT3 (I’m very 

interested in what others think about my college football team) as taken from 

Mael and Tetrick (1992), seems at first reading to be more of a Public evaluation 

item than an Interconnection-to-self item.  This item could be replaced with 

something like: Being a fan of my college football team is an important part of my 

life.  Another point to consider is what the two factors may represent if they were 

to be merged.  As noted above, the factors may not represent Attachment.  A 

closer review of the items in the TEAM*ID instrument and additional items 

proposed in the future should be examined to determine what (if any) factor they 

may represent together. Both factors examine the emotional connection of the 
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individual with the organization, and are based on an attitudinal foundation. 

Therefore, it might be that the two construct are better described as the 

‘attitudinal involvement’ of the individual with the group. 

Social embeddedness 

No previous research to measure social embeddedness has been 

performed as part of a group identity instrument and based on the propositions 

made by Ashmore et al. (2004) this construct was added to the scale. However, 

as the correlation matrix demonstrated, the items of social embeddedness had 

higher correlations with the interconnection to self items as well as the behavioral 

involvement items, than among themselves. For instance, I interact with other 

fans of my college football team on a daily basis had a high correlation with the 

behavioral involvement items. The item Being a fan of my college football team is 

an important part of my social life had a high correlation with the items of the 

interconnection of self factor. Based on these results, it is proposed that social 

embeddedness is not a factor of group identity, but rather includes ideas that are 

measured by the more precise factors of interconnection of self and behavioral 

involvement. By reviewing the definition of social embeddedness (The degree to 

which a particular collective identity is embedded in the person’s everyday 

ongoing social relationships) as proposed by Ashmore et al., the notion that it 

represents the other two factors is supported. Interconnection to self might be 

viewed here as the attitudinal involvement of the individual with the group and the 

behavioral involvement of an individual with the group might be defined as the 

behavioral component of social embeddedness. So, based on this reasoning, 

rather than revising this construct and developing new items, this construct was 

also eliminated from the model. 

Behavioral involvement 

 Although this factor was found to be reliable, the validity testing showed 

some problems between this and the awareness and knowledge factor. That 

there might be a strong relation between awareness and knowledge and 

behavioral involvement is not surprising, since it is hard to be involved with an 

organization and not be aware of its content and meaning. And, although it will 
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be difficult to create items with such low level of measurement error to create 

discriminant constructs, it is not unreasonable to further refine the validity of the 

behavioral involvement by developing new items. The AVE score construct is 

barely high enough to propose validity (.5006) and by developing new items this 

could be enhanced considerably. For instance, a new item to measure behavioral 

involvement could be: I am involved in team related activities on a daily basis.   

Awareness and knowledge 

No previous research focused on group identity included a cognitive 

element of identity. This study was the first attempt to include the awareness and 

knowledge factor in an instrument to measure group identity. The results provide 

support for the reliability of the factor, but also show that it lacked discrimination 

from private evaluation and behavioral involvement. There are several 

explanations for this, including the use of a student sample, as well the low AVE 

score for behavioral involvement. However, it might also be concluded from 

these findings that the awareness and knowledge questions were so general, 

that even someone who is not as interested in becoming a part of the 

organization is aware of what the group is about. The fact that the focus group in 

this study was a sport team might also have had an impact on this relationship.  

A sports team that receives media attention and is highly regarded in a 

community is something people will likely have awareness and knowledge of, 

even if there is low identification with the team.  For example, if you are a 

graduate student at a particular university, but you identify with another university 

at which you obtained your undergraduate degree, you would still have 

awareness and knowledge about your current university, since this might be 

critical to your success at that university. This requirement of ‘necessary’ 

knowledge does not apply to a sport team. Therefore, before refinement of these 

items is discussed, the items should first be tested in the context of another 

organization, to find out if the relationship of awareness and knowledge with 

other constructs is lower in other settings.  
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Team*ID Scale 

Based on the review of the results a 7 – factor model emerges: 1) Self 

categorization (open ended question), 2) Public evaluation, 3) Private evaluation, 

4) Interconnection of self, 5) Sense of interdependence, 6) Behavioral 

involvement, and 7) Awareness and knowledge. Some of these factors still need 

refinement to enhance the discriminant validity, and some item development is 

discussed. However, for a better insight on how to improve the individual 

constructs, it might be valuable to go back to Stage 2 and utilize a qualitative 

component, such as a focus group, in order to develop new items. 

A focus group could provide more insight on the factors believed to 

comprise group identity, and could help the researcher to develop new items to 

measure the different factors. Questions asked to the focus group could include: 

Do you feel that the organization and you are similar, and if so, how would you 

describe this? (Interconnection of self with group); Do you feel that your life is 

influenced by the organization you are a part of, and if so, how does it influence 

your live? (Sense of interdependence). To get more in-depth information about 

behavioral involvement, questions asked to the focus group could include: How 

do you show your support for the organization to other people? and Are there 

any activities that members should perform to show their support of the 

organization?  To get insight on how to improve the awareness and knowledge 

items, focus group questions could focus on: What does a member of the 

organization need to know about the organization? and What kind of information 

would set an insider apart from an outsider? 

5.2. Reliability  

 Reliability is defined as the degree to which the measures that are being 

used are free of error and therefore deliver consistent and reliable results. This 

study used several techniques to assess the reliability of the TEAM*ID scale. 

Cronbach’s alpha and the item-to-total statistic were initially used to measure the 

internal consistency of the factors. After elimination of the problematic items, the 

items to measure the different factors were consistent with each other, and 

reliability was supported.  
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 Since Cronbach’s alpha assumes uni-dimensionality, exploratory factor 

analysis was performed on each factor to test if the items truly measured one 

dimension. The results suggested that the 9 factors did possess uni -

dimensionality. Confirmatory factor analysis was then used to provide further 

evidence of the instrument’s reliability. Although all items loaded significantly on 

their respective factors, the overall fit of the model did not hold up, signaling 

challenges with the discriminant validity between the factors. After elimination of 

three factors, based on statistical analysis (residual matrix, correlation matrix) 

and content analysis, a 6-factor model was supported by the fit indices. A second 

CFA on an independent sample provided additional support for the reliability of 

the model. Inspection of the AVE scores provided further evidence of reliability of 

the factors. 

5.3. Validity  

 Construct validity is regarded as the most critical component of validity 

testing and is initially based on the literature review and the logical reasoning of 

the researcher (Litwin, 1995). However, since this approach in itself could be 

subjective, several techniques are used to examine the construct validity of an 

instrument. It must be noted that each of these validity assessments are a part of 

the construct validity, and should be regarded as such (Peter, 1981). 

 First, a content analysis was performed by experts in the field to assess 

whether the logical reasoning of the researcher had been correct. Three experts 

from the field who had done previous research on team identification were asked 

to evaluate the instrument. They rated the individual items based on a 7-point 

Likert scale. The items were deemed to measure the different factors; two of the 

three experts, however, suggested that the two components of attachment were 

measuring different ideas and that these two components should be measured 

independently. Therefore, Interconnection to self and Sense of interdependence 

were examined as two individual factors.  

 Second, nomological validity was used to further assess the validity of the 

instrument. Nomological validity refers to the degree to which the instrument is 

related to other instruments (as theory predicts) that measure different, but 
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similar constructs (Churchill, 1979). The relationship between the TEAM*ID 

factors, the self-esteem construct of Luhtanen and Crocker (1992), and a 

reduced scale of team loyalty as proposed by Kwon and Trail (2001) provided 

initial support for nomological validity of the instrument.  Future research should 

include other external measurements to assess nomological validity.  

 Third, discriminant validity was used to assess the independence of each 

construct in the TEAM*ID instrument. A factor is regarded as independent from 

other factors in an instrument if the squared correlation of the factor with all other 

factors is lower than the AVE of the particular factor (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

The results indicated that there are still some issues that need further attention to 

obtain full discriminant validity, and future research should address the high 

correlation between several of the items in the instrument.  

 As previously stated, construct validity is an ever-extending process 

(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955), and this study should be regarded as the first step in 

the process. Future research should focus on further refining the items and 

should include more external measurements to assess the validity of the 

instrument. Using a focus group to develop new items could also provide another 

opportunity for the researcher to test the content validity, by letting the 

participants review the items that were maintained in this study to measure the 

factors.   

5.4. Team identity: Manifest of Latent Variable? 

Throughout this study, team identity has been defined as a multi-

dimensional construct, implying that in the end, the strength of an individuals 

identity could be evaluated based on his or her ratings of the items in the 

TEAM*ID instrument. For example, if the notion of high identification, medium 

identification and low identification as used by Wann et al. (2001) is followed, one 

could define the level of group identity for an individual by simply adding together 

the scores on the different factors.  Using threshold levels (e.g., lower one-third, 

middle third, top one-third) one could then assign respondents to low, moderate 

or high identification groups respectively.  Creating such a scale would make it 
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easier to make group comparisons and assess the consequences of level of 

identification on consumption, loyalty, and other sport related constructs. 

Combining factor scores in order to assign an individual to a particular 

level of identification has the effect of reducing a multi-dimensional measure to a 

uni-dimensional tool.  The measure proposed by Wann and Branscombe (1993) 

in essence regards team identification as a manifest variable.  Research and 

writings on group identity as a multi-dimensional construct suggest that team 

identity may instead be a latent construct.  Combining factor scores to assign 

respondents to a particular identification group in essence treats team identity as 

a manifest variable.  It may be more precise to consider team identity as a latent 

variable. 

One possibility based on the results from the current student is that the 

latent variable of team identity might be derived from five manifest variables that 

all should be examined as independent factors: 1) Self-categorization, 2) 

Evaluation (private and public), 3) Attitudinal involvement (Interconnection of self 

and sense of interdependence), 4) Behavioral involvement, and 5) Awareness 

and knowledge, with self-categorization serving as a control variable. It is 

suggested by the author that if researchers are interested in combining factors to 

create an overall concept of team identity, they should limit themselves to the five 

manifest variables. All five variables might have different correlations with 

external factors such as success, loyalty and other game attendance, among 

others. For instance, it could be proposed success of the group might have a 

strong influence on attitudinal involvement, but a lesser effect on behavioral 

involvement of an individual, because the individual is using the team purely as a 

BIRGing instrument, and is not interested in the team itself. A student of the SE 

university might considered him or her self as attitudinally involved, but since he 

or she is not that interested in the sport of football in general, or does not like to 

go to football games in the stadium, the behavioral involvement of the individual 

is less influenced by the success of the team. In contrast, the presence of a star 

player might do the opposite. People are going to games or watch the games of 

the team on television, because that specific player, but their attitudinal 
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involvement with the team remains the same. Reducing team identity to a single 

manifest variable has the potential to neglect the weight and influence of each 

dimension of team identity, and disregards the nuances that each individual 

possesses in their relationship with his or her favorite team. By looking at the five 

different components of team identity independently, sport marketers create a 

more powerful tool to examine the consequences of organizational change on 

the team identity of their fans.   

5.5. Contributions of the research 

 Team identification research to date has considered identification as a 

one- dimensional construct (Wann & Branscombe, 1993). The development of an 

instrument to measure team identification more in depth could provide us with a 

more valid tool to examine team identity. As stated in Chapter Two, identity is a 

construct that has many meanings, and by defining identity as a one-dimensional 

construct, researchers could misconstrue the influence of identity on other 

constructs and fail to understand what it is that comprises an identity and 

ultimately what may strengthen or weaken an individuals identification with a 

particular target (e.g., a sports team).  For instance, an American citizen with a 

high score on his or her national identity might have a completely different 

concept of what this identity entails to him or her than someone with a high Dutch 

national identity. A highly identified American citizen is likely to rise for the 

national anthem, take off his or her hat, and sing along with the song (behavioral 

involvement), but might believe that non-American citizens have a negative 

evaluation of the USA (public evaluation). In contrast, a Dutch citizen is less likely 

to feel he or she needs to take off his or her hat during the national anthem or 

sing along, but does believe that non-Dutch citizens have a positive evaluation of 

the Netherlands.  By looking at team identity as a one-dimensional construct, 

these nuances are undetected; as a result, marketers have one less opportunity 

to positively influence this identity. American marketers who are aware of the 

different aspects of team identity could be more effective if they anticipate the 

strong behavioral involvement of American citizens in their national identity, while 
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Dutch marketers could be more effective if they implement the public evaluation 

of national identity towards their market.  

Many aspects of consumer behavior could be expected to correlate with 

team identification, such as attending games, purchasing team related apparel, 

and consuming team related media (television coverage of games, fan 

magazines, etc.). A more detailed examination of the team identity construct 

could provide marketers with more precise tool to reach out to the fans. For 

example, it could be that the relationship between the willingness of a fan to go to 

a game and his or her public evaluation of the team is stronger than the 

relationship of game attendance and the sense of interdependence that an 

individual has towards the team. If marketers are aware of the different impact of 

each of these factors they could be more effective if they focus on spreading 

information on positive information about the organization by non-members, 

instead of bringing out information that signifies the mutual fate of the 

organization. 

Measuring team identity as a one-dimensional construct has simplified the 

complex issue of team identity, and fails to grasp the intricacies of measuring 

group identity. For instance, many managers are investing a lot of resources in 

marketing their star player to attract fans, but as research could show, this 

marketing strategy might only partially influence team identity by affecting 

behavioral involvement but not attitudinal involvement. By examining team 

identity as a multi-dimensional construct, managers would be able to invest their 

resources more effectively, and as the examples in this section suggest, they 

could be able to strengthen the team identity of their fans by anticipating on the 

right dimensions of team identity. 

 Furthermore, as expressed in Chapter Two, the development of a scale to 

measure group identification in a multi-dimensional setting can provide a valid 

tool to measure how membership of one group may influence membership of 

another group. For example, the public evaluation that an individual has of a 

certain university, could not only affect the public evaluation of that particular 
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college sport team, but also the other constructs of team identity, such as the 

attitudinal and behavioral involvement.   

Consequently, the perceived congruence of identity of the different groups 

could enhance the loyalty of the members towards the group. The establishment 

of such an instrument would provide marketers with another perspective on their 

fan base and allow them to target the communities around the sports team. If a 

student has a strong relationship with his or her university, and he or she 

perceives a certain college team as representative of his or her university, a 

college team could market to their fans based on both the university identity as 

well as the sport team identity. If the fan perceives the two organizations to be 

the same thing, he or she is less likely to drop his or her membership to the 

group if they perform badly. He or she might view their retreat from the team as a 

betrayal towards the university. Developing a marketing strategy that 

incorporates the link between the team and the surrounding groups could provide 

marketers with an approach that is less sensitive to changes in the 

product/service that sport teams offer.  

In order to examine such a complex relationship between different group 

identities, it is insufficient to examine group identities as one-dimensional 

constructs, because it does not bring out the complex relationship that an 

individual has with multiple groups. For instance, an individual might have both a 

strong identification with the college football team and with the university the 

team represents, but research might demonstrate that the team identity might 

only be partially influenced by components of the university identity. In the case 

of the SE college football team it might be proposed that an individuals’ 

evaluation of the university has less influence on the components of the team 

identity than the attitudinal involvement of an individual with the university. 

 Third, this study contributes to the development of theory for the field of 

social psychology and seems a logical next step after the discussion of previous 

group identity research as examined by Ashmore et al. (2004). The development 

of the TEAM*ID instrument is the next building stone that can be used by social 

psychologists to measure group identity and future group identity research could 
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use the constructs to further refine a group identity instrument. This study 

demonstrated how hard it is to implement all of the constructs of group identity in 

one instrument, and could offer an acceptable compromise.  

5.6. Implications for future research 

 As noted in Chapter four, future research should focus on refinement of 

the scales. Several of the factors need further refinement. First, the attachment 

component as proposed by Ashmore et al. (2004) is vague and incorporates two 

factors that need further examination to verify whether they are distinct. It is my 

belief that both interconnection of self with the group and the sense of 

interdependence that a person has with the group are two different factors and 

should be measured as such. However, because the researcher started this 

construct based on the overall notion of attachment, not enough effort was put in 

to creating two distinct factors. Second, the development of the awareness and 

knowledge of the ‘group story’ is the first attempt to measure a cognitive element 

of group identity. Because this element is expected to correlate strongly with 

several other items (such as behavioral involvement and private evaluation), it is 

important to create a unified scale to measure this factor, with a minimized 

measure of error.  

Although the conceptual framework in this study proposes a multi-group 

setting in which an individual is located, this study is limited to the measurement 

of one identity. However, the items were kept as general as possible and were 

developed to be used in a multi-group setting. A logical next step is to assess 

whether the TEAM*ID instrument may be used in different group settings. Data 

has been collected to assess whether the same items are reliable to assess 

university identity (vocational), city identity and state identity (geographical) and 

the follow-up study for this study will assess whether the instrument could be 

used in a multi-group setting.  

 If it can be demonstrated that the instrument is valid in multi-group 

settings, then several research projects could be started. First of all, the current 

data could indicate whether the different group identities (university, city, state) 

do influence the team identity, and if so, how they influence team identity. For 
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example, does the evaluation (private and public) of the university influence the 

constructs of team identity?  

 Second, this research could be distributed in comparative settings to see if 

there are differences between the group identities and their influence on the 

chosen teams. For example, the SE university used in this study is located in a 

state that has two very comparable college football teams in terms of success 

and players, but who might differ considerably in their relationship with the 

groups in their surrounding. For example, one of these teams is located in a big 

city, and their name reflects this city’s name rather than the name of the state, as 

both other schools do. Also, this city is seen as a multi-cultural melting pot, not 

reflecting the culture of the state. It might be that because of these differences 

the fans of this college football team have a higher city identity, and a lower state 

identity, as well as a higher (city) and a lower (state) perceived fit between team 

and these external groups. In addition, this particular team has a football stadium 

of campus, which might reduce the fit between the university identity and team 

identity.  Research could examine these differences and examine the 

consequences of these differences to the team identification and team loyalty of 

their fans.  

 Third, the instrument could be used in different group settings. As 

discussed in Chapter two, there are many different external group identities 

present in sport, and future research should address these identities 

(ethnic/racial – national – gender – social class, etc.). The use of the instrument 

in different settings will also contribute to the construct validity of the instrument, 

and could provide valuable insights to further refinement of the instrument.  

 Fourth, future research should attempt to design a new instrument to 

measure team loyalty. Although Kwon and Trail (2001) criticize the scale 

developed by Mahony et al. (2000), they do not provide a new scale to measure 

team loyalty. Data collected in this study might provide a foundation for a new 

team loyalty scale. Although only four items were used to assess the external 

validity of the TEAM*ID instrument, data was collected based on thirteen items. 

Since the purpose of this study was to develop an instrument to measure team 
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identity, these items were not included in this study. The review of these items 

might provide some valuable information on how to revise the PCT scale as 

originally designed by Mahony et al. (2000).   

5.7. Conclusion 

 Slack (1998) wondered about the uniqueness of the sport management 

field compared to the general field of business, stating that our field has failed to 

come up with research that has set us apart from the general field of business. 

However, sport management and especially sport marketing have several 

aspects that are unique to the world of sport and that managers of general 

business programs could only dream of obtaining. On weekly basis, millions of 

people cry, cheer, dance and sing for their favorite sport team, and despite how 

good the performance or more specific, the product of any company has been, it 

will not provoke the same kind of emotion that a sports team can provoke among 

their fans. Cialdini et al. (1976) examined this special bond between fan and 

team and described the phenomenon in which fans refer to their team as ‘we’, 

meaning they felt they were a part of the team. The situation in which the 

consumer becomes an identified member of the organization has many 

advantages and CEO’s of Nike, Sony or McDonalds could only hope that their 

customers become as attached to their organization as they do with their sport 

teams. The close bond between team and fan has become one of the main 

reasons for sponsoring and the success of Nike could partly be explained by their 

success to become synonymous with teams and players that people do identify 

with (e.g. Micheal Jordan, Brazilian soccer team).  

 Chalip mentioned in his Earle F. Zeigler Award acceptance speech (2005) 

five basic values of sport, among them were community development and 

community pride. According to him, sport teams could help develop a sense of 

community, however, he failed to address what these communities might be. 

This study is the first step towards an instrument to empirically test the bond 

between sport fans and the communities they live in, might these be geographic, 

ethnic, gender-based, social class-based, religious, vocational or political.   
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Although the notion that a sport team represents their community (or 

communities), it sometimes seems that professional teams have forgotten their 

roots and the reason for their ability to grow throughout the twentieth century. As 

the literature review of the external group identities in Chapter two shows, many 

teams are founded for that particular reason of representation of a larger group 

(e.g. church, school, nation, city, university, etc.). Especially throughout the 

second part of the 20th century, which is characterized by the commercialization 

of sport events, it seems that sport teams have become strangers to their original 

communities. The North American phenomenon of moving a sport team to 

another location is illustrative of this commercialization.  

Sport teams should realize in what unique position they are. If they realize 

they do not just offer a product, a service or a collection of players performing a 

certain skill, but much more than that, their community, they could be much more 

successful. Sport teams offer a stage where fans can identify with the people 

around them; it offers fans a community of which they become part. Integrating 

this concept into their marketing concept could provide sport teams with a fan 

base that is less likely to abandon them after three straight losses, or the 

departure of their star player. The success of college sports in the U.S., the 

success of teams that are still regarded as teams of the city (e.g. Cubs, Red Sox) 

and the popularity of national soccer team games illustrates the logic of the 

notion that a sport team is much more than just a product.  

This study was the first step towards the examination of the bond that fans 

have with their favorite sport team and the other organizations they feel a part of, 

might this be the city they live in, the university they are part of, or any other 

group they feel related to. Examining group identity as a multi-dimensional 

construct consisting of seven factors (Self categorization, public evaluation, 

private evaluation, interconnection to self, sense of interdependence, behavioral 

involvement, and awareness and knowledge) allows marketers to study team 

identity in more depth and provides them with the knowledge to assess their 

targets markets effectively. 
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APPENDIX A:  Questionnaire for first data administration 

Dear student,  

 

I am a doctoral candidate under the direction of Dr. James in 

the Department of Sport Management at Florida State 

University. I am conducting a research study to examine how 

your relationship with organizations around you influence your 

relationship to the university football team.  

 

I am requesting your participation, which will involve you to 

fill out this survey. Your participation is voluntary. If you 

choose not to participate or withdraw from the study at any 

time, there will be no penalty, and it will not affect your grade. 

The questionnaire is anonymous. The results of the research 

study may be published but your name will not be known.  

 

If you have any questions concerning the research study, please 

call me or Dr. James at 850-644 4873 or e-mail me at 

bobintalla@hotmail.com.  

 

Return of the questionnaire will be considered your consent to 

participate. Thank you.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Bob Heere 

 

 

 

 

TEAM IDENTITY 
 

 

How strong do you identify with:   

1 = very weak,  7 = very strong 

 

0    Seminoles Football   

0    Other college football team,     

       namely:__________________ 

  

           

  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In terms of being a college football fan, 

I consider myself to be a  

 

_______________ fan        
        (fill in team name) 

           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In general, belonging to the college 

football team is an important part of my 

self-image 

  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When someone criticizes my college 

football team, it feels like a personal 

insult 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, I’m glad to be a member of 

my college football team. 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

S
trongly agree

S
trongly disagree
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My college football team has affected 

me personally 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often acknowledge the fact that I am a 

fan of my college football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I interact with other college football 

fans on a daily basis 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I act like a fan of my college football 

team, to a great extent 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am active in organizations that include 

mostly fans of my own college football 

team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Being a part of the college football 

team is important to me 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Being a fan of my college football team 

is not a major factor in my social 

relationships 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Most people consider my college 

football team, on the average, to be 

more ineffective than other groups. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am aware of the tradition and history 

of the fans of my college football team 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When someone praises my college 

football team, it feels like a personal 

compliment 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

My destiny is tied to the destiny of my 

college football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Of my ongoing relationships, many are 

with people who are fan of the same 

college football team. 

   

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I feel good about the college football 

team I belong to. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I have a strong sense of belonging to 

my college football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Overall, my college football team has 

very little to do with how I feel about 

myself 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I’m very interested in what others think 

about my college football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, others think that the college 

football team I am member of is 

unworthy 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I have a strong attachment to my 

college football team 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly agree 
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What happens to my college football 

team will have an impact on my own 

life 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I participate in practices of my own 

college football team, such as 

tailgating, attending games, and home 

coming events 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, other respect the college 

football team that I am a member of 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I know the rituals that go with being a 

fan of my college football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I feel good if I was described as a 

typical fan of my college football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I do not participate in practices that 

include mostly fans of my own college 

football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often regret that I belong to the 

college football team that I support. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often refer to the name of my college 

football team when I introduce myself 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am aware of the tradition and history 

of my college football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I think it is accurate if I am described as 

a typical fan of my college football 

team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

What happens to my college football 

team, will have something to do with 

what happens in my life 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The college football team’s successes 

are my successes 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The college football team I belong to is 

unimportant to my sense of what kind 

of person I am 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I know the ins and outs of the stadium 

that my college football team plays in 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Overall, my college football team is 

considered good by others 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The college football team I belong to is 

an important reflection of who I am 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When I talk about the college football 

team, I usually say “we” rather than 

“they” 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am proud to think of myself as a 

member of my college football team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly agree 
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UNIVERSITY IDENTITY 
 

 
1. How strong do you identify with:   

1 = very weak,  7 = very strong 

 

0    Florida State University   

0    Other university, namely: 

_______________  

 

           

  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In terms of being a student, I consider 

myself to be a student of: 

_______________         
        (fill in university name) 

           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I am proud to think of myself as a 

student of my university 

  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When someone criticizes my 

university, it feels like a personal insult 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, belonging to the university 

is an important part of my self-image 

. 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

My university has affected me 

personally 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often acknowledge the fact that I am a 

student of my university 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I interact with other students of my 

university on a daily basis 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I act like a student of my university, to 

a great extent 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am active in organizations that include 

mostly students of my own university  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Being a part of the university is 

important to me 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Being a student of my university is not 

a major factor in my social 

relationships 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Most people consider my university, on 

the average, to be more ineffective than 

other groups. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am aware of the tradition and history 

of the students of my university  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When someone praises my university, 

it feels like a personal compliment 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
S

trongly disagree

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly agree

S
trongly agree 
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My destiny is tied to the destiny of my 

university 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Of my ongoing relationships, many are 

with people who are students of the 

same university.   

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I feel good about the university I 

belong to. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I have a strong sense of belonging to 

my university 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Overall, my university has very little to 

do with how I feel about myself 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I’m very interested in what others think 

about my university 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, others think that the 

university I am student of is unworthy 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I have a strong attachment to my 

university 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

What happens to my university will 

have an impact on my own life 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I participate in practices of my own 

university, such as student 

organizations, events or extra-curricular 

activities 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, other respect the university 

that I am a student of 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I know the rituals that go with being a 

student of my university 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I feel good if I was described as a 

typical student of my university  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I do not participate in practices that 

include mostly students of my own 

university 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often regret that I belong to the 

university that I support. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often refer to the name of my 

university when I introduce myself 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am aware of the tradition and history 

of my university 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I think it is accurate if I am described as 

a typical student of my university  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

What happens to my university, will 

have something to do with what 

happens in my life 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly disagree 
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The university’s successes are my 

successes 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The university I belong to is 

unimportant to my sense of what kind 

of person I am 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I know the ins and outs of the campus 

that my university is located at 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Overall, university is considered good 

by others 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The university I belong to is an 

important reflection of who I am 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When I talk about the university, I 

usually say “we” rather than “they” 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, I’m glad to be a student of 

my university 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CITY IDENTITY 

 

1. How strong do you identify with:   

1 = very weak,  7 = very strong 

 

0    Tallahassee   

0    Other city, namely: 

      ______________________   

 

           

  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In terms of being a resident, I consider 

_______________  to be my home       
        
 (fill in city name) 

           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I am proud to think of myself as a 

resident of my city 

  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, belonging to my city is an 

important part of my self-image 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, I’m glad to be a resident of 

my city 

. 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

My city has affected me personally 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly disagree

S
trongly agree
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I often acknowledge the fact that I am a 

resident of my city 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I interact with other residents of my 

city on a daily basis 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I act like a resident of my city, to a 

great extent 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am active in organizations that include 

mostly residents of my own city  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Being a part of the city is important to 

me 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Being a resident of my city is not a 

major factor in my social relationships 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Most people consider my city, on the 

average, to be more ineffective than 

other groups. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am aware of the tradition and history 

of the residents of my city 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When someone praises my city, it feels 

like a personal compliment 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

My destiny is tied to the destiny of my 

city 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Of my ongoing relationships, many are 

with people who are residents of the 

same city. 

   

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I feel good about the city I belong to. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I have a strong sense of belonging to 

my city  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Overall, my city has very little to do 

with how I feel about myself 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I’m very interested in what others think 

about my city 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, others think that the city I 

am resident of is unworthy 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I have a strong attachment to my city  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

What happens to my city will have an 

impact on my own life 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I participate in practices of my own 

city, such as community organizations, 

events or local elections 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, other respect the city that I 

am a resident of 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly disagree 
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I know the rituals that go with being a 

resident of my city 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I feel good if I was described as a 

typical resident of my city  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I do not participate in practices that 

include mostly residents of my own 

city 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often regret that I belong to the city 

that I support. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often refer to the name of my city 

when I introduce myself 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am aware of the tradition and history 

of my city 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I think it is accurate if I am described as 

a typical resident of my city  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

What happens to my city, will have 

something to do with what happens in 

my life 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The city’s successes are my successes 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The city I belong to is unimportant to 

my sense of what kind of person I am 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I know my way around in my city  

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Overall, my city is considered good by 

others 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The city I belong to is an important 

reflection of who I am 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When I talk about the city, I usually say 

“we” rather than “they” 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When someone criticizes my city, it 

feels like a personal insult 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly disagree 
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STATE IDENTITY 

 

 

1. How strong do you identify with:   

1 = very weak,  7 = very strong 

 

0    Florida   

0    Other state, namely: 

      ______________________   

  

           

  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In terms of being a resident, I consider 

_______________ to be my home       
        (fill in state name) 

           

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

I am proud to think of myself as a 

resident of my state  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When someone criticizes my state, it 

feels like a personal insult 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, I’m glad to be a resident of 

my state 

. 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

My state has affected me personally 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often acknowledge the fact that I am a 

resident of my state 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I interact with other residents of my 

state on a daily basis 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I act like a resident of my state, to a 

great extent 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am active in organizations that include 

mostly residents of my own state  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Being a part of the state is important to 

me 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Being a resident of my state is not a 

major factor in my social relationships 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Most people consider my state, on the 

average, to be more ineffective than 

other groups. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am aware of the tradition and history 

of the residents of my state 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When someone praises my state, it feels 

like a personal compliment 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

My destiny is tied to the destiny of my 

state 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Of my ongoing relationships, many are 

with people who are residents of the 

same state.   

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

S
trongly disagree

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly agree

S
trongly agree 
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I feel good about the state I belong to. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I have a strong sense of belonging to 

my state  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Overall, my state has very little to do 

with how I feel about myself 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I’m very interested in what others think 

about my state 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, others think that the state I 

am resident of is unworthy 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I have a strong attachment to my state  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

What happens to my state will have an 

impact on my own life 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I participate in practices of my own 

state, such as community organizations, 

events or state elections 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, other respect the state that I 

am a resident of 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I know the rituals that go with being a 

resident of my state  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I feel good if I was described as a 

typical resident of my state  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I do not participate in practices that 

include mostly residents of my own 

state 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often regret that I belong to the state 

that I support. 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I often refer to the name of my state 

when I introduce myself 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am aware of the tradition and history 

of my state 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I think it is accurate if I am described as 

a typical resident of my state 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

What happens to my state, will have 

something to do with what happens in 

my life 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The state’s successes are my successes 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The state I belong to is unimportant to 

my sense of what kind of person I am 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I know my way around in my state  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Overall, my state is considered good by 

others 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly agree 
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The state I belong to is an important 

reflection of who I am 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

When I talk about the state, I usually 

say “we” rather than “they” 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

In general, belonging to my state is an 

important part of my self-image 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Please rate the extent to which you 

think Seminoles football is a weak or 
strong representation of the following 
groups: 

 
 
 
Florida State University 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Tallahassee 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Florida 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
 
 

 

Team Loyalty 
 
My commitment to the Seminoles 

would decrease if the games would be  

ugly to watch 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Nothing could change my allegiance 

to the Seminoles 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I would still be committed to the team 

regardless of the lack of any star 

players 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I would not give up my loyalty to 

the Seminoles even though my family  

stops supporting the team 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

My commitment to the Seminoles  

would decrease if they were performing 

badly on a continuous basis 

   

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I could never switch my loyalty from  

the Seminoles even if my close friends  

were fans of another team 

 

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I would still be committed to the team 

regardless of the lack of physical skill  

among the players  

 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

V
ery w

eak

V
ery strong

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly agree 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly agree 
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It would be difficult to change my  

beliefs about the Seminoles  

 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 
 

Demographics: 

 

What is your age: ___  Gender:  O M     O F  

 

What is your affiliation with Florida State University: 
 

O  Undergraduate student 

O Graduate student who received bachelor from 

FSU 

O  Graduate student who received bachelor from 

other University 

 

How long have you been living in Tallahassee?  ____ years 

 

How long have you been living in Florida?         ____ years 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Thank you so much for your 
corporation !!! 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S
trongly disagree 

S
trongly agree 
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APPENDIX B: Expert panel request 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  

 

My name is Bob Heere and I am a doctoral student at Florida State University. I am 

writing to request your assistance in the development of a scale measuring the multi-

dimensional construct of group identity. When developing a measurement scale it is 

crucial to have input from an expert such as yourself in order to make sure that the ideas 

to be measured are valid and do represent the multi-dimensional character of a group 

identity. 

 

The basic rationale for my study is that the identity fans have with a sports team is 

influenced by the identity(s) an individual has with organizations outside the sports team, 

but that are perceived to be represented by the sport team to a certain degree. For 

instance, it is proposed that the identification that one has with the state of Wisconsin and 

or the Green Bay area will affect their identification with the Green Bay Packers. In order 

to measure the influence of these external group identities on team identification, there is 

a need to develop a scale that measures the multi-dimensional construct of external group 

identity.  

 

My study focuses on the process of developing this instrument. Based on the work of 

Ashmore, Deaux and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004), I am proposing sub-scales for the 

different dimensions of group identity. The dimensions are 1) Self categorization, 2) 

Evaluation (private & public), 3) Importance, 4) Attachment and sense of 

interdependence, 5) Social embeddedness, 6) Behavioral Involvement, and 7) Awareness 

& Knowledge of content and meaning. In addition, an extra scale to measure the 

congruence between the different external group identities and team identity is proposed.  

 

The enclosed documents are items proposed to measure the eight domains. I would like 

to cordially invite you to evaluate the accuracy of the items as representing the eight 

domains. The specific task you are asked to complete is rating the extent to which each 

item is relevant to a respective domain based on the explanation given for each domain.  

Should you have any concerns or questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. I can be 

reached by phone at 850-443 2152 (cell) or 850-644 4873 (office) or e-mail at 

bobintalla@hotmail.com. 

 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and participation, I hope you can return this 

evaluation by April 15, so I can distribute the survey during the spring semester. 

 

Bob Heere  

Coordinator  

Sport Management Undergraduate Advising Office  

Tully Gym 013 

Florida State University 

32306, Tallahassee, FL. 

850-644 4873 
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I. Self categorization 

 

The domain for “Self categorization” is defined as:” Identifying self as a member of, or categorizing self in terms of, a 

particular social grouping.” (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

 

Keeping the definition for “Self categorization” in mind, please rate the extent to which the following items are Not Relevant at all 

(1) or Very Relevant (7) to represent the domain. Please circle the appropriate number in the scale besides each statement.  

 

Item representing Self categorization Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change
1
 

1. How strong do you identify with:   

0    The Seminoles 

0    Other: _______________  

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

0 Florida State University 

0    Other: _______________ 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

0    Tallahassee 

0    Other: _______________ 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

0    Florida   

0    Other: _______________ 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

2. In terms of being a college football fan, I 

consider myself to be a __________ fan.
2
  

                      (fill in team name)               

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

                                                
1 If your comments do not fit the box, please refer to the extra pages included in the back for additional feedback.  
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Item representing Self categorization 

 

Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant 

Suggestions for change 

 

3. I think it is accurate if I am described as 

a typical fan of my college football team. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

4. I often acknowledge the fact that I am a 

fan of my college football team.  

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

5. I feel good if I am described as a typical 

fan of my college football team. 

 

 

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

6. I often refer to the name of my college 

football team when I introduce myself. 

              

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7               

 

 

    

 

 

 

Respondents are asked to disagree or agree with the items on a 7-point Likert scale.  

(ranging from Strongly disagree to strongly agree). For item 1 & 2 the respondents will follow the instructions.  

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
2 I use two different font styles: 1) Normal, and 2) Italicized. The Italicized parts of the items are those parts that are taken directly from other 
authors that have done research on the measurement of group identity. The normal parts are those parts that I have revised or altered to fit this 

model. 
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II. Private & Public Evaluation 

 

The domain for “Evaluation” is defined as:”  The positive or negative attitude that a person has toward the social 

category in question.” (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

 

Keeping the definition for “Evaluation” in mind, please rate the extent to which the following items are Not Relevant at all (1) or 

Very Relevant (7) to represent the domain. Please circle the appropriate number in the scale besides each statement.  

 

Item representing Private evaluation Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change 

1.I am proud to think of myself as a 

member of my college football team.    

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

2. I often regret that I belong to the college 

football team that I support. (R)
3
  

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

3. In general, I’m glad to be a member of 

my college football team. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

4. I feel good about the college football 

team I belong to. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

Items representing Public evaluation        

1. Overall, my college football team is 

considered good by others. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

2. Most people consider my college 

football team, on the average, to be more 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

                                                
3 All reverse items are marked with (R).  
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ineffective than other groups.(R)  

Items representing Public evaluation 

 

 

Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change 

3. In general, other respect the college 

football team that I am a member of. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

4. In general, others think that the college 

football team I am member of is unworthy. 

(R)  

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

 

Respondents are asked to disagree or agree with the items on a 7-point Likert scale.  

(ranging from Strongly disagree to strongly agree). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 164

III. Importance 

 

The domain for “Importance” is defined as:” The degree of importance of a particular group membership to the 

individual’s overall self-concept.” (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

 

Keeping the definition for “Importance” in mind, please rate the extent to which the following items are Not Relevant at all (1) or 

Very Relevant (7) to represent the domain. Please circle the appropriate number in the scale besides each statement.  

 

Item representing Importance Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change 

1. Being a part of the college football team 

is important to me. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

2. Overall, my college football team has 

very little to do with how I feel about 

myself. (R) 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

3. The college football team I belong to is 

an important reflection of who I am. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

4. The college football team I belong to is 

unimportant to my sense of what kind of 

person I am. (R) 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

5. In general, belonging to the football 

team is an important part of my self-image. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

 

Respondents are asked to disagree or agree with the items on a 7-point Likert scale.  

(ranging from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree). 
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IV. Attachment and Sense of Interdependence 

 

The domain for “Attachment and Sense of Interdependence” is defined as:” The emotional involvement felt with a group (the 

degree to which the individual feels at one with the group).” (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83)
4
 

 

Keeping the definition for “Attachment and Sense of Interdependence” in mind, please rate the extent to which the following items 

are Not Relevant at all (1) or Very Relevant (7) to represent the domain. Please circle the appropriate number in the scale besides 

each statement.  

 

Item representing Sense of 
Interdependence 

Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change 

1. What happens to my college football 

team, will have something to do with what 

happens in my life. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

2. My college football team has affected me 

personally. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

3. My destiny is tied to the destiny of my 

college football team. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

4. What happens to my college football 

team will have an impact on my own life. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

Item representing Attachement – 
Interconnection self with group 

           

 

 

 

1. I have a strong sense of belonging to my 

college football team. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

                                                
4 Ashmore et al. (2004) regard attachment and sense of interdependence as one dimension of group identity. This survey will test whether these constructs will 

remain as one dimension or emerge as two different constructs.  
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Item representing Attachement – 
Interconnection self with group 

Not Relevant                                 Very 

  at all                                        Relevant       

 

Suggestions for change 

2. I have a strong attachment to my college 

football team. 

 

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

3. When someone criticizes my college 

football team, it feels like a personal insult.

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

4. I’m very interested in what others think 

about my college football team. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

5. When I talk about the college football 

team, I usually say “we” rather than 

“they”. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

6. The college football team’s successes 

are my successes. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

7. When someone praises my college 

football team, it feels like a personal 

compliment. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

8. I act like a fan of my college football 

team, to a great extent. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

 

Respondents are asked to disagree or agree with the items on a 7-point Likert scale.  

(ranging from Strongly disagree to strongly agree). 
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V. Social Embeddedness 

 

The domain for “Social Embeddedness” is defined as:” The degree to which a particular collective identity is embedded in the 

person’s everyday ongoing social relationships.” (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

 

Keeping the definition for “Social Embeddedness” in mind, please rate the extent to which the following items are Not Relevant 

at all (1) or Very Relevant (7) to represent the domain. Please circle the appropriate number in the scale besides each statement.  

 

 

 

 

Item representing Social 
Embeddedness 
 

Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change 

1.I interact with other college football fans 

on a daily basis.  

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

2. Of my ongoing relationships, many are 

with people who are fan of the same 

college football team.   

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

3. Being a fan of my college football team 

is not a major factor in my social 

relationships. (R) 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents are asked to disagree or agree with the items on a 7-point Likert scale.  

(ranging from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree). 
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VI. Behavioral Involvement 

 

The domain for “Behavioral Involvement” is defined as:” The degree to which a person engages in actions that directly implicate 

the collective identity category in question. “(Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, p.83) 

 

Keeping the definition for “Behavioral Involvement” in mind, please rate the extent to which the following items are Not 

Relevant at all (1) or Very Relevant (7) to represent the domain. Please circle the appropriate number in the scale besides each 

statement.  

 

Item representing Behavioral 
Involvement 

Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change 

1. I am active in organizations that include 

mostly fans of my own college football 

team. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

2. I participate in practices of my own 

college football team, such as tailgating, 

attending games, and home coming events. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

3. I do not participate in practices that 

include mostly fans of my own college 

football team. (R) 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents are asked to disagree or agree with the items on a 7-point Likert scale.  

(ranging from Strongly disagree to strongly agree). 
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VII. Awareness and knowledge of content & meaning 

 

The domain for “Awareness and knowledge of content & meaning ” is defined as:” The cognitive awareness or knowledge that an 

individual has of the group in general.”  

 

Keeping the definition for “Awareness and knowledge of content & meaning” in mind, please rate the extent to which the 

following items are Not Relevant at all (1) or Very Relevant (7) to represent the domain. Please circle the appropriate number in 

the scale besides each statement.  

 

Item representing Content & meaning Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change 

1. I am aware of the tradition and history of 

the fans of my college football team. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

2. I am aware of the tradition and history of 

my college football team. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

3. I know the rituals that go with being a 

fan of my college football team. 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

4. I know the ins and outs of the stadium 

that my college football team plays in. 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

 

Respondents are asked to disagree or agree with the items on a 7-point Likert scale.  

(ranging from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree). 
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VIII. Perceived fit of group identities  

 

The domain for “perceived fit of group identity ” is defined as:” The degree of representation of the external group identity by the 

team as perceived by the fans of the team.” 

 

Keeping the definition for “perceived fit of group identities” in mind, please rate the extent to which the following items are Not 

Relevant at all (1) or Very Relevant (7) to represent the domain. Please circle the appropriate number in the scale besides each 

statement.  

 

Item representing Content & meaning Not Relevant                                 Very 

   at all                                        Relevant   

Suggestions for change 

1. Please rate the extent to which you think 

Seminoles football is a weak or strong 

representation of the following groups: 

 

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

0 Florida State University 

 

0 Tallahassee 

 

0 Florida  

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7           

           

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

          

          1      2     3     4     5     6     7 

 

 

 

 

Respondents are asked to rate the items on a 7-point Likert scale.  

(ranging from Very weak  to Very strong). 
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Additional comments on scales: 
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Additional comments on scales: 
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Dear expert,  

 

I would like to thank you for your cooperation in this expert panel. Your contribution 

is highly appreciated. In addition to your evaluation toward the different constructs of 

group identity, I have one more question for you: 

 

 

Do you think that it is possible to apply these items to other group identities without 

hurting the reliability and validity of the items?  

 

For instance:  

 

Item 5 Self categorization: 

5. Would you feel good if you were described as a typical fan of your football team? 

 

Could this be changed to: 

 

Would you feel good if you were described as a typical student of your university? 

 

Would you feel good if you were described as a typical resident of your city? 

 

Would you feel good if you were described as a typical resident of your state? 

 

 

Comments or suggestions: 
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APPENDIX C: The TEAM*ID survey 

 

Group Identity Research: Seminoles Football, Florida State University, Tallahassee 

and Florida. 

 

Dear student,  

 

I am a doctoral candidate under the direction of Dr. Jeffrey James in the Sport 

Management Program at Florida State University. I am conducting a research study to 

examine how your relationship with organizations around you influence your relationship 

to the university football team.  

 

I am requesting your participation, which will involve you to fill out this survey. This 

will take approximately 30 minutes of your time. Your participation is voluntary. If you 

choose not to participate or withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty, 

and it will not affect your grade. The questionnaire is anonymous. Information obtained 

during the course of the study will remain confidential, to the extent allowed by law. The 

results of the research study may be published but your name will not be known. The 

results of the data will remain in the possession of the researcher at all times. If you are 

under 18, you are not allowed to participate in this study and you may leave the 

classroom.  

 

If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact me or Dr. James 

at 850-644 4873 or e-mail me at bobintalla@hotmail.com. You can also contact the 

Institutional Review Board if you would like to discuss the contents of this survey at: 

 

Human Subjects Committee 

109 Westcott Building 

Florida State University, 

Tallahassee, FL 32306-1330 

 850-6447900 

 

Return of the questionnaire will be considered your consent to participate. Thank you.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Bob Heere 
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How do you feel about the organizations you belong to?                

 

The following statements all relate to the relationships you have with organizations you 

feel associated with.  

 

Please rate the extent to which you disagree or  

agree with the following statements.  

 

1. I am a worthy member of the social groups I belong to. 
 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

2. I often regret that I belong to some of the social groups I do.    

                                                                                                                       

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

3. Overall, my social groups are considered good by others. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

4. Overall, my group memberships have very little to do with how I feel      
    about myself. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

5. I feel I don’t have much to offer to the social groups I belong to. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

6. In general. I’m glad to be a member of the social groups I belong to. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

7.Most people consider my social groups, on the average, to be more  
    ineffective than other social groups. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

8. The social groups I belong to are an important reflection of who I am.. 
 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

9.I am a cooperative participant in the social groups I belong to. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

10. Overall, I often feel that the social groups of which I am member of  
      are not worthwhile. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

11. In general, others respect the social groups I am a member of. 
 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

12. The social groups I belong to are unimportant to my sense of what  

     kind of person I am. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

13. I often feel I’m a useless member of social groups. 

 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

14. I feel good about the social groups I belong to. 
 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

15. In general, others think that the social groups I am member of are  

     unworthy. 
 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

16. In general, belonging to social groups is an important part of my self- 

     image. 

     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 
 

PART I:  Use answer sheet 1 to fill in your ratings  

Strongly 

disagree 

Strongly 

agree 
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Identification with the groups around you: how strong is your 

identification? 
 

Please rate the strength of your identification with the following groups. If you don’t 

identify with one of the mentioned groups then please leave the number open on your 

answering sheet.  

  

 
 
17. Seminoles Football 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

18. Other college football team 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

19. Florida State University 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

20. Other university 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

21. The city of Tallahassee. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

22. Other city 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

23. The state of Florida 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

24. Other State 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

Team identity 
 

The following statements all relate to the relationship you have with the college football 

team you most strongly identify with.  

 

Please rate the extent to which you disagree or agree  

with these statements.  

 
25. I often regret being associated with my college football team. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

26. In general, others respect the college football team I am a fan of. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

27. When I talk about my college football team, I usually say “we” rather than 

“they”. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

28. I know the ins and outs of my college football team. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

29. Most people have a negative view of my college football team,     

compared to other teams. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

30. I often acknowledge the fact that I am a fan of my college football team. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

Strongly 

disagree 

Strongly 

agree 

Very 

Weak 

Very 

Strong
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31. Overall, my college football team has very little to do with how I feel  

      about myself. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

32. The behavior of my college football team can affect me personally. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

33. Overall, people hold a favorable opinion about my college football  
     team. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

34. I participate in activities supporting my college football team, such as  
     tailgating or attending games. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

35. I am aware of the tradition and history of my college football team. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

36. The college football team I am a fan of is an important reflection of  

     who I am. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

37. Others describe me as a typical fan of my college football team. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

38. When someone criticizes my college football team, it feels like a  
     personal insult. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

39. Of my ongoing relationships, many are with people who are fans of  
     my college football team.   

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

40. I am actively involved in team-related activities. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

41. I have a strong sense of belonging to my college football team. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

42. In general, being associated with the college football team is an  
    important part of my self-image. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

43. In general, others think the college football team I am fan of is  

     unworthy of support. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

44. In general, I’m glad to be a fan of my college football team. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

45. What happens to my college football team will have an impact on my  

     own life. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

46. The college football team’s successes are my successes. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

47. Being a fan of my college football team is an important part of my  

     social life. 
 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

48. I have knowledge of the successes and failures of my college football  
    team. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

49. I do not participate in activities with other fans of my college football  
      team. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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50. Being a fan of my college football team is not a major factor in my  

     relationships. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

51. I’m very interested in what others think about my college football  

      team. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

52. My destiny is tied to the destiny of the college football team. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

53. I think it is accurate if I am described as a typical fan of my college  
     football team. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

54. I feel good about my college football team. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

55. What happens to my college football team will influence what  

     happens in my life. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

56. Being a fan of my college football team is important to me. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

57. I am active in organizations that include mostly fans of my college  
     football team. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

58. I know the rituals that go with being a fan of my college football  
     team. 

 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

59. I interact with other fans of my college football team on a daily basis. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

60. I have a strong attachment to my college football team. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

61. The college football team I support is not important to my self-image. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

62. I am proud to think of myself as a fan of my college football team.  

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

63. Overall, my college football team is viewed positively by others.  

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Strongly 

agree 
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University identity 
 

The following statements all relate to the relationship you have with the university you 

most strongly identify with.  

 

Please state how strong you agree or disagree  

with these statements.  

 

 
64. I often regret being associated with my university.  

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

65. In general, others respect the university that I identify with. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

66. When I talk about my university, I usually say “we” rather than  

     “they”. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

67. I know the ins and outs of my university. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

68. Most people have a negative view of my university, compared to other  

     universities.  

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

69. I often acknowledge my identification with my university.  

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

70. Overall, my university has very little to do with how I feel about  

     myself. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

71. The policies of my university can affect me personally. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

72. Overall, people hold a favorable opinion about my university. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

73. I participate in activities of my own university, such as student  

      organizations or students elections. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

74 I am aware of the tradition and history of my university. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

75. The university I identify with is an important reflection of who I am.  

     
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

76. Others describe me as a typical student of my university. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

77. When someone criticizes my university, it feels like a personal insult. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

78. Of my ongoing relationships, many are with people who identify with             
      my university. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

79. I am actively involved in university-related activities 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

80. I have a strong sense of belonging to my university. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

81. In general, being associated with the university is an important part of  

      my self-image. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

Strongly 

disagree 

Strongly 

agree 
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82. In general, others think the university I identify with is unworthy of  

     attending. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

83. In general, I’m glad to be associated with my university. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

84. What happens to my university will have an impact on my life. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

85. The university’s successes are my successes. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

86. Being a part of my university is an important part of my social life. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

87. I have knowledge of the successes and failures of my university. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

88. I do not participate in activities with other people who identify with  

     my university. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

89. Identifying with my university is not a major factor in my  

      relationships. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

90. I’m very interested in what others think about my university. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

91. My destiny is tied to the destiny of the university. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

92. I think it is accurate if I am described as a typical student of my  

     university. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

93. I feel good about my university. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

94. What happens to my university will influence what happens in my  
      life. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

95. My identification with my university is important to me. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

96. I am active in organizations that include mostly people who identify  

     with my own university. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

97. I know the rituals that go with being a part of my university. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

98. I interact with other people who identify with my university on a daily  
     basis. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

99. I have a strong attachment to my university. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

100. The university I identify with is not important to my self-image. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

101. I am proud to think of myself as a part of my university.    
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

102. Overall, my university is viewed positively by others. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Strongly 

agree 
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City identity 

 

The following statements all relate to the relationship you have with the city you most 

strongly identify with.  

 

Please rate the extent to which you disagree or agree  

with the following statements.  

 

 
1. I often regret being associated with my city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

2. In general, others respect the city that I identify with. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

3. When I talk about my city, I usually say “we” rather than “they”. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

4. I know the ins and outs of my city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

5. Most people have a negative view of my city, compared to other cities. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

6. I often acknowledge my identification with my city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

7. Overall, my city has very little to do with how I feel about myself. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

8. The policies of my city can affect me personally. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

9. Overall, people hold a favorable opinion about my city.  

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

10. I participate in practices of my city, such as community organizations  
    or local elections. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

11. I am aware of the tradition and history of my city. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

12. The city I identify with is an important reflection of who I am. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

13. Others describe me as a typical resident of my city. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

14. When someone criticizes my city, it feels like a personal insult. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

15. Of my ongoing relationships, many are with people who identify with  
     my city.      

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

16. I am actively involved in city-related activities. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

17. I have a strong sense of belonging to my city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

18. In general, being associated with the city is an important part of my  

    self-image. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

PART II:  Use answer sheet 2 to fill in your ratings 

Strongly 

disagree 

Strongly 

agree 
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19. In general, others think that the city I identify with is unworthy of  

     living in. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

20. In general, I’m glad to be associated with my city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

21. What happens to my city will have an impact on my own life. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

22. The city’s successes are my successes. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

23. Being a part of my city is an important part of my social life. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

24. I have knowledge of the successes and failures of my city. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

25. I do not participate in activities with other people who identify with  

     my city. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

26. Identifying with my city is not a major factor in my relationships. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

27. I’m very interested in what others think about my city. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

28. My destiny is tied to the destiny of the city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

29. I think it is accurate if I am described as a typical resident of my city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

30. I feel good about my city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

31. What happens to my city will influence what happens in my life. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

32. Identifying with my city is important to me. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

33. I am active in organizations that include mostly people who identify  

     with my own city. 

  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

34. I know the rituals that go with being a part of my city.  

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

35. I interact with people who identify with my city on a daily basis.  
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

36. I have a strong attachment to my city. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

37. The city I identify with is not important to my self-image. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

38. I am proud to think of myself as a part of my city. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

39. Overall, my city is viewed positively by others. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

 

 

 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Strongly 

agree 
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State identity 
 

The following statements all relate to the relationship you have with the state you most 

strongly identify with.  

 

Please rate the extent to which you disagree or agree  

with the following statements.  

 

 
40. I often regret being associated with my state. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

41. In general, others respect the state that I identify with. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

42. When I talk about my state, I usually say “we” rather than “they”. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

43. I know the ins and outs of my state. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

44. Most people have a negative view of my state, compared to other  
     states. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

45. I often acknowledge my identification with my state 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

46. Overall, my state has very little to do with how I feel about myself. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

47. The policies of my state can affect me personally. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

48. Overall, people hold a favorable opinion about my state. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

49. I participate in practices of my state, such as regional organizations or  

     state elections. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

50. I am aware of the tradition and history of my state. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

51. The state I identify with is an important reflection of who I am. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

52. Others describe me as a typical resident of my state. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

53. When someone criticizes my state, it feels like a personal insult. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

54. Of my ongoing relationships, many are with people who identify with  

     my state.   

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

55. I am actively involved in state-related activities. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

56. I have a strong sense of belonging to my state. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

57. In general, being associated with my state is an important part of my  

     self-image. 
 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

Strongly 

disagree 

Strongly 

agree 
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58. In general, others think that the state I identify with is unworthy of  

     living in. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

59. In general, I’m glad to be associated with my state. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

60. What happens to my state will have an impact on my life. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

61. The state’s successes are my successes. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

62. Being a part of my state is an important part of my social life. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

63. I have knowledge of the successes and failures of my state. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

64. I do not participate in activities with other people who identify with  

     my state. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

65. Identifying with my state is not a major factor in my relationships. 

  
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

66. I’m very interested in what others think about my state. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

67. My destiny is tied to the destiny of the state. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

68. I think it is accurate if I am described as a typical resident of my state. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

69. I feel good about my state. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

70. What happens to my state will influence what happens in my life. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

71. Identifying with my state is important to me. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

72. I am active in organizations that include mostly people who identify  

     with my state. 

  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

73. I know the rituals that go with being a part of my state. 

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

74. I interact with other people who identify with my state on a daily  
     basis. 

  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

75. I have a strong attachment to my state. 
  

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

76. The state I identify with is not important to my self-image.  

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

77. I am proud to think of myself as a part of my state    
 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

78. Overall, my state is viewed positively by others.  

 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7

 

 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree Strongly 

agree 
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Loyalty towards the college football team you identify with most. 
 

Rate the following statements: 
                                 Strongly                Strongly  

                           Disagree            Agree 

       

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
79. My commitment to my college football team would  

      decrease if the games would be ugly to watch.             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

80. Nothing could change my allegiance to my college 

      football team.                 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

81. I would still be committed to my college football  

      team regardless of the lack of  any star players.  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

82. I would not give up my loyalty to my college football  

      team even though my family stops  

      supporting the team.      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

83. My commitment to my college football team would  

      decrease if they were performing poorly on a  

      continuous basis.       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

84. I could never switch my loyalty from my college  

      football team to another team even if my close  

      friends were fans of another team.   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

85. I would still be committed to my college football  

      team regardless of the lack of physical skill among  

      the players.       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

86. It would be difficult to change my beliefs about  

      my college football team     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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Please rate the extent to which you think  

Seminoles Football is a weak or strong  

Representation of the following groups: 
 

 

87. Florida State University 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

88. The city of Tallahassee. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

89. The state of Florida. 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 

 

Demographics: 

 

90. What is your age:    
 
1 18  2 19  3 20   4 21  5 22  6 23         

 

7 Other 
 

91. Gender:  1   M     2   F  

 
92.  What is your affiliation with Florida State University: 
 

1. Freshman 
2. Sophomore 
3. Junior 
4. Senior 
5. Graduate student who received bachelor degree at FSU 
6. Graduate student who received bachelor degree at other university 
7. Other 

 

93. How long have you been living in Tallahassee?  
 

1. 1 Year or less 2. 2 year 3.  3 years 4. 4 years   5. 5-6 years  
6. 7-10 years  7. 10 years or more  

 

   
94. How long have you been living in Florida?  
 

1. 1 Year or less 2. 2 year 3.  3 years 4. 4 years   5. 5-6 years  

6. 7-10 years  7. 10 years or more  
  

V
ery

 w
ea

k
  

V
ery

 stro
n

g
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APPENDIX D. The results of the purification process. 
 

Old item New item 

Self categorization Self categorization 

I think it is accurate if I was described as a 
typical fan of the college football team 

I think it is accurate if I am described as a 
typical fan of my college football team. 

I often acknowledge the fact that I am a fan 
of the college football team 

I often acknowledge the fact that I am a fan 
of my college football team. 

I feel good if I was described as a typical 
fan of my college football team 

Others describe me as a typical fan of my 
college football team. 

I often refer to the name of my college 
football team when you introduce myself 

Deleted 

  

Private evaluation Private evaluation 

I am proud to think of myself as a member 
of my college football team.  

I am proud to think of myself as a fan of my 
college football team.    

I often regret that I belong to the college 
football team. 

I often regret supporting my college 
football team. 

In general, I’m glad to be a member of the 
college football team. 

In general, I’m glad to be a fan of my 
college football team. 

I feel good about the college football team I 
belong to. 

I feel good about my college football team. 

  

Public evaluation 

 

Public evaluation 

Overall, my college football team is 
considered good by others 

Overall, my college football team is viewed 
positively by others. 

Most people consider my college football 
team, on the average, to be more 
ineffective than other social groups.(R) 

Most people have a negative view of my 
college football team, compared to other 
teams. 

In general, other respect the college 
football team that I am a member of 

In general, others respect the college 
football team I am a fan of. 

In general, others think that the college 
football team I am member of is unworthy 
(R) 

In general, others think the college football 
team I am fan of is unworthy of support. 

None Overall, people hold a favorable opinion 
about my college football team. 

  

Importance 
 

Importance 

Being a part of the football team is 
important to me 

Being a fan of my college football team is 
important to me. 

Overall, my football team has very little to 
do with how I feel about myself (R) 

Overall, my college football team has very 
little to do with how I feel about myself. 

The football team I belong to is an 
important reflection of who I am 

The college football team I am a fan of is 
an important reflection of who I am. 

The football team I belong to is The college football team I support is not 
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unimportant to my sense of what kind of 
person I am (R) 

important to my self-image. 

In general, belonging to the football team is 
an important part of my self-image 

In general, being associated with the 
college football team is an important part of 
my self-image. 

  
Attachment – Interconnection of self 

 
Attachment – Interconnection of self 

I have a strong sense of belonging to the 
football team 

I have a strong sense of belonging to my 
college football team. 

I have a strong attachment to the football 
team 

I have a strong attachment to my college 
football team. 

When someone criticizes the football team, 
it feels like a personal insult 

When someone criticizes my college 
football team, it feels like a personal insult. 

I’m very interested in what other think 
about the football team 

I’m very interested in what others think 
about my college football team. 

When I talk about the football team, I 
usually say “we” rather than “they” 

When I talk about my college football team, 
I usually say “we” rather than “they”. 

The football team’s successes are my 
successes 

The college football team’s successes are 
my successes. 

When someone praises the football team, 
it feels like a personal compliment 

Deleted 

I act like a fan of my football team, to a 
great extent 

Deleted 

  

Attachment – Sense of interdependence
 

Attachment – Sense of interdependence

What happens to my football team, will 
have something to do with what happens 
in my life 

What happens to my college football team, 
will influence what happens in my life. 

My football team has affected me 
personally 

The behavior of my college football team 
can affect me personally. 

My destiny is tied to the destiny of the 
football team 

My destiny is tied to the destiny of the 
college football team. 

What happens to my football team will 
have an impact on my own life 

What happens to my college football team 
will have an impact on my own life. 

  
Social embeddedness 

 
Social embeddedness 

I interact with other football fans on a daily 
basis 

I interact with other fans of my college 
football team on a daily basis. 

Of my ongoing relationships, many are 
with people who are fan of the same 
football team.   

Of my ongoing relationships, many are 
with people who are fans of my college 
football team.   

Being a fan of my football team is not a 
major factor in my social relationships (R). 

Being a fan of my college football team is 
not a major factor in my relationships (R). 

None Being a fan of my college football team is 
an important part of my social life. 

  
Behavioral involvement Behavioral involvement 
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I do not participate in practices that include 
mostly fans of my own college football 
team 

I do not participate in activities with other 
fans of my college football team. 

I am active in organizations that include 
mostly fans of my own college football 
team 

I am active in organizations that include 
mostly fans of my college football team. 

I participate in practices of my own college 
football team, such as tailgating, attending 
games, and home coming events 

I participate in activities supporting my 
college football team, such as tailgating or 
attending games. 
 

None I am actively involved in team-related 
activities. 

  
Awareness and knowledge 

 
Awareness and knowledge 

I am aware of the tradition and history of 
my college football team 

I am aware of the tradition and history of 
my college football team. 

I know the ins and outs of the stadium that 
my college football team plays in 

I know the ins and outs of my college 
football team. 

I am aware of the tradition and history of 
the fans of my college football team 

I have knowledge of the successes and 
failures of my college football team. 

I know the rituals that go with being a fan 
of my college football team 

I know the rituals that go with being a fan 
of my college football team. 
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APPENDIX E: The inter-item correlation matrices. 
 
Self categorization 
 

 CAT1 CAT2 CAT3 CAT4 

CAT1 1.000    

CAT2 .472 1.000   

CAT3 .567 .704 1.000  

CAT4 .227 .102 .281 1.000 

 
Public evaluation 
 

 EVPUB1 EVPUB2 EVPUB3 EVPUB4 

EVPUB1 1.000    

EVPUB2 .130 1.000   

EVPUB3 -.001 -.138 1.000  

EVPUB4 -.044 -.018 .651 1.000 

 
Private evaluation 
 

 EVPRIV1 EVPRIV2 EVPRIV3 EVPRIV4 

EVPRIV1 1.000    

EVPRIV2 .683 1.000   

EVPRIV3 .676 .623 1.000  

EVPRIV4 .056 .212 .051 1.000 

 
Importance 
 

 IMP1 IMP2 IMP3 IMP4 IMP5 

IMP1 1.000     

IMP2 .115 1.000    

IMP3 .536 .250 1.000   

IMP4 .122 .637 .214 1.000  

IMP5 .293 .309 .347 .263 1.000 

 
Interconnection of self - Attachment  
 

 INT1 INT2 INT3 INT4 INT5 INT6 COM1 COM2 

ATTINT1 1.000        

ATTINT2 .809 1.000       

ATTINT3 .827 .659 1.000      

ATTINT4 .611 .507 .585 1.000     

ATTINT5 .258 .325 .363 .248 1.000    

ATTINT6 .585 .515 .501 .594 .195 1.000   

ATTCOM1 .590 .484 .560 .777 .327 .606 1.000  

ATTCOM2 .620 .502 .600 .855 .220 .607 .844 1.000 

 
 



 191

Sense of interdependence 
 

 ATTSOI1 ATTSOI2 ATTSOI3 ATTSOI4 

ATTSOI1 1.000    

ATTSOI2 .374 1.000   

ATTSOI3 .347 .453 1.000  

ATTSOI4 .509 .463 .571 1.000 

 
Social embeddedness 
 

 SOCEM1 SOCEM2 SOCEM3 

SOCEM1 1.000   

SOCEM2 .414 1.000  

SOCEM3 .081 .166 1.000 

 
Behavioral involvement 
 

 BEHAV1 BEHAV2 BEHAV3 

BEHAV1 1.000   

BEHAV2 .470 1.000  

BEHAV3 .298 .308 1.000 

 
Awareness and knowledge 
 
 KNOW1 KNOW2 KNOW3 KNOW4 

KNOW1 1.000    

KNOW2 .506 1.000   

KNOW3 .650 .494 1.000  

KNOW4 .718 .577 .708 1.000 
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APPENDIX F: TEAM*ID model 3 – 21 items 
 
Private evaluation 

EVPRIV1.  I feel good about my college football team. 
EVPRIV2.  In general, I’m glad to be a fan of my college football team. 
EVPRIV3.  I am proud to think of myself as a fan of my college football  
   team.    
CAT1.  I often acknowledge the fact that I am a fan of my college 

football team. 
   

Public evaluation 

EVPUB3. Overall, my college football team is viewed positively by others. 
EVPUB4. In general, others respect the college football team I am a fan of. 
EVPUB5. Overall, people hold a favorable opinion about my college football  
  team. 

 

Attachment – Interconnection to self 

ATTINT1. When someone criticizes my college football team, it feels like a  
  personal insult. 
ATTINT3. I’m very interested in what others think about my college football  
  team. 
ATTINT5. The college football team’s successes are my successes. 
IMP1.  In general, being associated with the college football team is an  
  important part of my self-image. 
IMP5.  The college football team I am a fan of is an important reflection of  

  who I am. 
 

Attachment - Sense of Interdependence 

ATTSOI1. My destiny is tied to the destiny of the college football team. 
ATTSOI3. What happens to my college football team, will influence what  
  happens in my life. 
ATTSOI4. What happens to my college football team will have an impact on  
  my own life. 

 
Behavioral involvement 
 

BEHAV2. I participate in activities supporting my college football team, such  
  as tailgating or attending games. 
BEHAV3. I do not participate in activities with other fans of my college football  
  team. 
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BEHAV4. I am actively involved in team-related activities. 
 
Content & meaning 

 
KNOW1.  I am aware of the tradition and history of my college football team. 
KNOW2. I know the ins and outs of my college football team. 
KNOW4. I have knowledge of the successes and failures of my college  
  football team. 
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APPENDIX G. The correlation matrix Sample 1 (shaded cells are of same construct) 

 EVPRIV4 EVPUB4 ATTINT6 KNOW2 EVPUB2 CAT1 IMP2 ATTSOI2 EVPUB5 BEHAV2 KNOW1 IMP5 CAT3 

EVPRIV4 1.000 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB4 .137 1.000 - - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTINT6 .248 .457 1.000 - - - - - - - - - - 

KNOW2 .278 .250 .395 1.000 - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB2 .235 .348 .136 -.048 1.000 - - - - - - - - 

CAT1 .361 .395 .556 .525 .105 1.000 - - - - - - - 

IMP2 .043 .028 .128 .208 -.002 .145 1.000 - - - - - - 

ATTSOI2 .079 .080 .240 .350 .036 .374 .191 1.000 - - - - - 

EVPUB5 .063 .584 .244 .096 .410 .193 .031 .050 1.000 - - - - 

BEHAV2 .347 .309 .397 .470 .054 .703 .165 .306 .083 1.000 - - - 

KNOW1 .096 .366 .370 .504 -.011 .530 .100 .153 .225 .464 1.000 - - 

IMP5 .178 .140 .339 .486 .011 .499 .315 .574 .102 .507 .397 1.000 - 

CAT3 .216 .226 .374 .409 -.013 .550 .138 .309 .113 .538 .538 .426 1.000
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 EVPRIV4 EVPUB4 ATTINT6 KNOW2 EVPUB2 CAT1 IMP2 ATTSOI2 EVPUB5 BEHAV2 KNOW1 IMP5 CAT3 

ATTINT1 .175 .136 .349 .508 -.016 .520 .225 .533 .133 .448 .376 .618 .442 

SOCEM1 .232 .332 .458 .404 .064 .559 .235 .410 .245 .540 .411 .510 .415 

BEHAV4 .200 .162 .258 .393 -.028 .387 .146 .324 .118 .451 .382 .400 .472 

ATTINT2 .284 .288 .468 .576 -.007 .649 .235 .497 .235 .606 .553 .598 .598 

IMP1 .269 .270 .402 .565 .067 .466 .309 .508 .159 .472 .350 .700 .424 

EVPUB1 .099 .277 .045 -.136 .390 -.012 -.042 -.104 .377 -.038 .117 -.203 -.006 

EVPRIV2 .387 .408 .484 .445 .087 .652 .107 .268 .279 .622 .548 .384 .535 

ATTSOI4 .164 .166 .278 .340 .057 .334 .203 .470 .084 .317 .254 .532 .317 

ATTINT5 .147 .223 .289 .328 .042 .356 .259 .466 .199 .396 .275 .540 .384 

SOCEM4 .260 .305 .379 .485 .107 .516 .233 .451 .200 .541 .418 .575 .484 

KNOW4 .162 .394 .424 .553 .028 .613 .166 .345 .170 .485 .605 .371 .476 

BEHAV3 .338 .265 .320 .350 .122 .544 .063 .311 .012 .616 .267 .345 .436 

SOCEM3 .054 .068 .216 .366 -.146 .337 .349 .403 .027 .315 .346 .506 .389 

ATTINT3 .152 .179 .261 .450 -.101 .407 .236 .351 .149 .390 .287 .460 .392 
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 EVPRIV4 EVPUB4 ATTINT6 KNOW2 EVPUB2 CAT1 IMP2 ATTSOI2 EVPUB5 BEHAV2 KNOW1 IMP5 CAT3 

ATTSOI1 .027 .045 .082 .259 .029 .094 .207 .322 .035 .086 .076 .382 .083 

CAT2 .153 .158 .303 .270 .022 .430 .181 .218 .206 .442 .511 .392 .713 

EVPRIV1 .295 .340 .462 .440 .061 .602 .194 .174 .275 .488 .467 .291 .429 

ATTSOI3 .134 .075 .163 .299 .086 .201 .235 .472 .029 .219 .115 .451 .219 

IMP3 .195 .324 .431 .526 .071 .623 .230 .407 .243 .542 .561 .539 .562 

BEHAV1 .172 .273 .356 .392 .061 .421 .171 .294 .139 .473 .426 .483 .365 

KNOW3 .235 .312 .419 .489 .002 .638 .238 .339 .115 .679 .572 .518 .529 

SOCEM2 .169 .306 .338 .286 .034 .460 .195 .229 .197 .547 .355 .383 .317 

ATTINT4 .221 .293 .419 .589 -.054 .612 .344 .401 .194 .570 .561 .582 .518 

IMP4 .042 -.027 .002 .2123 -.067 .062 .334 .242 -.026 .111 -.001 .207 .106 

EVPRIV3 .386 .327 .470 .499 .033 .701 .204 .353 .223 .602 .477 .411 .458 

EVPUB3 .125 .530 .297 .187 .290 .279 .140 .111 .640 .311 .278 .112 .224 
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Continued Correlation matrix 

 ATTINT1 SOCEM1 BEHAV4 ATTCOM1 IMP1 EVPUB1 EVPRIV2 ATTSOI4 ATTINT5 SOCEM4 KNOW4 BEHAV3 

EVPRIV4 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB4 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTINT6 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

KNOW2 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB2 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

CAT1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

IMP2 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTSOI2 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB5 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

BEHAV2 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

KNOW1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

IMP5 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

CAT3 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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 ATTINT1 SOCEM1 BEHAV4 ATTINT2 IMP1 EVPUB1 EVPRIV2 ATTSOI4 ATTINT5 SOCEM4 KNOW4 BEHAV3 

ATTINT1 1.000 - - - - - - - - - - - 

SOCEM1 .471 1.000 - - - - - - - - - - 

BEHAV4 .378 .430 1.000 - - - - - - - - - 

ATTINT2 .628 .649 .580 1.000 - - - - - - - - 

IMP1 .631 .564 .425 .671 1.00 - - - - - - - 

EVPUB1 -.100 -.092 .033 -.047 -.15 1.000 - - - - - - 

EVPRIV2 .390 .477 .359 .600 .420 .079 1.000 - - - - - 

ATTSOI4 .606 .436 .267 .511 .675 -.137 .287 1.000 - - - - 

ATTINT5 .649 .454 .354 .585 .593 -.186 .360 .634 1.000 - - - 

SOCEM4 .550 .642 .503 .706 .637 -.076 .552 .526 .683 1.000 - - 

KNOW4 .365 .536 .387 .663 .449 -.032 .532 .286 .364 .618 1.000 - 

BEHAV3 .321 .390 .372 .443 .304 .078 .495 .176 .301 .492 .474 1.000 

SOCEM3 .473 .374 .417 .446 .441 -.141 .273 .410 .359 .407 .353 .314 

ATTINT3 .573 .390 .407 .532 .560 -.147 .401 .439 .559 .508 .376 .261 
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 ATTINT1 SOCEM1 BEHAV4 ATTINT2 IMP1 EVPUB1 EVPRIV2 ATTSOI4 ATTINT5 SOCEM4 KNOW4 BEHAV3 

ATTSOI1 .402 .198 .191 .252 .466 -.270 .026 .535 .448 .267 .103 .062 

CAT2 .380 .389 .375 .498 .400 .004 .532 .339 .444 .502 .414 .267 

EVPRIV1 .320 .425 .280 .526 .287 .004 .680 .199 .320 .496 .574 .386 

ATTSOI3 .538 .313 .305 .400 .594 -.165 .135 .713 .563 .444 .197 .162 

IMP3 .490 .573 .409 .702 .506 -.036 .682 .419 .500 .710 .675 .425 

BEHAV1 .429 .568 .499 .535 .516 -.047 .354 .387 .382 .622 .512 .376 

KNOW3 .414 .634 .439 .672 .521 -.092 .508 .396 .467 .666 .666 .540 

SOCEM2 .302 .623 .406 .579 .420 -.003 .366 .311 .343 .559 .560 .397 

ATTINT4 .539 .634 .461 .803 .582 -.094 .580 .461 .541 .727 .689 .443 

IMP4 .196 .127 .239 .146 .312 -.160 -.007 .311 .243 .164 .080 .175 

EVPRIV3 .471 .560 .309 .620 .455 .043 .724 .373 .382 .552 .578 .521 

EVPUB3 .239 .400 .165 .327 .209 .404 .420 .123 .272 .273 .308 .251 
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Continued correlation matrix 

 SOCEM3 ATTINT3 ATTSOI1 CAT2 EVPRIV1 ATTSOI3 IMP3 BEHAV1 KNOW3 SOCEM2 ATTINT4 

EVPRIV4 - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB4 - - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTINT6 - - - - - - - - - - - 

KNOW2 - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB2 - - - - - - - - - - - 

CAT1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

IMP2 - - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTSOI2 - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB5 - - - - - - - - - - - 

BEHAV2 - - - - - - - - - - - 

KNOW1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

IMP5 - - - - - - - - - - - 

CAT3 - - - - - - - - - - - 
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 SOCEM3 ATTINT3 ATTSOI1 CAT2 EVPRIV1 ATTSOI3 IMP3 BEHAV1 KNOW3 SOCEM2 ATTINT4 

ATTINT1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

SOCEM1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

BEHAV4 - - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTCOM1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

IMP1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPUB1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

EVPRIV2 - - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTSOI4 - - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTINT5 - - - - - - - - - - - 

SOCEM4 - - - - - - - - - - - 

KNOW4 - - - - - - - - - - - 

BEHAV3 - - - - - - - - - - - 

SOCEM3 1.000 - - - - - - - - - - 

ATTINT3 .387 1.000 - - - - - - - - - 
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 SOCEM3 ATTINT3 ATTSOI1 CAT2 EVPRIV1 ATTSOI3 IMP3 BEHAV1 KNOW3 SOCEM2 ATTINT4 

ATTSOI1 .334 .311 1.000 - - - - - - - - 

CAT2 .290 .400 .139 1.000 - - - - - - - 

EVPRIV1 .257 .384 .043 .427 1.000 - - - - - - 

ATTSOI3 .411 .421 .696 .277 -.024 1.000 - - - - - 

IMP3 .421 .467 .143 .570 .646 .321 1.000 - - - - 

BEHAV1 .392 .366 .201 .444 .311 .337 .513 1.000 - - - 

KNOW3 .314 .439 .159 .500 .501 .302 .655 .595 1.000 - - 

SOCEM2 .300 .298 .069 .371 .434 .197 .540 .621 .699 1.000 - 

ATTINT4 .480 .460 .248 .500 .565 .356 .757 .587 .685 .594 1.000 

IMP4 .340 .240 .383 .035 .056 .377 .120 .207 .147 .158 .170 

EVPRIV3 .391 .458 .101 .481 .617 .243 .674 .404 .620 .493 .699 

EVPUB3 .057 .236 -.055 .295 .375 .013 .290 .235 .268 .350 .344 
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Continued correlation matrix 

 IMP4 EVPRIV3 EVPUB3 

EVPRIV4 - - - 

EVPUB4 - - - 

ATTINT6 - - - 

KNOW2 - - - 

EVPUB2 - - - 

CAT1 - - - 

IMP2 - - - 

ATTSOI2 - - - 

EVPUB5 - - - 

BEHAV2 - - - 

KNOW1 - - - 

IMP5 - - - 

CAT3 - - - 
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 IMP4 EVPRIV3 EVPUB3 

ATTINT1 - - - 

SOCEM1 - - - 

BEHAV4 - - - 

ATTCOM1 - - - 

IMP1 - - - 

EVPUB1 - - - 

EVPRIV2 - - - 

ATTSOI4 - - - 

ATTINT5 - - - 

SOCEM4 - - - 

KNOW4 - - - 

BEHAV3 - - - 

SOCEM3 - - - 

ATTINT3 - - - 
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 IMP4 EVPRIV3 EVPUB3 

ATTSOI1 - - - 

CAT2 - - - 

EVPRIV1 - - - 

ATTSOI3 - - - 

IMP3 - - - 

BEHAV1 - - - 

KNOW3 - - - 

SOCEM2 - - - 

ATTCOM2 - - - 

IMP4 1.000 - - 

EVPRIV3 .126 1.000 - 

EVPUB3 -.034 .372 1.000 
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APPENDIX H. The individual factor loadings for Sample 2.  

Item Loading Item Loading 

EVPUB3 .803 ATTSOI1 .744 

EVPUB4 .738 ATTSOI3 .613 

EVPUB5 .748 ATTSOI4 .874 

EVPRIV1 .814 BEHAV2 .865 

EVPRIV2 .904 BEHAV3 .628 

EVPRIV3 .871 BEHAV4 .599 

CAT1 .791 KNOW1 .867 

ATTINT1 .723 KNOW2 .752 

IMP1 .816 KNOW4 .810 

IMP5 .772   

ATTINT3 .513   

ATTINT5 .750   
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APPENDIX I. The revised PCT scale (Mahony et al., 2000) 

PCT Item 4.  Being a fan of my college football team is important to me. 
 
PCT Item 5.   Nothing could change my allegiance to my college football 

team. 
 
PCT Item 10.   I could never switch my loyalty from my college football team 

to another team even if my close friends were fans of 
another team.    

 
PCT Item 12. It would be difficult to change my beliefs about my college 

football team      
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APPENDIX J. The CSE Scale (Luhtanen, & Crocker, 1992) 

Self Regard 

1. I am a worthy member of the social groups I belong to. 

5. I feel I don’t have much to offer to the social groups I belong to. 
 
9.I am a cooperative participant in the social groups I belong to. 
 
13. I often feel I’m a useless member of social groups. 
 

Private evaluation 
 
2. I often regret that I belong to some of the social groups I do.    
 
6. In general. I’m glad to be a member of the social groups I belong to. 
 
10. Overall, I often feel that the social groups of which I am member of  
      are not worthwhile. 
 
14. I feel good about the social groups I belong to. 
 
Public evaluation 
 

3. Overall, my social groups are considered good by others. 
 
7.Most people consider my social groups, on the average, to be more  
    ineffective than other social groups. 
 
11. In general, others respect the social groups I am a member of. 
 
15. In general, others think that the social groups I am member of are  
     unworthy. 
 

Importance 
 
4. Overall, my group memberships have very little to do with how I feel      
    about myself. 
 
8. The social groups I belong to are an important reflection of who I am.. 
 
12. The social groups I belong to are unimportant to my sense of what  
     kind of person I am. 
 
16. In general, belonging to social groups is an important part of my self- 
     image. 
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