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ABSTRACT 

 

 
In this dissertation, I developed a measure of sports team reputation.  The reputation 

construct is one that has been the subject of decades of scholarly focus in the broader management 

field, but has been comparatively neglected by sport management scholars.  Consumers use the 

reputations held by organizations to predict future behavior, and decide the ways in which they 

will engage (or not engage) with those organizations; thus, it is intuitively important for sports 

teams to cultivate and manage their reputations in order to receive positive benefits from external 

stakeholders (e.g., fans, spectators, general sport consumers).  The development of the measure 

provides scholars a tool with which to empirically investigate the relationship between sports team 

reputation and consumer outcomes.  As such, this research should be viewed as a first—and 

necessary—step toward increasing our understanding how reputation affects sport consumer 

behavior. 

 Herein, reputation is treated as a multidimensional construct comprising consumers’ 

collective beliefs and attitudes about a focal unit—in this case, a sports team.  Beliefs pertain to 

reputations for actions pertaining to performance- or character-related attributes, while attitudes 

are related to favorable or unfavorable overall assessments of reputation.  The measure is based 

upon this conceptualization.  To develop this measure, I followed the six-step scale development 

process detailed by Hinkin (1998): (1) item generation; (2) questionnaire administration; (3) initial 

item reduction; (4) confirmatory factor analysis; (5) construct validity; and (6) replication.  In the 

project, I completed the first five of these steps, through which I was able to provide evidence of 

the validity and reliability of the measure. 

 Using two independent samples (n = 300; n =181), I demonstrated internal validity of a 

three-factor measure comprising subscales for performance, character, and organizational 



xi 

prominence.  A fourth subscale for favorability was removed.  Further analysis provided evidene 

of acceptable model fit in the three-factor models for both samples (Sample 1: RMSEA = .078, 

SRMR = .049; Sample 2: RMSEA = .075, SRMR = .039).  Based on the results, a significant 

strong positive relationship was found between organizational performance and organizational 

prominence (Sample 1: β = .92, p < .001; Sample 2: β = .96, p < .001); while a weaker significant 

negative relationship was observed between organizational character and organizational 

prominence (Sample 1: β = -.28, p < .001; Sample 2: β = -.24, p < .001).  One conclusion from the 

results is that sports teams become known primarily for good high performance, and to a lesser 

extent, their misdeeds. 

 Reasons for these trends are discussed, in addition to managerial implications, and 

limitations of the study.  Ultimately, the development and validation of the present measure 

enables future empirical study of the reputation construct within the context of sports teams, and 

other organizations within the sport industry. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 
As individuals, we are inevitably concerned to some extent with the opinions that people 

form of us, and we try to behave in ways that result in positive reputations.  In much the same way, 

organizations—such as sports teams—cultivate and manage their reputations among public 

audiences in order to receive positive benefits, or to avoid the negative consequences of disrepute 

(Elsbach, 2003).  For managers and marketers of teams, understanding reputations and their 

outcomes is integral to successful action.  Therefore, in this dissertation, my purpose was to 

develop a multidimensional measure of the reputation of a sports team, which can be used to 

empirically examine relationships with sport consumer outcomes. 

The concept of reputation is one with which we are familiar, and we have an intuitive 

understanding of the importance and use of reputation.  Similarly, scholars have alluded to the 

value of reputation to organizations (Allen, 1984; Klein & Leffler, 1981; Rogerson, 1987; Shapiro, 

1983); as Fombrun (1996) noted, 

A reputation is valuable because it informs us about what products to buy, what companies 

to work for, or what stocks to invest in.  At the same time, a reputation is of considerable 

strategic value because it calls attention to a company’s attractive features and widens the 

options available to its managers, for instance, whether to charge higher or lower prices for 

products and services or to implement innovative programs (p. 5). 

On this basis, the reputation assigned to an organization will have a profound impact on their 

consumers’ attitudes, intentions, and behaviors; therefore, it is intuitive that sport managers should 

be concerned with the reputations that sport consumers assign to their respective teams. 
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Problem Statement 

 

In order to provide justification for the current research, two important questions must be 

addressed: (a) why should we study reputation in sport management; and (b) why do we need a 

new measure to assess a sports team’s reputation?  I address both questions within this section, 

and in doing so, introduce some of the key literature related to reputation. 

 
The Need for Reputation Research in Sport Management 

 

The sport industry is, to all intents and purposes, consumer-oriented.  Whether we consider 

active participation, fan/spectator behaviors, sporting goods, or sport media, the delivery of a 

product (goods and/or services) to an end user is implicit.  As such, reputations are relevant to 

sport managers insomuch as they affect how external consumer audiences perceive/interact with 

individuals and organizations in the sport industry.  Yet, despite their obvious importance, sport 

management scholars have rarely addressed reputation phenomena.  By way of illustration, a 

search for articles published in the Journal of Sport Management, European Sport Management 

Quarterly, or Sport Management Review that contained the word “reputation” as a keyword or in 

the abstract returned just eight articles—two of which were directly concerned with reputation 

(Mason, Washington, & Buist, 2015; Walker & Kent, 2009).  Additional articles were located in 

which scholars referred to reputation as being linked to similar constructs (e.g., organizational 

identity: Sartore-Baldwin & Walker, 2011; organizational image: Parent & Foreman, 2007), yet 

reputation itself has scarcely been addressed. 

Conversely, scholars in other fields—notably those in management, marketing, and 

economics—have been studying reputations for decades (see Ferris et al., 2014 for a review).  

Within this body of work, organizational reputation has been linked to a number of key outcomes, 

such as the financial performance of firms (Roberts & Dowling, 2002), the ability to secure 
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resources/external support (Staw & Epstein, 2000), and increased market visibility (Rhee & 

Haunschild, 2006).  In addition, some scholars have focused on consumer outcomes of 

organizational reputation, such as reaction to negative publicity (Dean, 2004), business service 

purchase intentions (Yoon, Guffey, & Kijewski, 1993), and judgments of product quality (Purohit 

& Srivastava, 2001). 

Although much of this literature can be informative for sport managers and marketers, 

sports teams provide an interesting and novel context for the study of reputation.  Consumers form 

opinions about a variety of different products and brands, yet the strength and depth of the 

emotional and symbolic connections that fans form with sports teams manifests in ways that are 

not observed elsewhere (Heere & James, 2007).  Cultivating a loyal and committed fan base is 

integral to the long-term success of sports teams (Heere & Dickson, 2008; Wann, 1993), but the 

development of psychological connections is subject to informational inputs from external sources 

(Funk & James, 2006).  As such, it is important that sport managers understand how a team’s 

reputation affects consumers’ attitudes and behaviors.  

The sport industry also provides numerous examples of organizational and/or team 

reputations at work.  In 2000, Nike was forced to end negotiations on a multi-million dollar 

licensing contract with the University of Michigan following student and alumni protests of the 

manufacturer’s use of child labor (Jennings, 2014).  The importance of reputation was also 

highlighted in 2014 following the National Football League (NFL) and Baltimore Ravens’ 

handling of domestic violence charges against former running back Ray Rice (Walker, 2015).  The 

perceived failure to administer punishment befitting Rice’s transgression sparked public backlash, 

inflicting considerable damage to the reputation of both organizations. 
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These examples illustrate the importance of reputations for sports teams, which parallels 

the idea that reputation management has become an important component of management more 

broadly (Hutton, Goodman, Alexander, & Genest, 2001).  It is important that scholarly focus is 

reflective of the challenges being faced by industry professionals; thus, a clear need for research 

on organizational reputation in sport exists.  As such, I have taken the first steps toward addressing 

this gap in the sport marketing literature, through the development and validation of a quantitative 

measure of team reputation. 

 
The Need for a New Measure of Sports Team Reputation 

 

A number of different ways of measuring reputation have been suggested within the 

existing literature; however, none of those appearing in prominent academic journals are suitable 

for application to the context of sports teams.  In this case, estimating the reputations held by sport 

teams using these measures would result in a host of internal and external validity issues, 

compromising the usefulness of the results.  As Dowling and Gardberg (2012) noted, “A 

fundamental tenet of good research and management practice is that of sound measurement.  Poor 

measures hinder theory development and testing, and they obscure the evaluation of organizational 

performance” (p. 34). 

There are three main issues that preclude the use of existing measures within the present 

context: (a) measures do not reflect the definition of the reputation construct; (b) measures are 

based on questionable dimensional structures; and (c) measures are specific to other contexts.  

First, a number of reputation measures fail to reflect the definition of the construct. Specifically, a 

fundamental premise of reputation is that it is perceptual (Brown & Logsdon, 1997; Fombrun, 

1996); however, a number of the most commonly used measures (e.g., Fortune’s Annual Most 

Admired Companies; the Harris Poll Reputation Quotient: Harris Interactive, 2013), include 
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“objective” measures, such as firms’ financial performance (e.g., firm profitability).  Essentially, 

there is nothing perceptual about financial performance, as represented in the measure.  Rather, 

this creates a “halo effect” (Brown & Perry, 1994) that inflates the reputations of more profitable 

firms, reducing the importance of other aspects that are perceived by the audience/sample (e.g., 

social responsibility). 

Second, reputation has typically been approached as a multidimensional construct, yet the 

precise dimensions that ought to be included has sparked considerable debate.  Scholars have 

proposed a number of different dimensions (e.g., being known/being known for something: Lange, 

Lee, & Dai, 2011; prominence/perceived quality: Rindova, Williamson, Petkova, & Sever, 2005; 

favorability/strategic character: Rindova, Petkova, & Kotha, 2007).  In a comprehensive review of 

the various dimensions proposed within the literature, Ferris et al. (2014) concluded that all of the 

proposed dimensions can be collapsed into two higher order dimensions of performance, and 

character.  Although a quantitative measure of individual/personal reputation using this 

dimensional structure does exist (Hochwarter, Ferris, Zinko, Arnell, & James, 2007), its items are 

not appropriate for use at the organizational level, and it was not developed using rigorous 

protocols (e.g., Hinkin, 1998). 

Third, the vast majority of measures have been designed for use within corporate contexts, 

and thus include indicators that refer to organizational activities that are not applicable to sport 

teams.  For example, Helm’s (2005) formative measure of organizational reputation includes items 

related to familiarity with sub-brands, corporate philosophy, and attractiveness to investors.  Using 

this type of measure to elicit responses from sport consumers has virtually no merit, in either an 

academic or applied sense. 
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Based on these limitations, it is evidently necessary to develop a measure of reputation that 

is specifically designed to address sports teams.  Reputation research in the sport management 

field is needed in order to address a key component of management/marketing practice within the 

sport industry.  Progress in this line of inquiry requires appropriate, rigorously developed measures 

that can be used for empirical investigations of consumer outcomes. 

 
Significance of Study 

 

Through the present study, I make several contributions to the reputation literature, and the 

sport management field.  First, the overwhelming emphasis in existing reputation research has 

been on intra-organizational reputations (i.e., those held by individuals within organizations: 

Ferris, Blass, Douglas, Kolodinsky, & Treadway, 2003), and inter-organizational reputations (i.e., 

comparisons between organizational reputations: Lange et al., 2011).  The current research adds 

to the handful of studies in which scholars have focused on audiences outside the organization 

(Yoon et al., 1993; Purohit & Srivastava, 2001).  Concluding their review of reputation literature 

across academic fields, Ferris et al. (2014) acknowledged that reputation phenomena are highly 

complex, and that there is a great deal more that needs to be understood about the topic.  As such, 

it is important to extend this line of inquiry beyond the scope of the organization, and to study 

reputation in other contexts, such as sport. 

Following on from this, the study of sport team reputations provides a context that has both 

academic and professional implications.  The sport industry has been valued at approximately 

$498.4 billion (Plunkett Research, 2015), an enormous figure predicated upon the attitudes and 

behaviors of sport consumers.  For this reason, sport management scholars have conducted a great 

deal of research to understand outcomes such as team identification (Wann, 1993), consumer 

loyalty (Gladden & Funk, 2004), and psychological connection to teams (Funk & James, 2001, 
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2006).  Developing an appropriate measure of sports team reputation is a first step toward 

understanding the relationships between the construct and these important sport consumer 

outcomes.  

More generally, extending reputation research into sport management addresses a 

somewhat surprising gap in the literature. Since the inception of the field, sport management 

scholars have tended to adopt theories and concepts from parent disciplines (Chalip, 2006), such 

as management, marketing, and consumer behavior (e.g., brand equity: Ross, 2006; corporate 

sponsorship: Sam, Batty, & Dean, 2005; service quality: Yoshida & James, 2011).  Although I do 

not advocate for simply replicating every line of inquiry addressed within those parent disciplines, 

the credence given to reputation phenomena by scholars in other fields (see Ferris et al., 2014; 

Lange et al., 2011; Walker, 2010) is a stark contrast to our (almost total) failure to engage. 

In the current dissertation, I have taken the first step toward bridging the gap between sport 

management and other fields in which reputation research is more developed.  The research 

contexts that have been addressed by scholars in management, marketing, and economics have 

necessitated the development of measures that are context specific (e.g., Helm, 2005); thus, in 

order to address outcomes that have been deemed important in sport marketing/consumer behavior, 

a similarly specific measure of a sport team’s reputation is required. 

 
Theoretical & Conceptual Framework 

 

To date, no theory of reputation has been proposed.  As Ferris et al. (2014) suggested, 

“Developing a grand theory of reputation will be no easy task, and in fact, the reason that it has 

not happened yet is that it may be impossible to incorporate all that needs to be included” (p. 279). 

Instead, scholars have focused on combining middle-range theories to underpin discreet parts of 
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reputation processes (Pinder & Moore, 1980).1 In order to illustrate how these theories articulate 

to various components of the reputation construct—inclusive of reputation formation and 

consequences—I refer to the conceptual model in Figure 1.  The model is adapted from that of 

Money and Hillenbrand (2006), which was, in turn, based on Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) causal 

framework of beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors. 

 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual model of antecedents and consequences of organizational reputation, 
adapted from Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and Money and Hillenbrand (2006) 

 
Antecedents of Team Reputation 

 

Money and Hillenbrand (2006) suggested that the antecedents of reputation comprise an 

individual’s experiences with the focal object—his/her direct experiences with the focal object, 

those reported by other sources, and inference processes.  These can be broadly conceptualized as 

“images,” which are either projected by the team itself (e.g., through on-field performance, public 

                                                 
1 In addition to those discussed, Walker (2010) noted that management scholars have conceptualized reputation using 
institutional theory (e.g., Staw & Epstein, 2000), and the resource-based view of the firm (e.g., Boyd, Bergh, & 
Ketchen, 2010); however, these pertain to an organization-oriented/strategic view of reputation, as opposed to the 
consumer-oriented approach proposed herein. 
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relations), or by other entities (e.g., media coverage, fan/spectator interactions).  In the interests of 

clarity, Wartick (2002) noted that images are different from reputations, as the former refers to the 

way in which an organization is presented to public audiences, while the latter refers to how the 

audience actually perceives the organization. 

Discussion of image projection has most often been underpinned by Spence’s (1973, 1974) 

signaling theory (e.g., Fombrun & Shanley, 1990).  The premise of signaling theory is that the 

social world is an imperfect information market.  In other words, some focal units are in possession 

of more information than others about the social world; thus, they have a greater capacity to know 

the “truth” about things that happen, or to predict what will happen in the future.  Focal units, or 

“insiders,” send information to “outsiders” via signals in order to improve the latter’s ability to 

make good decisions. 

Spence (1974) provided the example of two prospective job candidates, one of whom is 

more able than the other.  The more able job candidate sends a signal about his/her competence to 

the prospective employer through his/her academic qualifications, which are higher than those held 

by the other candidate.  Central to signaling theory is the notion of signaling cost, whereby there 

is a greater cost for the less able candidate to obtain the same qualifications as his/her more able 

competitor; thus, it will always be easier/more feasible for higher quality focal units to signal that 

quality to external audiences. 

Other scholars have conceptualized individuals’ experiences with organizations using 

theories of impression management (e.g., Carter, 2006), defined by Bolino, Kacmar, Turnley, and 

Gilstrap (2008) as “efforts by an actor to create, maintain, protect, or otherwise alter an image held 

by a target audience” (p. 1080).  The origins of impression management lie in Goffman’s (1959) 

writings on self-presentation, and his dramaturgic model of social life.  Goffman conceptualized 
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social life as a theatrical production, in which persons engaged in social interactions are “actors” 

attempting to control the images that they project to their audience, in order to achieve certain 

ends.  In other words, social actors have desired images of themselves that they would like to 

project to other people. 

The relative merits (or otherwise) of signaling theory and impression management as 

foundations for reputational image projection have not been discussed within the literature.  As 

such, a comprehensive discussion of each is provided in the review of literature in the following 

chapter.  Although the theoretical basis for image projection ought not to be ignored, the nuances 

of the two theories will not affect the measurement of the resulting attitudes toward a sports team. 

 

Team Reputation 

 
Reputations themselves are conceptualized as a combination of the beliefs and attitudes 

about the organization.  Eiser (1997) noted that attitudes and beliefs are different—beliefs are 

things that we believe to be true, or that are based in fact (e.g., smoking is bad for your health); 

whereas attitudes are value judgements that go beyond the facts, but are likely intertwined (e.g., I 

do not like smoking because I believe it is bad for your health).  Per the conceptual model, an 

individual’s beliefs are a direct outcome of his/her experiences with a team.  As Fishbein and Ajzen 

(1975) noted, 

On the basis of [the antecedents of reputation], a person learns or forms a number of beliefs 

about an object.  That is he/she associates the object with various attributes.  In this manner 

he/she forms beliefs about him/herself, about other people, about institutions, behaviors, 

events, etc. (p. 14). 

This approach views humans as essentially rational actors, who use the information 

available to them to make judgments and evaluations that inform their ultimate decision-making.  
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Therefore, by way of this information-processing approach, beliefs form the basis for attitudinal 

formation.  For example, an individual’s attitude toward a sports team is a function of his/her 

beliefs about the team.  If those beliefs are favorable (e.g., “I believe Team X to be good”), the 

resulting attitude will presumably also be favorable (e.g., “I like Team X).  Alternatively, negative 

beliefs about a team will presumably result in a negative attitude toward the team. 

Money and Hillenbrand (2006) proposed that reputations incorporate beliefs and attitudes, 

as illustrated in Figure 1.  Support for this assertion can be found within the literature, and is 

equally reflective of the way in which we intuitively discuss reputations.  Social actors are “known 

for something” (Lange et al., 2011) (e.g., “Team X has a reputation for high performance”), but 

are also evaluated in terms of favorability (Rindova et al., 2007) (e.g., “Team X has a good 

reputation”).  Attitudes toward an object are presented as “general” predispositions, and thus they 

do not mandate an individual to perform a particular behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  Rather, 

they result in a set of intentions that are indicative of affective responses to the sports team, each 

of which articulates to a behavior (e.g., intention to purchase tickets � making a ticket purchase).  

In the conceptual model, these intentions are represented as the consequences of team reputation. 

 
Consequences of Team Reputation 

 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) suggested that the performance (or non-performance) of 

specific behaviors cannot typically be predicted by an individual’s attitude toward an object.  This 

assertion has been challenged within the literature, and researchers have found that, although 

intentions can mediate the relationship between attitudes and behaviors, direct relationships are 

equally possible (see Bagozzi, Baumgartner, & Yi, 1989).  In the present context, I suggest that 

measuring behavioral intentions toward a team are worthwhile for two reasons: (a) designing and 

executing studies that capture actual behavior is extremely challenging for social scientists; and 
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(b) measurement of behavioral intentions has provided valuable information in previous sport 

marketing literature (e.g., Irwin, Lachowetz, Cornwell, & Clark, 2003). 

In Money and Hillenbrand’s (2006) model, the consequences of reputation are limited to 

intentions and behaviors.  Obviously, these outcomes are extremely important for sports teams, 

and selling tickets, merchandise, media, etc., can be seen as important goals of the organization.  

However, other outcomes have been identified as being important within the sport management 

literature.  Sales implicitly refers to short-term financial objectives (Mullin, Hardy, & Sutton, 

2014), yet it is important for teams to consider the long-term relationships they cultivate with 

consumers—i.e., the development of team fans.  Scholars have indicated that the primary objective 

of sports teams should be to develop a loyal fan base that will consume the product in the long-

term (Yoshida, Heere, & Gordon, 2015). 

As such, attitudinal outcomes such as psychological connection, team identification, and 

consumer loyalty should also be considered within the “consequences” of sports team reputation.  

Although not listed as “consequences of team reputation” in the conceptual model, an individual’s 

attitudes will be used as feedback that informs his/her beliefs about a team, or create new beliefs.  

These, in turn, influence subsequent attitudinal formation.  This is represented in Figure 1 by the 

dotted arrow between “Attitude toward team,” and “Beliefs about team.” 

 
Purpose Statement 

 

The purpose of the present research was to develop a measure of reputation at the 

organizational level of analysis that has suitable application to sports teams.  The measure was 

based on the dimensional structure proposed by Ferris et al. (2014), and the conceptual model 

presented in the previous section.  As such, measurement was intended to capture individuals’ 

reputational beliefs and attitudes toward sports teams.  Based on the aforementioned research, this 
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measure enables empirical investigation of the relationships between a sports team’s reputation 

and consequences/outcomes that are relevant to the practice of sport marketers.  Although it was 

beyond the scope of the research to utilize this measure in an empirical investigation of sport 

consumer outcomes, development of the instrument has made such investigation possible in the 

future. 

  



14 
 

CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 

Introduction 

 

In the following section, I review literature related to the current research.  Specifically, I 

address the nature of reputation, the process by which reputations are formed, the theoretical basis 

for team-related images that are projected to external audiences, and the dimensionality of the 

reputation construct.  In these sections, I provide the necessary foundation for discussion of how 

scholars have previously approached the measurement of reputation, which informs the choice of 

methods for the scale development project.  

 
Nature of Reputation 

 

 

 The study of reputation has typically been separated along levels of analysis—i.e., either 

at the individual level (see Ferris et al., 2003) or the organizational level (see Lange et al., 2011).  

Although this implies that the phenomena differ between levels of analysis, Ferris et al. (2014) 

proposed that this is not the case.  The authors conducted a multi-level review of the definition, 

operation, antecedents, and consequences of reputation, concluding that “reputation phenomena 

are essentially the same at all levels of analysis” (p. 267).  As such, although the focus in the 

current project was on sport team (i.e., organizational) reputation, contributions to the 

individual/personal reputation literature can be equally helpful toward outlining the construct. 

In the following section, I provide a comprehensive introduction to the nature of reputation 

by discussing its definition and characteristics, and differentiating it from five similar constructs 

that have caused confusion within the literature: identity, image, brand, status, and celebrity.  
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Definition and Characteristics 

 

 

Scholars have been unable to agree on a precise academic definition of reputation, but it 

can be defined at its most basic level as “the estimation in which a person or thing is generally 

held” (Collins English Dictionary, 2003).  However, by reviewing the various components of 

definitions suggested within the literature, a number of salient characteristics can be identified, 

upon which we can base our understanding of the construct. 

At the organizational level of analysis, Walker (2010) conducted perhaps the most 

comprehensive examination of definitions proposed by scholars, reviewing 55 prominent works 

on the topic (54 articles and one book).  Of the 19 works in which the author(s) provided definitions 

of reputation, five referenced that of Fombrun (1996): “A perceptual representation of a company’s 

past actions and future prospects that describes the firm’s overall appeal to all of its constituents 

when compared with other leading rivals” (p. 72).  No other definition received multiple citations 

in Walker’s (2010) sample. 

Five key attributes can be derived from Fombrun’s (1996) definition, three of which were 

identified by Brown and Longsdon (1997): (a) reputations are formed through individual 

perceptions; (b) reputations are an aggregate of those individual perceptions; and (c) reputations 

are comparative to those of rival companies.  Wartick (2002) noted that these components are 

common across most—if not all—popular definitions found in the literature.  In addition, Walker 

(2010) added that Fombrun (1996) also inferred that (d) reputations can be positive or negative; 

and (e) reputations are stable and enduring.  Each of these five elements are now discussed. 

 
Reputations are perceptual.  Within the literature, reputations are almost universally 

considered to be perceptual—at least, in the way that they are defined.  This is referred to by 
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Rindova and Martins (2012) as a “social constructionist view of reputation” (p. 20).  According to 

this perspective, reputations emanate from people’s perceptions of a focal unit, such as an 

individual, organization, or sports team. 

In the context of reputation, the general term “perceptions” has incorporated a range of 

cognitions including general awareness of organizations, overall impressions, and attribute-

specific knowledge.  More precisely, scholars have referred to impressions and dispositions (Clark 

& Montgomery, 1998), salient attributes of organizations (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990), esteem 

(Fombrun, 1996), and evaluative judgements (Rindova et al., 2005).  This amalgamation of 

different cognitions has been criticized for being too broad (Rindova & Martins, 2012); yet, the 

nature of reputation is implicitly general, in that it is the total outcome of individuals’ beliefs and 

attitudes regarding a focal unit (Money & Hillenbrand, 2006). 

An important aspect of the perceptual nature of reputation is that the aforementioned 

cognitions are based upon information provided by a range of sources, as opposed to just one (e.g., 

the team).  This is represented in the antecedents of reputation illustrated in Figure 1.  In this 

respect, the informational basis for reputation need not be grounded in reality (Berger & 

Luckmann, 1966), or be entirely accurate (Fombrun, 1996): “Neither what is said nor what is 

believed need correspond with the truth about a person or thing” (Bromley, 1993, p. 1).  For 

example, if a sports journalist consistently credits Team X with aesthetically pleasing 

performances, the team will develop a reputation among his/her readership for doing so (for the 

purposes of illustration, it is assumed that the articles/reports are the audience’s only source of 

information).  This reputation will develop regardless of whether or not Team X’s performances 

are actually aesthetically pleasing.  This illustrates how the impression management actions that 
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are team controlled (e.g., marketing and public relations) and non-team controlled (e.g., biased 

reporting and rumor spreading) can inform its reputation. 

 
Reputations are aggregated.  The second common attribute of almost all reputation 

definitions is that they are aggregated in some way.  This acknowledges that reputation is a 

collective construct.  In other words, reputation as an aggregate of multiple actors’ perceptions is 

conceptually and functionally different from the perceptions held by any single actor.  A sports 

team cannot have a reputation among one consumer; rather, its reputation will be contingent upon 

a common perception held by multiple consumers. 

There is less clarity in the reputation literature about how perceptions should be aggregated.  

Fombrun (1996) proposed that reputations are based on the collective perceptions of all 

stakeholders; however, this conceptualization is problematic.  Organizations have number of 

different stakeholder groups, each of which might have differing—or even conflicting—

needs/wants, expectations, value systems, and so forth (Deephouse & Carter, 1999; Freeman, 

1984).  In an empirical study of consumers, Helm (2007) found that the evaluative criteria used by 

stakeholder groups were not markedly different, but the relevance of each criterion to reputation 

did vary.  On this basis, “what is generally said or believed about a person [or organization] in one 

group may not coincide with what is said or believed in another” (Bromley, 1993, p. 1).  In the 

context of sports teams, it is evident that Team X will have a different reputation among its own 

fans than it will among fans of a rival team, or the general public. 

While Fombrun’s (1996) definition was identified as the most frequently cited by 

reputation scholars (Walker, 2010), his treatment of perception as a single aggregation across all 

stakeholder groups is a critical flaw for a number of reasons.  First, if differing collective 

perceptions about an organization exist, it is conceptually inaccurate to suggest that only a single 



18 
 

reputation exists.  Second, ascribing an overarching collective perception to a group that does not 

hold those attitudes/beliefs has little functionality.  This also runs counter to the basic principles 

of psychographic market segmentation, and could alienate existing and/or potential consumers.  

Third, the way in which individual perceptions are aggregated will obviously have implications 

for the measurement of reputation.  This is addressed along with other measurement issues in a 

subsequent section.  For these reasons, the present research was premised upon Wartick’s (2002) 

conclusion that a single organization can simultaneously hold multiple reputations across different 

groups. 

 

Reputations are comparative.  The third component of Fombrun’s (1996) definition is 

that reputations are comparable with an organization’s leading rivals.  Several scholars have noted 

that, while reputations are comparable to “some standard” (Walker, 2010), this does not 

necessarily refer to comparisons to competitors.  As Wartick (2002) suggested, a comparison could 

equally be made between an organization’s past and present reputation, as well as comparisons to 

industry standards. 

Furthermore, attitudes and beliefs about a sports team can also be informed through 

comparisons to other intangible standards, such as moral or ethical standards.  Emler (1990) and 

Hollander (1958) noted that our behaviors are constrained by social norms, in that we have some 

realization of how we ought to behave within social groups and/or society more generally.  

Similarly, social norms create expectations about how sports teams and other organizations should 

conduct themselves, independent of competitor or industry standards.  For example, acts of 

domestic violence committed by professional athletes spark public outrage due to an understanding 

that this conduct is normatively unacceptable, rather than unacceptable specifically for 

professional athletes. 



19 
 

 

Reputations are positive or negative.  Next is Walker’s (2010) assertion that reputations 

are either positive or negative, which stemmed from Fombrun’s (1996) reference to an 

organization’s “overall appeal.”  This attribute has been discussed more directly in terms of 

favorability (Deephouse, 2000; Greenwood, Li, Prakash, & Deephouse, 2007; Fombrun & 

Shanley, 1990), which Rindova et al. (2007) describe as referring to as “perceptions or judgments 

of the overall organization as good, attractive, and appropriate” (p. 155).  Lange et al. (2011) 

proposed that an organization accumulates favorability by creating expectations among 

stakeholders about its capacity to create value, based on its past actions. 

Extending this to the present context, consumers evaluate the actions and/or projected 

images of sports teams against “some standard” (Walker, 2010), and subsequently make positive 

or negative attributions.  Attributions of favorability are reflected in general assessments of 

organizational reputation as good or bad—e.g., “Team X has a good reputation.”  Although these 

assessments do not contain attribute-specific information about an organization’s reputation, the 

valence of consumer responses has often been viewed as the most important antecedent of 

economic exchange (Rindova & Martins, 2012). 

 

Reputations are stable and enduring.  The fifth attribute of reputation definitions 

proposed by Walker (2010) was that they are stable and enduring.  Although this was not included 

in several of the reviewed definitions, the author noted that it was often described as being 

characteristic of reputation (Gray & Balmer, 1998; Mahon, 2002; Rhee & Haunschild, 2006; 

Rindova, 1997; Roberts & Dowling, 2002).  Although similar, the terms stable and enduring have 

different meanings; thus, they are best discussed individually. 
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The stability of a reputation must be reliant on two factors: (a) that individuals exhibit 

consistent behavior in the presence of others; and (b) that people are consistent in their criteria by 

which they evaluate the behavior of others.  First, although human behavior varies to some extent 

over time (Eiser & Mower White, 1974), or between situations (Mischel & Peake, 1982), a degree 

of consistency must be accepted in order to facilitate attributions of personality, disposition, and 

so forth (Kelley & Michela, 1980; Kenrick & Funder, 1988).  Second, in the organizational culture 

literature, group norms are thought to be relatively stable (Cooke & Szumal, 1993).  Without the 

stability of group norms, evaluations would have no consistent basis, and a collective perception 

of a focal unit could not be attained—in essence, a reputation could not be assigned. 

Based on these points, Walker’s (2010) claim about the stability of reputations appears to 

be largely supported; however, the enduring nature of reputations is less clear.  It is evident that 

the esteem in which a sports team is held can change for a variety of reasons, such as noticeable 

improvement/decline in performance, scandal, treatment of personnel, etc.2  Although Fombrun’s 

(1996) reference to “past action and future prospects” infers a temporal component to reputation, 

this pertains to two discrete points in time—i.e., one in the past and one in the future.  This is not 

the same as an enduring reputation that is maintained between the two time points.  In this case, 

one might conclude that reputations are only enduring to the extent that they remain stable; thus, 

stability alone may provide a more accurate characterization of the construct. 

  

Characteristics of reputation.  In addition to those elements of reputation identified by 

Brown and Longsdon (1997), and Walker (2010), scholars have highlighted a number of other 

characteristics.  For example, from an organizational perspective, reputation has been viewed as 

                                                 
2 A greater discussion of the conditions under which reputations form and/or change is provided in a later section of 
the dissertation entitled, The Formation of Reputation. 
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an intangible resource that possesses strategic value (Rindova, Williamson, & Petkova, 2010).  

Furthermore, across individual and organizational levels of analysis, reputation is based on a focal 

unit’s past actions (Jensen & Roy, 2008; Weigelt & Camerer, 1988) and images projected by third 

parties (Anderson & Shirako, 2008), which helps the audience create expectations about future 

behavior (Baumeister, 1982; Tsui, 1984). 

Based on these contributions, the following list of reputation characteristics is offered, 

which is based on the one proposed by Ferris et al. (2014) in their review: 

(1) Reputations are collective perceptions about a focal unit held by members in a 

social group, informed by direct and/or reported experiences with a focal unit 

(2) Reputations are cognitions that are the result of comparisons made between a focal 

unit and some standard—e.g., behavior of another entity, social group norms, moral 

or cultural standards, etc. 

(3) Reputations comprise attitudes and beliefs about a focal unit, which may or may 

not contain attribute-specific information 

(4) Reputations are relatively stable, but always subject to change over short or long 

periods of time, based on subsequent behavior/projected images 

(5) Reputations create expectations among audience members, and help to reduce 

uncertainty about the future behavior of a focal unit 

(6) Reputations are valuable strategic resources 

Ferris et al. (2014) suggested that not all of these characteristics can be incorporated into a 

concise definition of reputation.  Indeed, some of the characteristics proposed above are not 

definitional per se.  Rather, they are indicative of the functionality of reputation (e.g., using 

reputations to reduce uncertainty about future behavior).  Additionally, the strategic value of 
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reputations relates only to the perspectives of organizations, as opposed to those of consumers; 

thus, including it in an overall definition reduces its applicability across research contexts.  As 

such, the following definition of sports team reputation was used as the basis for the present 

research: Sport team reputation is a collective perception comprising the attitudes and beliefs of 

individuals in a social group, which are based upon related images that have been projected either 

by the team itself or by an external source. 

 
Differentiation from Similar Constructs 

 
The intuitive accessibility of the reputation construct belies its complexity, as indicated by 

the various characteristics discussed above.  However, scholars’ difficulty in defining reputation 

also stems from its confusion and/or conflation with seemingly similar constructs, such as identity, 

image, brand, status, and celebrity (Wartick, 2002).  This issue has been particularly problematic 

as these terms have often been used as synonyms within published articles (e.g., Williams & 

Bartlett, 2000), giving readers the impression that they refer to the same construct.  In order to 

circumvent confusion within the present research, the aforementioned constructs are discussed in 

order to distinguish them from reputation. 

 
Identity.  In the interests of clarity, differentiating reputation and identity requires prior 

distinctions to be made between what is meant by the identities held by different focal units.  We 

often think of identity as it pertains to an individual’s self-concept; however, Scott (2003) noted, 

“Organizations also must be viewed as actors in their own right, as ‘collective social actors.’  They 

can take actions, utilize resources, enter into contracts, and own property” (p. 7).  In this regard, 

scholars have also proposed definitions of organizational identity—“that which is most central, 

enduring, and distinctive about an organization” (Whetten & Mackey, 2002, p. 394)—and 
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corporate identity, which refers to “the way key members conceptualize their organization” 

(Bromley, 2000, p. 241). 

The commonality among these definitions is that different types of identity refer to the 

intrinsic properties of a social actor, as determined by the individual him/herself (in the case of 

personal identity), or by those individuals who comprise an organization (in the case of 

organizational/corporate identity).  This differs from reputation, which is based upon the collective 

perceptions of individuals who are external to the organization (e.g., employees, top management 

team: Bromley, 2000).  Although an organization may think of itself in one way, its customers 

may have an entirely different perspective, and for this reason, it has been proposed that an 

organization’s reputation is considerably more important than its identity (Caudron, 1997).   

Organizational identity has received considerable attention from sport management 

scholars (e.g., Parent & Foreman, 2007; Sartore-Baldwin & Walker, 2011; Stenling, 2013).  The 

authors of these works have typically relied on definitions of organizational identity provided in 

the broader management literature (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Hatch & Schultz, 2002; Navis & 

Glynn, 2011; Whetten & Mackey, 2002); thus, the construct can be seen as distinct from 

reputation, as defined herein.  Even in instances where identity and reputation are identical, they 

must still be treated as separate cognitions generated by internal and external stakeholders 

respectively. 

 
Image.  Bromley (2000) also proposed a distinction between reputation and image, which 

he defined as “the way an organization presents itself to publics” (p. 241).  This public presentation 

is akin to the image projection described earlier, in that it forms the basis of the beliefs and attitudes 

that external audiences form about the organization.  In this sense, organizational image is 

antecedent to reputation, as alluded to in Figure 1.  Scholars have tended to refer to organizational 
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images as those projected by organizations themselves, as opposed to those projected by third 

parties.  For example, Balmer and Greyser (2006) describe them as “the various outbound 

communications channels deployed by organizations to communicate with customers and other 

constituencies” (p. 735). 

The nature of images projected by the organization is perhaps best explained in relation to 

organizational self-concept, in that the former does not necessarily match the latter.  A number of 

scholars (e.g., Belch, 1978; Delozier, 1971; Dolich, 1969) proposed that self-concepts comprise 

multiple components, namely the actual self-concept (i.e., how one perceives his/her present state) 

and the ideal self-concept (i.e., what he/she would like to be).  In this case, projected images may 

not be reflective of the organization’s view of itself, but rather the way it would like to be seen.  

Again, it must be stressed that while congruence between an organization’s ideal self-concept and 

its reputation would be ideal, projecting desired images does not guarantee that this will be 

achieved (Brunk, 2010). 

Within the sport management literature, image has been used to describe images that are 

projected by an organization to external stakeholders (e.g., Parent & Foreman, 2007; Walker & 

Kent, 2009), and to describe perceptions held by external stakeholders (e.g., Sartore-Baldwin & 

Walker, 2011).  This can largely be attributed to the lack of consistency in the use of the term 

“image” between parent disciplines (e.g., organizational behavior, marketing, etc.) (Ferris et al., 

2014), as this is typically where sport management scholars seek construct definitions.  

Nonetheless, the lack of parsimony in its use is problematic for developing a coherent and 

consistent line of inquiry. 

 
Brand.  According to the American Marketing Association, a brand refers to a “name, 

term, design, symbol, or any other feature that identifies one seller's good or service as distinct 
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from those of other sellers” (AMA, 2015).  On this basis, brands can be seen as a particular type 

of image that is deliberately crafted within an organization for strategic purposes.  As Keller (2003) 

suggested, “A positive brand image is created by marketing programs that link strong, favorable, 

and unique associations to the brand memory” (p. 70).  In this case, brands differ from reputations 

in the same way as do images, but are more limited than general images, as they pertain to a 

specific subset of logos, slogans, etc.  Sport management scholars—such as Ross, Russell, and 

Bang (2008), Boyle and Magnusson (2007), and Gladden and Funk (2002)—have typically 

deferred to characterizations of “brand” provided in the broader marketing literature (e.g., Aaker, 

1991; Keller, 1993); thus, the use of the term was not conflated with reputation in any of the sport 

management studies located. 

 
Status.  Reputation and status have often been studied together (e.g., Bitektine, 2011; 

Stern, Dukerich, & Zajac, 2014; Mason et al., 2015), yet Washington and Zajac (2005) noted that 

scholars have shown little interest in clearly distinguishing between the two constructs.  In order 

to clarify this point, the authors proposed that status is not necessarily performance-based, a notion 

echoed by Rindova and Martins (2012), who stated that reputations arise from behavior, whereas 

status arises from affiliations; thus, “status can be untethered from behavior, and may be deemed 

an unearned privilege based on the company one keeps” (p. 6). 

Washington and Zajac (2005) noted that, while differences in reputation between 

stakeholder groups (e.g., team fans and rival team fans) can be attributed to differences in the 

organizational images received, status differences “reflect fundamental, social characteristics that 

can be unrelated to—and exist independently of—the product/service quality differences (real or 

perceived) of primary interest to economists interested in competition” (p. 284).  This can be seen 

in the status differences between sports teams with comparable recent records (i.e., reputation for 
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performance), but different levels of historical success.  For example, the Chicago Cubs have a 

considerably inferior reputation for performance (.427 record from 2010-2014) as compared to the 

Texas Rangers (.538) (Major League Baseball, 2015), yet are afforded higher status due to their 

cultural significance as the oldest professional sports team in the United States. 

 

Celebrity.  The final construct that is often confused with reputation is that of celebrity, 

defined as being well-known, powerful, prestigious, and/or admired by audiences through media 

coverage (Gamson, 1994; Hayward, Rindova, & Pollock, 2004; Rindova, Pollock, & Hayward, 

2006).  Although the majority of management research related to celebrity has focused on 

individuals (e.g., CEOs: Hayward et al., 2004; Khurana, 2002; Wade, Porac, Pollock, & Graffin, 

2006), Rinodva et al. (2006) proposed that certain organizations operate as celebrity firms—those 

that “attract a high level of public attention and generate positive emotional responses from 

stakeholder audiences” (p. 51).  In sports, it is unlikely that a team will draw universally popular 

emotional responses from consumers; however, the New York Yankees provide an example of an 

extremely well-known organization, whose brand popularity is evidenced by the extent to which 

it has been embraced by sport and non-sport consumers (Forbes, 2014). 

The concept of celebrity is similar to that of prominence, which is also often discussed in 

relation to reputation (Lange et al., 2011; Rindova et al., 2005).  While some scholars have 

proposed that prominence should be considered part of reputation, others have conceptualized it 

as an outcome of organizational actions; as Ferris et al. (2014) suggested, “It might be the case 

that through demonstrating reputation… individuals [or organizations] become better known” 

(p. 271).  On this basis, celebrity should be considered as being distinct from reputation.  Further 

discussion on the relationship between organizational prominence and reputation is provided in a 

later discussion of the dimensionality of the reputation construct. 
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Defining reputation, and emphasizing the ways in which it is different to often-confused 

terms is an essential step in developing a measure of sports team reputation.  As Trochim and 

Donnelly (2008) suggested, it is likely that the definitions of similar constructs will overlap in 

some respects, but providing an operational definition that adequately captures the phenomena is 

necessary nonetheless. 

 

Formation of Reputation 

  

In the following section, I describe a process by which sports team reputations are formed.  

This description is organized according to the model in Figure 2 (below), which illustrates the 

stages of the reputation formation process.  This is based on the model of corporate reputation 

formation proposed by Rindova (1997). 

 

 
 

Figure 2: A process model of sports team reputation formation, adapted from Rindova (1997) 
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Sources of Projected Images 

 

 In Figure 2, sources of images related to a sports team are represented by the team itself 

(the focal unit), and a catch-all category for all other sources.  The reason for this distinction is to 

separate the projections that are initiated by the team, and those that are not.  Team-initiated image 

projections include actions or activities (e.g., on-field performance, promotions, and public 

relations), while “others” include interpersonal sources (e.g., friends, family, and coworkers), and 

public sources (e.g., news, entertainment, and other media) (Lamb, Hair, & McDaniel, 2011).   

Consumers’ “direct experiences,” as referred to by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and Money and 

Hillenbrand (2006), will result from their first hand experiences of team-initiated images. 

 

Image Projection 

 
Before discussing the differences and relationship between team-initiated images and those 

projected by other sources, it is important to conceptualize exactly what is meant by these images.  

Within the management literature, images have most often been conceptualized as either signals, 

underpinned by Spence’s (1973, 1974) signaling theory; or as impressions, grounded in theories 

of impression management (Goffman, 1959; Tedeschi, 1982).  There is little discussion within the 

literature as to the relative merits of the two approaches as a conceptual basis for reputation 

formation; thus, a discussion of each is provided below. 

 
Images via signaling.  People assign reputations to focal units based on the information 

that is available to them, which is then subject to their evaluative processing.  Some of this 

information is publically available, while other information is private, or available to only to 

certain individuals and/or groups.  This is referred to as information asymmetry (Stiglitz, 2002).  

On the basis that different people are privy to different information, the social world can be 
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conceptualized as an imperfect information market (see Kreps & Wilson, 1982), and this is the 

basis for Spence’s (1973, 1974) signaling theory. 

According to Spence, information is transmitted by a focal unit, or “insider,” to an 

audience, or “outsiders,” in order to convey some form of quality.3  To illustrate this, he provided 

the example of a company making a decision about which candidates to hire for a job opening.  In 

order to indicate their suitability for the position, each candidate will transmit information to the 

company in the form of indices (unalterable attributes, such as race/ethnicity, age, etc.), and signals 

(alterable attributes, such as level of education).  Signaling theory is concerned with the latter; that 

is, the transmission of attributes over which the focal unit has some degree of control.  In Spence’s 

example, the employer tries to predict each candidate’s ability to do the job advertised based on 

the signals that they send.  The employer cannot be sure as to the actual ability of each candidate, 

so a decision must be made based on the information available—that which is publically available, 

and that which is revealed by each candidate in their applications. 

In the present context, consumers will form beliefs and attitudes about a sports team based 

on the information available to them via signaling, as they do in relation to other types of 

organizations.  Fombrun and Shanley (1990) proposed that organizations transmit four different 

types of reputational signals to external stakeholders: market signals (information about the market 

performance of the organization); economic signals (information about the profitability of the 

organization); institutional signals (information about the management and philosophy of the 

organization—e.g., social responsibility); and strategic signals (information about strategic 

differentiation from other organizations).  The extent to which each type of signal will be relevant 

                                                 
3 The meaning of “quality” is defined is based on the needs and wants of the audience, as well as their norms, values, 
etc. Connelly, Certo, Ireland, and Reutzel (2011) noted that most economic signaling models use quality as a general 
term for the distinguishing characteristics between focal units; however, other scholars have proposed alternatives, 
such as firm debt (Ross, 1973), and dividends (Bhattacharya, 1979). 
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to audience members will vary.  For example, fans of a team might be more concerned about its 

performance than about its profitability, and so signals emanating from on-field play will weigh 

more heavily in the assignment of reputation by this group. 

It is evident, however, that all teams would like to transmit signals that indicate high 

quality.  Organizations’ ability to do so—or lack thereof—is accounted for by signaling cost 

(Spence, 1973), whereby there is a greater cost for a lower quality focal unit to transmit the same 

signals as a higher quality competitor.  Accordingly, if Team X has very good players, its cost for 

signaling high on-field performances is low; however, if Team Y possesses poor players and 

wishes to signal the same level of on-field performance, the cost will be high(er).  This relative 

cost results in a separating equilibrium, which disincentivizes focal units from signaling attributes 

upon which they are inferior to their rivals (Kirmani & Rao, 2000).  Connelly et al. (2011) noted 

that signaling cost ought to be considered a central tenet of signaling theory, yet has been 

misapplied or ignored in applications to organizational contexts.  Figure 3 (below) illustrates how 

signaling cost impacts the signals that focal units choose to, or are able to send to audiences. 

The relevance of specific signals to an audience will also change over time, in that 

experience will mediate and/or moderate their perceived relationship with quality.  For example, 

if Team X possessed high quality players, but this did not translate to good on-field performance, 

consumers may place more importance on signals pertaining to the quality of the coach/manager.  

As Spence (1973) noted, “signals and indices are to be regarded as parameters in shifting 

conditional probability distributions that define an [audience’s] beliefs” (pp. 357-358).  This 

provides a basis upon which a team’s reputation can change, even if it continues to transmit the 

same signals to audiences. 
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Figure 3: Informational feedback as reputation for sports (team) consumers, adapted 
from Spence (1973) 

 
Although it appears that signaling theory provides an adequate basis for conceptualizing 

image projection in the reputation formation process, it is somewhat limited in its treatment of 

images projected by third parties.  Rynes, Bretz, and Gerhart (1991) suggested that the effect of 

signaling on information asymmetry between a focal unit and an audience can be affected by the 

signaling environment, which pertains to distortion created by the signaling medium.  For example, 

if a team sends out a signal in the form of a press release, its content might be altered by the media 

outlet that ultimately delivers it to the audience.  This is represented in Figure 2 by the horizontal 

arrow connecting “Team Images” to “Refracted Images.”  However, team-initiated signals that are 

distorted by third parties are clearly distinct from those initiated by other sources. 

Along similar lines, Spence (1973) stipulated that signals must be intentional; yet, it is clear 

that many of the images projected by focal units are unintended despite concerning attributes that 
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are controllable to some degree.  Three possibilities exist: (a) the perceived credibility of the focal 

unit affects the audience’s perception of the signal, per Figure 3; (b) the focal unit sends intended 

and unintended signals that potentially conflict with one another; (c) the focal unit is unaware that 

it is signaling to the audience.  The latter two points were later acknowledged by Spence (2002), 

but substantive empirical research on the potential (negative) effects of unintentional signaling has 

not been forthcoming (Connelly et al., 2011; Fischer & Reuber, 2007). 

Despite these limitations, research in which scholars have used signaling theory to 

conceptualize image projection has contributed a great deal to our understanding of reputation.  

Given the unfeasibility of a grand theory of reputation, it is likely that a number of middle-range 

theories, such as signaling theory, will have to be employed in order to capture the phenomena 

(Ferris et al., 2014).  As such, it is important to discuss theories of impression management, which 

have also been referred to in the literature. 

 
Images via impression management.  The prevalence of signaling theory as the 

theoretical basis for image projection likely emanates from the early attention paid to reputation 

by scholars of economics.  On the other hand, impression management—defined as an attempt by 

a focal unit to affect the perception of him/her/it by an audience (Elsbach, 2003; Tedeschi & Reiss, 

1981)—has its roots in the sociology and management literature.  Similar to reputation, impression 

management is intuitively part of our everyday interactions, as Schneider (1981) noted, 

Impression management is a universal and ubiquitous feature of social life.  People do form 

impressions of others, and we do not need social psychologists to tell us that some people 

will be trying to affect the impressions that some others have of them, at least some of the 

time… Impression formation ranks right up with conformity, interpersonal attraction, 
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aggression, and person perception in being common and commonly discussed in everyday 

life (p. 23). 

Impression management was born of Goffman’s (1959) dramaturgical model of the social 

world, which was itself derived from symbolic interactionism (see Schlenker, 1980).  According 

to this model, people go about their everyday lives as actors performing to an audience in order to 

project self-images in order to gain control of social situations; however, it has since been 

suggested that actors often try to directly influence the behavior of those with whom they interact 

(Jones, 1964; Jones & Wortman, 1973).  Self-presentation actions encompass a number of non-

mutually exclusive performative elements that can be classified, albeit crudely, as verbal self-

presentations, non-verbal self-presentations and expressive behaviors, and artifactual displays 

(appearance cues, such as clothing, possessions, etc.) (Tedeschi & Reiss, 1981). 

In his original model, Goffman (1959) provided an overview of the structural and strategic 

aspects of self-presentation, but he did not attempt to tie them to any specific motive(s).  People’s 

motivation for strategic self-presentation is obviously of great importance if we are to understand 

the nature of social interactions; thus, a number scholars have investigated the use of self-

presentation tactics4 in relation to a number of outcomes.  Initially, these concerned personal 

outcomes, such as self-enhancement, approval, and self-esteem (see Jones & Pittman, 1982); but 

more recently, scholars have attended to external intra-organizational outcomes, such as supervisor 

ratings of job performance (Bolino & Turnley, 2003; Zivnuska, Kacmar, Witt, Carlson, & Bratton, 

                                                 
4 A number of different taxonomies of impression management tactics have been proposed in the literature (e.g., 
Bozeman & Kacmar, 1997; Tedeschi & Melburg, 1984; Wayne & Ferris, 1990), but perhaps the most commonly cited 
is that of Jones and Pittman (1982). The authors proposed five strategies that are often used: ingratiation, self-
promotion, exemplification (going above and beyond the call of duty), supplication (advertising one’s shortcomings 
to be seen as being needy), and intimidation. 
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2004), organizational citizenship behaviors (Bolino, Varela, Bande, & Turnley, 2006), and 

employment interview decisions (Kacmar, Delery, & Ferris, 1992). 

Leary and Kowalski (1990) addressed the motivation behind strategic self-presentation in 

a two-component model of impression motivation and impression construction.  Rather than 

specifying motives for impression management, the authors worked on the basic premise that such 

actions are underpinned by the same motivations as all behavior—to maximize expected rewards, 

and minimize expected punishments (Schlenker, 1980).  In this regard, the two-component model 

serves as a framework for understanding self-presentation, rather than unearthing intentions.  First, 

impression motivation refers to the extent to which individuals are motivated to manage the images 

they project to an audience.  The authors defined three underpinning antecedents: the goal 

relevance of impressions (the importance of creating an impression for achieving certain desired 

ends); the value of desired goals (motivation as a function of the importance of the goal); and the 

discrepancy between one’s desired and current image. 

Second, impression construction refers to the process of deciding how to go about 

projecting images to others.  The authors stated that the content of impressions is determined by a 

number of variables in combination: self-concept (how people see themselves); self-beliefs (the 

extent to which people believe they are able to project the desired image); desired and undesired 

identity images (selecting images that are consistent with how people would like to be, or 

distancing themselves from how they would not like to be); role constraints (social limitations on 

how to behave in certain roles); target values (the values of those to who the images are being 

projected); and current or potential social image (the effect of how people think they are currently 

regarded, and how they may be regarded in the future). 
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 Although not directly specified, Leary and Kowalski’s (1990) model relates to self-

presentation, rather than impression management more broadly.  Self-presentation is an important 

facet of impression management, and the two terms are closely related, but they are not 

synonymous.  Just as team-related images can be projected by actors other than the team, 

impressions can also be managed by third parties; while self-presentations, on the other hand, must 

be generated by the focal unit (Tedeschi & Reiss, 1981).  Accepting this, the basic principles of 

impression motivation and construction can equally be applied to image projection by non-team 

sources, in that third parties are subject to the same considerations (e.g., to what extent is the third 

party motivated to project team-related images?).5  In accounting for refracted images originating 

from sources than the team (see Figure 2), impression management theory addresses reputational 

image projection more comprehensively than signaling theory. 

 Additionally, impression management scholars have paid greater attention to 

conceptualizing unintended/undesired image projection, which is integral to understanding 

reputation formation (Rindova, 1997).  In his dramaturgical model, Goffman (1959) used the 

analogy of the curtain being peeled back to reveal the “true” nature of the actor: “Even sympathetic 

audiences can be momentarily disturbed, shocked, and weakened in their faith by the discovery of 

a picayune discrepancy in the impressions presented to them… a single note off key can disrupt 

the tone of an entire presentation” (pp. 51-52).  This is also referred to by Jones and Pittman (1982), 

who cautioned that engaging in impression management inherently carries the risk of being 

perceived negatively.  For example, an individual employing a self-promoting strategy will project 

                                                 
5 The exception to this might be the consideration of self-concept as part of impression construction. Leary and 
Kowalski (1990) discuss the self-concept as being the way that a focal unit sees him/her/itself; however, some scholars 
(e.g., Buss & Briggs, 1984) have criticized this approach, given that a focal unit may wish to project images consistent 
with an ideal self, rather than an actual self. As such, it is immaterial whether or not an impression is constructed by 
a focal unit based on its “true” identity, or by a third parties based on their perceptions of the focal unit’s identity. 
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images of task-competency; however, this may be accompanied by undesired images such as 

arrogance, or conceitedness.  

 Similar to its treatment of unintended/undesired images, impression management theory 

also accounts for team-initiated images that are refracted by third parties—i.e., those referred to as 

being subject to the signaling environment by Rynes et al. (1991). Tedeschi and Reiss (1981) 

distinguish between calculated impressions—the inferences an actor would like the audience to 

derive from his/her performance—and secondary impressions—inferences that were not intended.  

Although seemingly similar to unintended/undesired images, as described in the previous 

paragraph, the authors stated, “Typically the secondary impression is less under the control of the 

actor both because it depends so heavily on unexpected inferences by the [audience] and because 

it is affected by the style and propriety of the actual self-presentation behavior” (Tedeschi & Reiss, 

1981, p. 33). 

 Based on the relative extent to which signaling theory and impression management theory 

address the process of reputation formation described by Rindova (see adaptation in Figure 2), the 

latter appears to offer a more comprehensive representation.  Reputational image projection 

involves a limitless number of inputs from numerous social actors—almost certainly too many to 

be encapsulated within a single model, or explained by a single theory.  At the very least, 

impression management theory offers a conceptualization of image projection that addresses the 

principal components of images initiated by sports teams (including refracted images), and those 

initiated by other sources. 

 
Selected Images 

 Having addressed the underlying premises of image projection, the next stage in the 

reputation formation process concerns the evaluative processing of those images by members of 
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the audience.  Rindova (1997) described this as image selection, whereby audience members filter 

out or maintain different images related to a focal unit, resulting in the assignment of a reputation.  

In the following subsection, I review Rindova’s (1997) conceptualization of image selection as the 

production of schemas, and discuss the temporal nature of reputation formation. 

  
Reputation as schemas.  General sport consumers are subject to a huge number of images 

about sports teams via different sources, and it is not possible to incorporate all of this information 

into their evaluative judgements.  In other words, people select certain images, and filter out others, 

and it is those selected images that inform the resulting reputation. 

Rindova (1997) proposed that reputation formation occurs through the production of 

schemas, which are defined as mental frameworks or bodies of knowledge that organize and 

synthesize information about something (Martin, Carlson, & Buskist, 2007).6  These schemas 

contain information about the specific attributes of a focal unit, as well as the relationship between 

attributes.  As a sport consumer continues to receive projected images over time, his/her 

knowledge related to a team will become increasingly structured, organized, and complex (Fiske 

& Dyer, 1985; Fiske & Taylor, 1991).  Schemas are related to beliefs and attitudes in that they not 

only refer to what we believe, but also how we process the information contained within projected 

images; thus, an individual’s beliefs about a sport team will be indicative of his/her schema (Beck, 

2011). 

Schemas are not only important to initial formation of team reputation, but also in sport 

consumers’ continual cognitive evaluation of teams.  Taylor and Crocker (1981) noted that 

audience members’ processing of images will be influenced by pre-existing schemas in two ways.  

                                                 
6 Martin et al. (2007) note that “schemata” is, in fact, the correct plural of “schema”; however, the latter term has been 
used more extensively than the former within the literature on social cognition. 
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First, if new information about a focal unit is inconsistent with its existing reputation (as held by 

a social group of which the individual is a part), it will be distorted in order to fit the schema.  

Second, additional information is included in cognitive evaluation that is not observed, but implied 

based on the pre-existing schema.  For example, if a team with a reputation for high performance 

(Team X) is defeated by a supposedly inferior opponent (Team Y), consumers might (a) maintain 

that Team X performed well and were unlucky to lose; or (b) indicate the existence of some 

extenuating circumstance that was not apparent to spectators. 

In this sense, pre-existing schemas create expectancies about a focal unit; thus, new 

information is either congruent or incongruent with its reputation.  Taylor and Crocker’s (1981) 

description of information distortion is akin to individual responses to cognitive dissonance, as 

described by Festinger (1957).  Cognitive dissonance refers to instances in which a person 

simultaneously holds two or more conflicting cognitions about a focal unit.  This conflict produces 

feelings of discomfort, which motivate the individual to resolve the dissonance (Bem, 1967; Elliot 

& Devine, 1994).  Festinger (1957) proposed four ways in which this can be achieved: (1) 

adaptation of the conflicting cognition; (2) justifying the conflicting cognition by changing it; (3) 

justifying the conflicting cognition by adding new cognitions; and (4) ignoring the conflicting 

cognition.  The selection of images to alter or maintain reputational schemas will be similarly 

subject to this process. 

 
Variables affecting selected images.  According to Rindova (1997), the images that are 

selected to comprise reputational schemas (and those that are omitted) are subject to three 

variables: expected consequences, perceived credibility, and interest alignment.  The effects of 

these variables on the relationships between projected/refracted images and sports team reputations 

are represented in Figure 2. 
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Expected consequences.  The images that are selected by audience members will be 

(partially) dependent upon the extent to which individuals anticipate that they will be affected by 

the projected images.  Grunig (1983) referred to those who will be affected as publics, of which 

there are three types: latent publics—those who will be affected but do not realize; aware publics—

those who realize they will be affected; and active publics—those who realize they will be affected 

and attempt to affect the situation.  For the purposes of image selection, latent and aware publics 

can be grouped under the heading passive publics, as they are passive recipients of projected 

images (by the team and/or refracted images). 

In addition to recognizing that he/she will be affected by projected images, whether or not 

an audience member becomes an active recipient will depend upon his/her level of involvement 

with the situation (situational relevance), and constraint recognition (the extent to which he/she 

believes he/she can affect the situation) (Grunig & Hunt, 1984).  As Rindova (1997) noted, 

“Constituents with higher stakes in a firm become active publics because they have greater 

incentives to gather information, monitor, and otherwise evaluate the firm’s performance.  They 

proactively seek firms’ projected images and respond in various ways” (pp. 192-193).  In the same 

way, groups to which a sports team holds high relevance (e.g., team fans) are more likely to be 

active in their selection of images; thus, the resulting reputation will be more complex (i.e., based 

on more specific information) than the one assigned by passive groups. 

 
Interest alignment.  The selection of images will also be affected by the extent to which 

the interests of the information source is/is not aligned with those of the audience.  This differs 

from the audience’s level of involvement, in that the latter refers only to perceived personal 

relevance of the situation.  For example, team fans would most likely be considered an active 

public, in that images that are projected by/about their team are personally relevant; however, it 
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cannot be assumed that (a) all images will present the team in a positive light; (b) projected images 

will be decoded by audience members as intended by the source; and (c) the team’s objectives as 

determined by ownership/management will align with those of fans.  An audience’s perceptions 

of interest alignment will affect their acceptance and/or skepticism of projected images, their 

reliance on those images when making decisions, and their propensity to seek out additional 

information to supplement decision-making (Rindova, 1997). 

 
Perceived credibility.  The final variable proposed as affecting the relationship between 

projected (team and/or refracted) images is perceived credibility.  Rindova (1997) suggested that 

this will depend upon an individual’s prior experience with the information source; however, it 

could equally be informed by the source’s own reputation—i.e., informed by both indirect 

experiences/observations of others, per Fishbein and Ajzen (1975).  These experiences with an 

information source are also stored in memory as schemas, and induce schema-consistent image 

selection.  For example, images projected by a trusted sports journalist that align with a team’s 

pre-existing reputation are likely to be selected over (a) the same images projected by an 

unfamiliar/untrusted sources; or (b) schema-inconsistent images projected by either a trusted or 

untrusted journalist. 

A well-developed literature base on source credibility exists, emanating from the early 

scholarship of Hovland and colleagues (e.g., Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953; Hovland, 

Lumsdaine, & Sheffield, 1949; Hovland & Mandell, 1952; Hovland & Weiss, 1951).  Within this 

body of work, source credibility is generally conceptualized as comprising expertise—the extent 

to which a source is deemed to be capable of making assertions on a particular subject—and 

trustworthiness—the extent to which the audience deems the information to be reflective of what 

the source considers to be true (Pornpitakpan, 2004).  Audiences are more likely to select images 
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from sources they deem to be credible; thus, those images will have more bearing on the reputation 

that forms.  Conversely, images from non-credible sources will likely be ignored, or perceived 

differently to the way in which the source intended. 

In support of the effect of source credibility on consumers’ image selection, scholars have 

previously found positive relationships between high credibility sources and attitudes toward 

products and organizations/companies (Fireworker & Friedman, 1977; Friedman & Friedman, 

1979; Kamen, Azhari, & Kraugh, 1975; Mowen & Brown, 1981).  Similarly, products 

advertisements have elicited more favorable consumer responses when endorsed by high 

credibility (Braunsberger, 1996) and celebrity sources (Nataraajan & Chawla, 1997). 

 

 Temporality of image selection.  Expected consequences, interest alignment, and 

perceived credibility affect the team-related images that consumers select and/or omit; however, 

it is also important to consider the temporal nature of reputation formation.  In other words, how 

do different images influence how reputations form over time?  A number of scholars have 

addressed this question, and a review of their works revealed three non-mutually exclusive 

proposals, which are addressed below. 

 
 Reputations formed over time.  First, several scholars have noted the role of behavioral 

consistency over time (e.g., Ferris et al., 2003; Anderson & Shirako, 2008).  People use 

reputations—in part—to make predictions about how a focal unit will behave in the future; thus, 

referring to their history of behavior makes intuitive sense.  Hollander (1958) provided a 

theoretical basis for this, through the concept of “idiosyncrasy credits.”  The author suggested that 

each social group/context has a set of cultural norms or expectations.  When an individual 

conforms to those norms through their behavior, he/she accumulates idiosyncrasy credits.  These 
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credits are spent when the individual behaves in a way that does not conform to the normative 

standard of the group/context (i.e., they are insulated from negative evaluation due to their history 

of conformity). 

 A similar explanation of reputations over time can be found in schema theory (Fiske & 

Taylor, 1991).  As an audience develops an impression of an organization, they will construct 

schemas based on the stimuli (images) with which they are presented.  As the organization projects 

schema-consistent images (e.g., through consistent behavior over time), the schema is strengthened 

(Pryor, McDaniel, & Kott-Russo, 1986).  In this case, the reputation that audience members form 

is more resistant to projected images that do not conform to the audience’s expectations, and these 

images may be dismissed or seen as aberrations (Higgins & Bargh, 1987).  Reputations formed 

over time, then, are likely to be represented by more complex schemas, and are less susceptible to 

change than those that are less developed. 

 In the present context, sports teams will accrue idiosyncrasy credits in much the same way 

as individuals.  For example, fans typically expect—or at least desire—to see the players on their 

favorite team physically exert themselves in an effort to win; thus, a team comprised of players 

who usually demonstrate effort will be excused if they occasionally fail to live up to expectations.  

On the other hand, a team comprised of players who have a history of failure to demonstrate effort 

will likely draw the ire of their fans when turning in a similar performance.  To clarify, the norms 

to which teams must conform are those established among teams, rather than individual norms 

established within teams.  This applies equally to variables other than on-field performance, such 

as raising ticket prices, engaging in community outreach and/or corporate social responsibility 

activities, etc.  In each instance, the emphasis is on the building and spending of idiosyncrasy credit 

through organizational actions over time. 
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 Reputations formed instantly.  The view of reputation as being formed over time is the 

most prevalent within the management literature, Zinko, Furner, Royle, and Hall (2010) noted that 

there may be “unusual cases” in which reputations are formed over shorter time frames.  Indeed, 

it would appear that reputations can be formed almost instantly under two conditions: first 

encounters—when an audience has no prior (direct or reported) experiences with the focal unit; 

and shock—when a focal unit behaves in a way that deviates so greatly from the normative standard 

that their past behavior is either forgotten or dismissed. 

 In the case of first encounters, it is presumed that members of the audience either does not 

possess any information about the focal unit at all, none that is commonly held by all group 

members, or none that initiates a group consensus.  In this case, the projected image(s) that the 

audience receives will be the sole basis for their collective perception.  The basis for this type of 

reputation formation lies in what Ross (1977) referred to as the fundamental attribution error, 

whereby behavior is adjudged as reflecting a social actor’s personal disposition, as opposed to a 

response to situational factors.  According to Attribution Theory (Heider, 1958), people make this 

type of attribution to reduce the complexity that situational factors add to our evaluations of 

behavior.  In other words, it is less complicated to believe that an individual did a bad thing because 

they are a bad person, than it is to believe that a good person did something bad due to other 

(possibly hidden) reasons. 7  Therefore, making attributions about an actor’s disposition will enable 

audience members to feel more confident about predicting future behavior based on the reputation 

that has been assigned. 

                                                 
7 Nisbett, Caputo, Legant, and Marecek (1973) found support for Attribution Theory, reporting that individuals in an 
experiment believed their behavior was directed by induced situational factors, while observers attributed their actions 
to their character/disposition. This also accounts for the disparity that is often found between an actor’s self-concept 
(identity), and how they are perceived by others (reputation). 
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 When considering reputations formed through shock, it is assumed that the actor in 

question must have a pre-existing reputation.  It is via the reception of a shock-inducing image that 

an audience’s prior perceptions of an actor are dismissed; thus, the image must cause a drastic shift 

in the attention and memory of audience members.  Fiske and Taylor (1991) refer to this process 

as social salience.  Citing the work of Jones and McGillis (1976), the authors noted, “People are 

also salient if they behave in ways that do not fit other people’s knowledge about them as 

individuals, as members of a particular social category, or as people in general” (Fiske & Taylor, 

1991, p. 249).  Shock-inducing images (stimuli) will be encoded in relation to pre-existing schemas 

in the same way as any other information; however, it is proposed that the content of these images 

will result in an almost entire reconfiguration of the previously held reputation. 

 It is likely that this type of reputation formation is more likely when pre-existing schemas 

are less developed and/or complex.  Although people have been found to be attentive to 

inconsistent information related to social schemas (White & Carlston, 1983), encoding of such 

information has been found to take longer (Belmore, 1987; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Fiske & 

Pavelchak, 1986), and requires greater cognitive capacity to assimilate (Bargh & Thein, 1985; 

Srull, 1981; Srull, Lichtenstein, & Rothbart, 1985).  For example, Team X has a history of pro-

environmental behavior, but is found to have irreversibly damaged the local natural environment 

during construction of its new stadium.  For local community members who have a well-developed 

schema based upon Team X’s history of behavior, this information will be harder to reconcile, 

reducing the likelihood of reputation change through shock.  However, for non-locals whose Team 

X schemas are less complex, it is more likely that their prior perceptions will be discarded when 

presented with the conflicting stimuli. 



45 
 

 Reputations formed by association.  Finally, scholars have noted that individuals can also 

gain reputations by their associations with others.  For example, a social actor’s association with 

others might function as a type of projected image, whereby he/she is judged according to the 

company they keep.  When reputations are formed in this way, audience members make inferences 

about the actor based on the known attributes of his/her associate(s).  This is closely linked to the 

literature concerning social influence, in that by associating him/herself with influential or 

powerful others, he or she will be evaluated more positively (Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994).  To 

this end, Cialdini (1989) provided the following anecdotal example of how reputations can be 

formed by association in his work on impression management: 

At the height of his wealth and success, the financier Baron de Rothschild was petitioned 

for a loan by an acquaintance.  Reputedly, the great man replied, “I won’t give you a loan 

myself; but I will walk arm-in-arm with you across the floor of the Stock Exchange, and 

you soon shall have willing lenders to spare” (p. 45). 

As is the case in Cialdini’s (1989) anecdote, the vast majority of attention paid to reputations 

formed by association has been at the individual level of analysis, although parallels can be drawn 

with principles addressed within the sponsorship literature that apply to organizations (e.g., image 

transfer: Meenaghan, 2001; exchange value: McCarville & Copeland, 1994). 

At the individual level of analysis, scholars have often examined the reputational effects of 

people’s social networks.  For example, Kilduff and Krackhardt (1994) found that individuals 

perceived as having a prominent friend within their employer organization were more likely to be 

assigned reputations as high performers.  This finding is particularly pertinent to reputation—as a 

socially constructed phenomenon—as whether or not the perceived friendship actually existed did 

not affect audience perceptions of performance.  More recently, Wong and Boh (2010) investigated 
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how the advocate networks (i.e., those who communicate positive information about an actor to 

his/her contacts) of senior managers affected their reputations for trustworthiness.  The authors 

found that a number of variables, such as network heterogeneity, non-overlapping contacts, and 

network density contributed to enhancing managerial reputations among peers. 

These studies indicate that, in the absence of information about a focal unit, audience 

members will use their knowledge of associate units to fill attribute-specific or general knowledge 

gaps.  In the context of sports teams—at least at the professional level—it is unlikely that 

information scarcity would necessitate this mode of reputation formation as the sole basis for 

collective perception.  It is more likely that associations between multiple sports teams (e.g., 

major/minor league affiliates), or between teams and corporate sponsors/partners, will function as 

images that affect reputations that have already been formed, in combination with other variables.  

As noted, this would be consistent with the sponsorship literature (e.g., consumer attitudes toward 

negative behavior by team sponsors: Parker & Fink, 2010). 

 
Reputation formation and deviation from norms.  In discussing reputation formation, it is 

important to address the nature of projected images that are attended to by observers.  Of particular 

note is the claim of Zinko, Ferris, Blass, and Laird (2007), who suggested that deviation from 

behavioral norms is a necessary requirement for a reputation to be formed.  The authors based this 

assertion on the premise that observers must find behaviors to be interesting enough to report to 

others—i.e., behaviors must be salient (Haviland, 1977; Taylor & Fiske, 1978).  The authors noted, 

“It is the salience of deviant behavior that will attract observer attention, and begin the process of 

reputation building” (p. 184).  This is problematic, as it implies that a focal unit cannot gain a 

reputation for behavior(s) that conform to normative standards.  This is problematic, as it precludes 
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attention to/memory of other “non-deviant” focal units that form the basis for comparison.  As 

Fiske and Taylor (1991) stated, 

A person can be salient relative to an immediate context, relative to the perceiver’s prior 

knowledge or expectations, or relative to other attentional tasks.  Note that the key word 

common to all these ways of creating salience is relative [emphasis in original]; stimulus 

novelty occurs relative to an immediate or broader context, a stimulus is figural relative to 

other stimuli present, and perceiver perspective is created relative to context.  The common 

element in all these forms of salience is that a stimulus is distinctive in relation to other 

factors in the perceiver’s context (p. 250). 

As such, the fact that deviant behavior is salient does not mean that normative behavior does not 

attract any attention, nor does it mean that schemas pertaining to normative focal units are not 

stored in memory. 

Further support for this can be found in Festinger’s (1954) Social Comparison Theory, 

whereby individuals make comparisons between social actors in order to understand their relative 

attributes.  In this case, to understand what it means for a team to be considered “good,” we must 

compare them to teams that are considered to be “average,” as well as those that are considered to 

be “bad.”  In order to make such comparisons, it is a necessary condition that schematic 

information about those average and/or bad teams are retained; thus, in the collective form, these 

teams also have reputations. 

 
Construed Images 

The final component of the process model of reputation formation is the transmission of 

the reputation that has formed among the external audience, referred to by Rindova (1997) as 

construed images.  These images are a representation of how members of an organization believe 
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they are perceived, or as Dutton and Dukerich (1991) suggested, “Insiders’ assessments of what 

outsiders think” (p. 547). 

It is through construed images that a sports team understand consumers’ expectations, and 

develop notions of how they are meeting (or failing to meet) them (Rindova & Fombrun, 1999).  

It is important to note that construed images—much like reputations—are not the same as 

identities.  It is often the case that social actors believe that they are incorrectly or unfairly 

evaluated by audiences.  As Baumeister (1982) noted, “People assume that there is some 

objectivity in their self-evaluations, so that they expect another to agree with their self-evaluations 

if given enough information” (p. 30).  Even if a focal unit projects images that perfectly reflect 

their self-concept, it is likely that those images will be altered during cognitive processing by the 

audience.  As such, the reputational attributions that audience members make will differ, to some 

extent, from the content of the projected images, which in turn, will affect the construed images 

that are transmitted back to the focal unit. 

Accepting the difference between construed images and identities, it should be noted that 

others’ impressions of social actors may affect the way in which those actors see themselves over 

time (Baumeister, 1982).  The model in Figure 4 (below) is based on that of Whetten and Mackey 

(2002), and illustrates how identity is constantly negotiated based on image projection and 

reputational feedback (construed images).  Referring to an analogy drawn by Czarniawska (1997), 

who described identity as autobiography—what you write about yourself—Whetten and Mackey 

(2002) proposed that reputational feedback is akin to biography—what others write about you.  As 

social actors become aware of how their projections of actual and/or ideal self are perceived by 

others, they re-evaluate their self-concept, impacting future projections. 
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Figure 4: Negotiation of identity based on image projection and construed images, 
adapted from Whetten and Mackey’s (2002) model of the “Self-management Project” 

 

Having reviewed how reputations are formed, and the variants that exist within the process, 

the next logical step is to review the reputation construct itself.  When addressing measurement, 

the dimensional structure of the reputation construct is of paramount importance; thus, I review 

literature in which scholars have addressed this, in the following section. 

 
Dimensionality of Reputation 

 
Since the early 1990s, management scholars have primarily discussed reputation as a 

multidimensional construct.  Although scholars have occasionally continued to use unidimensional 

assessments (e.g., Fortune 500 rankings: Hutton et al., 2001), most have adopted a more detailed 

conceptualization of the construct.  Determining precise dimensional structure, however, has been 

a more difficult task, and a number of different proposals have been put forth.  In the following 

section, I review the various dimensions that have been suggested within the literature.  As noted, 

the reputation literature has been divided by level of analysis, with some scholars examining the 

reputations of individuals, while others have examined those held by organizations (Ferris et al., 
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2014).  Accordingly, I review the dimensions proposed at each level, before drawing conclusions 

based on the totality of suggestions. 

 
Organizational Level of Analysis 

 

In the seminal study of Fombrun and Shanley (1990), the authors proposed that 

“informational signals” (projected images) comprise the four types of signals previously listed—

market signals, accounting signals, institutional signals, and strategy signals.  A model of 

“reputation building” was detailed, based on this conceptualization of the construct.  Empirical 

testing of the model with 292 large U.S. companies revealed that external audiences constructed 

reputations based on financial performance, the companies’ conformity to social norms, and 

strategic postures.  Performance was underpinned by marketing and accounting signals, social 

norms were judged in relation to institutional signals, while strategic postures related to strategy 

signals. 

Building on this earlier work, Fombrun and his colleagues created a measure of corporate 

reputation, the Reputation Quotient (which is addressed in more detail later), predicated upon six 

dimensions that were believed to affect stockholder actions, and company profits: emotional 

appeal, products and services, financial performance, vision and leadership, workplace 

environment, and social responsibility (Fombrun & Gardberg, 2000; Fombrun, Gardberg, & Sever, 

2000).  Using this dimensional structure, the authors accounted for the attitudinal component of 

reputation (emotional appeal), as well as beliefs about corporate actions.  Based on Money and 

Hillenbrand’s (2006) discussion of reputation as a combination of attitudes and beliefs, I believe 

this to be advantageous toward an accurate representation of the construct.  This would enable two 

sports teams to possess equally favorable, or “good,” reputations (e.g., “I like Team X, and I also 
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like Team Y”), but for different reasons (e.g., “I like Team X because they play an attractive style; 

I like Team Y because they win often”). 

Other scholars have proposed alternative dimensions of corporate/organizational 

reputation.  Rindova, Williamson, Petkova, and Sever (2005) suggested two dimensions: 

prominence—collective knowledge of or recognition of an organization—and perceived quality 

of outputs.  The authors examined antecedents and consequences of these dimensions in the 

context of U.S. business schools, finding that a school’s prominence significantly contributed to 

graduate salaries.  Using graduate salaries as a proxy for reputation is somewhat problematic, as a 

number of other factors could contribute to the perceived value of engaging a prospective job 

candidate (e.g., internship experiences, psychometric testing, etc.); however, it is likely that the 

reputation of the school from which a candidate obtains his/her degree will affect salary offerings 

to some extent.  As such, the empirical evidence offered by Rindova et al.’s (2005) should draw 

more scrutiny than the proposed dimensions themselves. 

In a later study, Rindova and her colleagues conducted case study analyses of three new 

companies to examine the reputation building process (Rindova, Petkova, & Kotha, 2007).  The 

authors proposed four dimensions of reputation: visibility, strategic character, favorability, and 

esteem, which function in a hierarchical structure.  Per this conceptualization, visibility, which is 

similar to prominence, results from a company’s salient actions and attributes, and is inextricably 

linked to strategic character, or “what a firm becomes known for” (Rindova et al., 2007, p. 45).  

Based on visibility and strategic character, consumers make attributions about a company’s ability 

to create value, which determines favorability.  Rindova et al. (2007) proposed that esteem is 

granted when a company’s actions provide differentiation from others, which is notably different 
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to definitions of esteem used elsewhere in the discussion and definition of reputation (see Ferris et 

al., 2014).  

In a review of reputation research, Lange, Lee, and Dai (2011) suggested that reputation 

dimensions proposed within the literature could be condensed into three overarching dimensions: 

being known, being known for something, and generalized favorability.  It seems clear that 

“generalized favorability” captures the overall positive/negative attitudes that have been suggested 

as reputation dimensions (Fombrun & Gardberg, 2000; Fombrun et al., 2000; Rindova et al., 2007), 

and that “being known” can account for prominence and visibility (Rindova et al., 2007; Rindova 

et al., 2005).  However, “being known for something” seemingly operates as a catch-all dimension 

for all beliefs about a focal unit, with no separation based on the content of those beliefs (e.g., those 

denoting financial performance, social responsibility, etc.).  This precludes the communication of 

specific information about the basis of a reputation (e.g., Team X has a good reputation for 

community service), which is less instructive.  Further discussion of this point follows the review 

of reputation dimensions at the individual level of analysis. 

 
Individual Level of Analysis 

 

In the management literature, Zinko et al. (2007) noted, “It might be the case that 

[personal/individual] reputations in organizations have a performance dimension that is distinct 

from a character (e.g., morals, values, integrity, etc.) dimension, or even an interpersonal 

dimension” (p. 197).  This reflects my previous concern regarding the need to distinguish between 

types of images referred to under the umbrella of “being known for something” (Lange et al., 

2011).  Hochwarter et al. (2007) demonstrated empirical support for separating reputational beliefs 

according to performance and character.  Through exploratory factor analysis, the authors revealed 

a two-factor structure of personal reputation, which moderated the relationship between political 
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skill and work outcomes.  Support for this two-factor structure has been similarly demonstrated in 

subsequent studies (e.g., Laird, Zboja, & Ferris, 2012). 

Further support for reputations based on performance and character can be found 

throughout the academic literature.  For example, a number of character-based attributes or traits 

have been associated with people who have good reputations.  First, Ostrom (2003) suggested that 

perceptions of trust are key to the construction of a good reputation.  Given that reputations are 

used to predict behavior, a reputation for being trustworthy will enable consumers to feel more 

assured in their exchanges with others (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Emerson, 1976).  This also 

aligns with Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman’s (1995) indication that individuals deemed to be 

trustworthy were also perceived as being dependable and as possessing high integrity. 

In terms of performance, Gioia and Sims (1983) found that managerial reputations for 

effectiveness influenced perceptions of different types of power.  Those who were perceived as 

being effective managers were seen as having more legitimacy and competence in their actions, 

versus those who had reputations for ineffectiveness.  As such, legitimacy and competence can be 

considered as being associated with individuals with good reputations.  In addition, a considerable 

body of research on personality traits and/or characteristics that influence job performance exists 

(see Barrick & Mount, 1991 for a review). 

It should be noted that compiling a list of characteristics/traits of those with good 

reputations does not confirm the dimensionality of reputation; however, these factors do appear to 

be indicative of the higher order categories of performance and character suggested by Zinko et 

al. (2007).  For example, it is unlikely that a sports team that is known to be untrustworthy (via 

dealings with other teams) will also be seen as having high integrity.  Additionally, it is not 

necessary for a team to possess high levels of every characteristic in order to develop a favorable 
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reputation for something; rather, teams with favorable reputations for either performance or 

character will likely exhibit high levels of at least some of them. 

 
Summary of Proposed Reputation Dimensions 

 
In summary, it appears that there is merit to Zinko et al.’s (2007) assertion that reputation 

comprises performance and character, but these two dimensions only account for reputational 

beliefs.  The attitudinal component of reputation must also be accounted for (Money & 

Hillenbrand, 2006); thus, generalized favorability (Lange et al., 2011) should also be included.  

Table 1 contains a summary of the aforementioned dimensions that scholars have proposed.  On 

the recommendation of Ferris et al. (2014), dimensions pertaining to individuals and organizations 

are considered together, on the basis that the reputation construct is the same across levels of 

analysis. 

Conspicuously absent from Table 1 is prominence, which was as suggested as a dimension 

of reputation by Lange et al. (2011), and Rindova et al. (2005).  This omission is not a claim that 

prominence is not integral to understanding reputation; rather, an important distinction must be 

made between factors that affect reputation, and those that comprise it.  Here, I propose that 

(a) prominence is an outcome of reputations for performance and/or character; and (b) prominence 

mediates the relationship between beliefs about a team’s performance and/or character, and its 

favorability among consumers.  These relationships are depicted in Figure 5 (overleaf). 

First, clarification as to whether or not prominence is a dimension of reputation can be 

achieved by asking the question, how do sports teams and other organizations become prominent? 

In short, it is through collective perceptions of actions, which inform beliefs about a focal unit’s 

performance and/or character—i.e., its reputation.  On this basis, Ferris et al. (2014) proposed that 
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prominence should be considered an outcome of reputation, rather than a dimension per se, as 

indicated in Figure 5. 

 
Table 1: Summary of reputation dimensions proposed at the individual and organizational 
levels of analysis, and categorization according to higher order dimensions 

Higher Order Dimension Proposed Dimension (Author/s) 

Performance 

(belief) 

− Accounting signals (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990) 
− Competence, legitimacy (Gioia & Sims, 1983) 
− Financial performance (Fombrun et al., 2000) 
− Market signals (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990) 
− Products and services (Fombrun et al., 2000) 
− Performance (Hochwarter et al., 2007; Laird et al., 2012) 
− Performance/results (Zinko et al., 2007) 
− Perceived quality (Rindova et al., 2005) 
− Strategic character (Rindova et al., 2007)* 
− Vision and leadership (Fombrun et al., 2000) 

Character 

(belief) 

− Being known for something (Lange et al., 2011) 
− Character (Hochwarter et al., 2007; Laird et al., 2012) 
− Character/integrity (Zinko et al., 2007) 
− Emotional appeal (Fombrun et al., 2000) 
− Institutional signals (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990) 
− Morals, integrity, values (Zinko et al., 2007) 
− Social responsibility (Fombrun et al., 2000) 
− Strategic character (Rindova et al., 2007)* 
− Trustworthiness (Mayer et al., 1995; Ostrom, 2003) 

Favorability 

(attitude) 

− Favorability (Rindova et al., 2007) 
− Generalized favorability (Lange et al., 2011) 

* Strategic character can refer to reputations for performance 

 

Empirical support for this assertion comes from the study of Boyd et al. (2010), who 

investigated the relationship between the reputations of U.S. business schools and prominence.  

The authors demonstrated that reputation explained a large percentage of the variance in 

prominence (R2 = .96), indicating that schools with better reputations were more prominent.  It 
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might be expected that schools with the lowest reputations would also be expected to be prominent 

(i.e., notable failures), but Boyd et al. (2010) collected responses from corporate recruiters, whose 

remit was to focus on high performing institutions.  Based on their findings, the authors concluded 

that prominence is a distinct construct from reputation, stating, “The distinction between 

prominence and reputation is that prominence refers to the degree to which an organization is 

visible and well known, whereas reputation involves an assessment of being good, bad, or 

somewhere in between (Boyd et al., 2010, p. 539). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Model of the relationship between dimensions of reputation (performance, character, 
and favorability) and the mediating variable of prominence 

 
Second, I propose that a direct relationship does not exist between reputations for 

performance and/or character, and favorability of reputation.  As depicted in Figure 5, I suggest 

that prominence mediates the relationship between these variables.  Specifically, as prominence 

increases, attitudinal responses to beliefs about a team’s performance and/or character will be more 

extreme.  Support for this dynamic can be found in the individual level study of Wade et al. (2006), 

who found that celebrity CEOs received higher remuneration (than non-celebrity CEOs) when 
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performance was good, but lower remuneration when performance was poor.  In other words, 

prominence resulted in more extreme high and low rewards based on performance. 

Fiske and Taylor’s (1991) work on social cognition provides a theoretical basis for the 

mediating effect of prominence on the relationship between reputational beliefs and attitudes.  The 

authors note that social actors become prominent through social salience, as previously described.  

Salient actions result in non-normative reputations (e.g., a reputation for outstanding, rather than 

average, performance), which, in turn, result in greater prominence.  This exaggerates attitudinal 

evaluations in either a positive or negative direction, and biases the evaluation of new images 

related to a focal unit: “If a person is unpleasant, being a solo [prominent social actor] will cause 

disproportionate condemnation; similarly a pleasant solo is exaggeratedly praised… Salience cuts 

both ways in evaluation” (Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p. 251).  We see many examples of this 

phenomenon in sports, particularly in how media narratives are constructed around scandals.  The 

lesser transgressions of prominent—usually successful—teams and athletes are magnified, while 

little is heard about greater transgressions of those who are less familiar to the general public. 

In conclusion, I propose a multidimensional structure of the reputation construct, 

comprising two belief-based dimensions of performance and character, and an attitudinal 

dimension of favorability.  This is based on Money and Hillenbrand’s (2006) conceptualization of 

reputation as a combination of beliefs and attitudes, and the synthesis of proposed dimensions 

according to this framework.  In concurrence with Ferris et al. (2014), prominence should not be 

considered as a dimension of reputation; however, it is necessary to measure prominence in order 

to understand the relationship between the reputational beliefs and attitudes, as depicted in 

Figure 5.  As such, a separate subscale for prominence was developed alongside the measure of 

sports team reputation. 
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Measurement of Reputation 

 
 In this section, I lay the foundations for the scale development project by reviewing 

literature in which scholars have addressed the measurement of reputation.  The section is 

organized into two sections: a review of the key issues that scholars have identified and/or 

encountered related to the measurement of reputation; and a review of existing measures based on 

the issues identified. 

 

Issues in the Measurement of Reputation 

 

 The measurement of reputation has presented a formidable challenge to scholars, in terms 

of agreeing upon a definition of the construct, and operationalizing it through scale development 

(Wartick, 2002).  Furthermore, it has only been within the past ten-to-fifteen years that scholars 

have attempted to create such measures.  As Dowling and Gardberg (2012) noted, “While the 

notion of reputation has been discussed for centuries, it is only recently that management scholars 

have sought to develop a more formal and measurable notion of the construct” (p. 35). 

 In reviewing the literature on corporate reputation, Dowling and Garberg (2012) 

highlighted a number of issues that have been detrimental to measurement.  Of these, I identify 

seven as being particularly pertinent to scale development: (1) construct confusion; (2) definitions; 

(3) time-orientation of measures; (4) units of measurement and analysis; (5) breadth of measures; 

(6) the measurement model; and (7) the structural model.  I propose that these issues apply equally 

to the measurement of sport team reputation as they do to corporate reputation; thus, an overview 

of each is provided. 

 
 Construct confusion and definitions.  The first two issues identified by Dowling and 

Gardberg (2012) are somewhat interrelated, so are addressed together.  Having previously 
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addressed confusion between reputation and similar constructs, this discussion does not need to be 

repeated.  Suffice to say, the conflation of the construct with others that are similar (e.g., identity, 

image, status, etc.) has hindered the operationalization of the construct considerably (Walker, 

2010). 

Similarly, the lack of a consensus definition of reputation has presented an obstacle to the 

development of measures.  Wartick (2002) conducted a review of the progress made in reputation 

research during the preceding decade, focusing specifically on the definition and measurement of 

reputation.  Upon reaching the latter topic, he remarked, “I could easily end this article now by 

using the rationale that without an appropriately constructed definition of corporate reputation… 

nothing else about measurement matters” (p. 380).  It is beyond the scope of the current research 

to bring about a consensus among scholars who have disagreed on a definition of reputation for 

decades; however, in specifying a working definition of sports team reputation, I have provided a 

foundation from which the construct can be operationalized within the present context. 

 
 Time-orientation of measures.  Second, items contained within existing measures often 

solicit responses that refer to different points in time (e.g., past behavior, and the future 

expectations).  For example, some measures have included items related to trustworthiness (e.g., 

Hochwarter et al., 2007), where trust can be defined as, the extent to which a social actor “is willing 

to depend on, or intends to depend on, [another actor] in a given task or situation with a feeling of 

relative security, even though negative consequences are possible” (McKnight & Chervany, 2000, 

p. 831).  Trustworthiness should thus be considered a forward-facing attribute, in that it articulates 

a present belief to a future expectation—“I believe that Team X is trustworthy,” therefore, “I trust 

that Team X will not increase its ticket prices for the upcoming season.” In contrast, Ferris et al. 

(2014) suggested that, “Reputations are retrospective and time-dependent, focusing on patterns of 
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past behavior over time [emphasis added]” (p. 272).  Consequently, measures containing forward-

facing items are problematic, as they capture information about expectations of future behavior, 

rather than about reputations that presently exist based on an actor’s history of behavior (Anderson 

& Shirako, 2008). 

 
 Units of measurement and analysis.  Given the conceptualization of reputation as 

collective perceptions, two approaches can be taken toward measurement.  First, the construct can 

be measured directly as a collective perception.  In other words, what do I think others think about 

the focal unit? The second approach is to measure individual perceptions of the focal unit, and 

aggregate them after the fact (Dowling & Gardberg, 2012).  Both approaches are consistent with 

the definition of reputation as a socially-constructed phenomenon, but there are considerable 

advantages to the latter, as I now discuss. 

 As noted, sports teams will not hold a single reputation among all external audiences 

(Bromley, 1993).  Fan groups will likely hold the team in higher esteem than fans of rival teams, 

who, in turn, will likley assign less favorable reputations than casual consumers; thus, any measure 

of reputation must be able to account for different stakeholder groups (Freeman, 1984; Fombrun 

et al., 2000).  If reputation is measured directly as a group phenomenon, respondents will likely 

report the dominant external perception of a focal unit (e.g., the one held by the most people, or 

the most vocal group), leading to an underrepresentation of the reputations assigned by other, 

potentially important, groups.  For example, Team X might have a good reputation, despite 

neglecting female audiences, by virtue of an overrepresentation of males in the larger fan group.  

If the team wishes to know its reputation among female fans, asking females “what they think 

others think” will solicit responses that report only the dominant (in this case male) perception. 
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 By measuring perceptions at the individual level, the “true” diversity of opinions about the 

team will be recorded.  This requires the researcher to group similar opinions so as to create what 

Bromley (2002) referred to as a “meta reputation” (p. 36), or what Safón (2009) called a “grand 

reputation” (p. 205).  In doing so, researchers can uncover the different reputations held by 

different groups, or even discover new groups of individuals who share the same perceptions of a 

sports team.  This can be instructive for sport managers who wish to understand how consumers 

are divided based on their perceptions of teams, and which target segments are more/less viable as 

a result. 

 Furthermore, the rationale for creating the measure of sports team reputation is to 

understand its relationship to consumer outcomes (e.g., psychological connection, purchase 

intentions, etc.).  When measured directly at the group level, two respondents could report the 

same dominant perception of a focal unit, yet have opposite personal evaluations, and opposite 

behavioral intentions.  For example, members of Group A have favorable opinions of Team X, 

whereas members of Group B have unfavorable opinions.  Members of both groups acknowledge 

that the general public perception of Team X is negative, and thus report the same score on the 

direct measure.  Group A members intend to purchase tickets, while members of Group B do not.  

Equipped with these results, the researcher cannot establish the relationship between the 

un/favorable reputations assigned to Team X by each group, and individuals’ purchase intentions.  

In this way, individual measurement enables more detailed consumer analyses than group 

measurement. 

 
 Breadth of measures.  The breadth of measures refers to whether reputations should be 

measured as an assessment of a sports team’s specific attributes, or as an overall assessment of its 

positive or negative reputation (Barnett, Jermier, & Lafferty, 2006).  To address this point, it is 
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worth reemphasizing that reputation comprises both beliefs and attitudes (Money & Hillenbrand, 

2006), indicated by people’s reference to organizations with good/bad reputations, and reputations 

“for something” (Lange et al., 2011).  Accordingly, it appears that in order to fully represent the 

reputation construct, scholars must address specific attributes (beliefs about performance and 

character), and overall reputations (attitudinal favorability). 

 The measurement of reputational beliefs and attitudes together is important, not only in 

terms of representing the whole construct, but also in organizing the dimensions according to their 

relationships to one another.  As Dowling and Gardberg (2012) noted, “The issue here is whether 

these different types of attributes (dimensions) are considered as independent or causally related… 

The assumption of independence or causal relationship will affect how the attributes are 

combined” (p. 37).  Per the illustration in Figure 5, favorability (overall attitude) is conceptualized 

as an outcome of performance and character (attribute-based beliefs). 

Although the three dimensions of reputation are evidently related to one another, I do not 

advocate for combining them to produce a single value or score for a team’s reputation, as has 

been the case in previous studies.  For example, Laird et al. (2012) used the mean of 12 items 

generated by Hochwarter et al. (2007) (six related to performance, six related to character) as an 

overall reputation score.  The problem with this approach is that it assumes that the two dimensions 

are equally important in determining an organization’s reputation, whereas different consumer 

groups may prioritize one or the other; thus, an overall score of (performance + character) might 

be misleading, even if researchers are solely focusing on the measurement of reputational beliefs.  

On this basis, I propose that combining dimensions of reputation in order to report an overall score 

can lead to mismeasurement of the construct.  Accordingly, I retained three separate but 
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interrelated scores for performance, character, and favorability, and investigating their 

relationships to consumer outcomes. 

 
 Measurement model.  Edwards and Bagozzi (2000) noted that scholars have often 

conflated the measurement model with the structural model, but it is important to acknowledge 

their differences in order to address the issues that each presents for the measurement of reputation.  

The measurement model refers to the relationships between a construct and the items that are used 

to measure it, while the structural model specifies the relationship between different constructs.  

Per Anderson and Gerbing (1982), “The reason for drawing a distinction between the measurement 

model and the structural model is that proper specification of the measurement model is necessary 

before meaning can be assigned to the analysis of the structural model” (p. 453).  The correct 

specification of the measurement model is vital to successful scale development, and thus merits 

a detailed discussion. 

 Reputation is a latent construct, which means that it cannot be directly observed, and 

therefore has to be assessed using manifest measures that are observable (Nunnally, 1978).  The 

items/indicators that are used to conduct these assessments will depend upon whether the latent 

construct of interest is specified as a reflective or a formative construct.  Historically, the majority 

of measures emanating from the social sciences have treated latent constructs as reflective 

(Diamantopoulos, Riefler, & Roth, 2008), whereby the items used for measurement can be said to 

“reflect” the latent variable.  In this regard, causality is assumed to run from the latent construct to 

the items, and all items must be intercorrelated (Bollen & Lennox, 1991).  This relationship is 

illustrated on the left side of Figure 6 (below), where η represents the latent construct, εi is the 

measurement error if the item/indicator χi, and λi is a coefficient capturing the effect of η on χi. 
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 Alternatively, a latent construct might be specified as a formative construct, first proposed 

by Curtis and Jackson (1962).  In this case, the indicators used for measurement are thought to 

“form” the latent construct; thus, causality runs from the indicators to the latent construct.  This 

relationship is illustrated on the right side of Figure 6, where η once again represents the latent 

construct, γi is a coefficient capturing the effect of χi on η, and ζ represents a disturbance term (i.e., 

all remaining causes of η that not represented by, nor correlated with, the indicators (χi). 

 

 

Figure 6: Illustration of the relationship between reflective constructs and items, and formative 
constructs and indicators 

 
 Most psychographic constructs exist independent of their measurement, and so the 

reputations of sports teams—or reputations more generally—can be measured as either formative 

or reflective constructs (Wilcox, Howell, & Breivik, 2008).  As Borsboom, Mellenbergh, and van 

Heerden (2003) stated, “There is… no a priori reason why, in psychological measurement, one 

should prefer one type of measurement model to the other” (p. 208); thus, it is up to scholars to 
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state their case as to why they choose one measurement model or the other (Dowling & Garderg, 

2012).8  In terms of the current scale development, I advocate for the measurement of sports team 

reputation as a reflective construct.  In the following subsections, I provide my rationale for this, 

in relation to six criteria (three theoretical considerations, and three empirical considerations) 

proposed by Coltman, Devinney, Midgley, and Venaik (2008). 

 The nature of the construct (theoretical).  Coltman et al. (2008) suggested that scholars 

must consider whether a latent construct exists independent of the measures used to capture it, or 

whether it is determined as a result of its indicators.  If the former is true, the authors suggest that 

a reflective measurement model is likely to be more appropriate, but if the latter is true, a formative 

model should be adopted.  The authors noted that measures of attitude and personality typically 

comprise reflective items, as they pertain to social constructs that exist regardless of whether or 

not scholars choose to measure them.   Conversely, when composite measures are used to produce 

an overall score for the latent variable, that score does not exist unless its formative indicators are 

summed.  Coltman et al. (2008) provided the example of the human development index (HDI: 

UNDP, 2006), which is a summation of separate scores for indicators such as health, education, 

and income.  Without measuring these indicators, a country’s HDI score does not exist. 

 Provided an audience has a collective awareness and shared perception of a focal unit, they 

will assign a reputation to it.  To this end, it is appropriate to ascribe a degree of “entity realism” 

to the latent construct, whereby it is assumed to exist independent of measurement (Borsboom et 

al., 2003).  In other words, even though reputations are socially-constructed (Rindova & Martins, 

                                                 
8 Although latent constructs can be approached using either formative or reflective measurement models, failure to 
apply appropriate analyses to data resulting from each can result in errors. Specifically, scholars have suggested that 
that specifying a formative construct as a reflective construct increases the likelihood of committing a Type I error 
(failing to reject the null hypothesis when it should be rejected); while specifying a reflective construct as a formative 
construct increases the likelihood of committing a Type II error (rejecting the null hypothesis when it should not be 
rejected) (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006). 
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2012), they are not only accessed through measurement, but are used in the social world to make 

predictions about future behavior, and fill knowledge gaps about social actors (Baumeister, 1982).  

As such, sports team reputation, and its dimensions, should be specified as reflective constructs. 

 Direction of causality between items and latent construct (theoretical).  As illustrated in 

Figure 6, changes in formative indicators cause a change in the latent construct, while changes in 

the latent construct cause changes in reflective indicators (Bollen & Lennox, 1991).  The types of 

items/indicators used will depend upon the approach that a researcher adopts.  Hypothetically, in 

the present context, formative indicators would represent specific team-related images that result 

in collective perceptions of performance, character, or favorability.  Alternatively, reflective items 

would be less specific, and give an overall estimation of each latent construct, and would not be 

tied to any particular image.  This is illustrated in Figure 7 (overleaf).  The direction of causality 

will be determined by the types of items/indicators that are developed, but this alone should not 

determine the decision between the two.  Further consideration must be given to the pros and cons 

of each, based on the characteristics of items/indicators, which I discuss further in the next 

subsection. 

 Characteristics of items used to measure construct (theoretical).  As indicated by the 

sample items in Figure 7, there are differences between the characteristics of formative indicators 

and reflective items.  Notably, formative items need not share a common theme.  For example, 

using the indicators in Figure 7, Team X might be perceived as being supportive of “green” 

initiatives, but simultaneously might not be perceived to care about its fans.  Reflective items, on 

the other hand, all share a common theme (Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003).  Although the 

attributes referred to in the sample items in Figure 7 are not exact synonyms, it is unlikely that a 

team that is perceived to care about others would also be seen as having low integrity. 
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Figure 7: Formative indicators and reflective items for the character dimension of sports team 
reputation: Sample content and direction of causality (Likert scale response, agree-disagree) 

 
In this regard, reflective items are interchangeable, and measurement of the latent construct 

would not be affected if a single item was dropped (Coltman et al., 2008). So, 

 

η �
�χ� � ε�� � �χ	 � ε	� � �χ
 � ε
�…� �χ� � ε��


 

 

Alternatively, formative indices represent a discrete component of the latent construct, and thus 

dropping one indicator would have a subtractive effect on the latent variable; so, 

 

�η � ζ� � 	 χ� � χ	 � χ
…� χ� 
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The benefit of using a formative approach to measuring reputation is that the responses are 

tied to specific team-related images, which are themselves representative of specific actions 

(Rindova et al., 2010).  This provides information that is extremely instructive for managers, in 

that they can determine which actions contribute positively or negatively to the team’s reputation.  

However, developing formative indicators presents a practical issue, as it is extremely difficult to 

account for every single factor that contributes to a latent construct, and especially to do so within 

a reasonable number of indicators (Bollen & Lennox, 1991).  Rossiter (2002) acknowledged this 

concern, but suggested that a “census” of items is not necessary to measure a latent construct, and 

that such an approach “would lead to an infinite search for low-incidence components that most 

raters would not include in the attribute concept” (p. 315); thus, he proposed that scholars need 

only include the “main components” of a latent construct as indicators. 

I would argue that the extent to which Rossiter’s (2002) suggestion is beneficial depends 

upon the nature of the construct in question.  Sufficiently representing a construct using only a few 

formative indicators might be possible when that construct has clearly defined boundaries; but this 

is not always the case.  Indeed, the expansive nature of many social constructs would seem to 

preclude this approach.  The reputations of sports teams, for example, are based on the collective 

perceptions of groups of individuals, where each group might have an entirely different evaluative 

criteria (Freeman, 1984).  Furthermore, those perceptions are based on individuals’ direct and 

indirect experiences with teams (Money & Hillenbrand, 2006), which are made up of images 

projected by any number of different sources (e.g., the team, media, friends, family, etc.: Rindova, 

1997).  Attempting to capture all of these facets within a reasonable number of indicators would 

seem to be an impossible task.  
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In addition to the aforementioned limitation, the specification of formative indicators 

necessitates knowledge of the related actions.  For example, if a formative indicator of character 

requires a respondent to give his/her perception of a team’s support for “green” initiatives, it is 

necessary for him/her to possess the information required to make an assessment.  The latent 

variable (character) will be altered by the response, whether it is selected at random, 

under/overestimated, or omitted entirely; yet, the respondent’s actual perception of the team’s 

character was evidently formed without considering its support for “green” initiatives.  This has 

self-evident negative implications for the ability of formative constructs to accurately represent 

reputation phenomena.  For these reasons, I do not believe that it is feasible to develop effective 

formative measures of sports team reputation. 

 Item intercorrelation (empirical). The first empirical consideration proposed by Coltman 

et al. (2008) concerns the intercorrelation of items/indicators.  Reflective items should be highly 

correlated, and should be subject to reliability assessments using Cronbach’s alpha, average 

variance extracted, and factor loadings by way of confirmatory factor analysis (Cronbach, 1951; 

Nunnally, 1978; Churchill, 1979).  This aligns with the previous theoretical consideration, in which 

reflective items should share a common theme, and be interchangeable (Coltman et al., 2008).  

Alternatively, formative indicators do not necessarily share a common theme, and thus no 

intercorrelation should be expected, although they should possess the same directional relationship 

to the latent construct (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006).  In this case, the empirical testing 

applied to reflective items is not relevant. 

This empirical consideration operates more as a guide for developing items/indicators than 

as a criterion for selecting the most appropriate measurement model for a latent construct.  As a 

set of reflective items were used to capture the dimensions of sports team reputation, those items 



70 
 

were subject to the aforementioned empirical testing in order to ensure sufficient levels of 

intercorrelation. 

 Item relationships to construct antecedents and consequences (empirical).  Similar to item 

intercorrelation, consideration of the relationships between items and antecedents and 

consequences of the latent construct primarily functions as a guide for empirical testing.  Coltman 

et al. (2008) noted that reflective items should demonstrate similarity to constructs that are 

conceptually similar, and behave differently to constructs that are conceptually different; thus, 

construct validity should be established through testing of convergent and discriminant validity 

(Bollen & Lennox, 1991).  As formative indicators do not necessarily share a common theme, 

these tests cannot be applied, and alternative methods are advised (e.g., multiple indicators and 

multiple causes modeling; linking the formative structural model to a theoretically-related 

reflective construct: see Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001). 

 In electing to adopt a reflective measurement model to capture sports team reputation, the 

items that I developed were subjected to the aforementioned tests of content validity.  Further 

discussion of this, in addition to specification of the conceptually convergent and discriminant 

constructs that were used, is provided in the Methods section. 

 Measurement error and collinearity (empirical).  The final consideration suggested by 

Coltman et al. (2008) concerned the treatment of measurement error and collinearity, which differs 

between reflective and formative measurement models.  In the case of reflective constructs, error 

in the measurement of the latent construct is assumed to occur at the response level; whereas in 

the case of formative measures, the error is determined to be in the initial representation of the 

construct through its indicators (Diamantopoulos et al., 2008).  This is illustrated in Figure 6 by 
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the use of the disturbance term ζ at the latent variable level for formative constructs, as opposed to 

the error term ε at the item level for reflective constructs. 

 If a formative measurement model is selected, it is imperative that the error is “designed 

out” of the study prior to measurement, which Diamantopoulos (2006) suggests can be done in 

two ways: (1) by capturing all of the possible causes of the construct; and (2) specifying the latent 

construct in such a way as to capture the full set of indicators.  The reputation construct cannot be 

re-specified, as it pertains to existing social phenomena that scholars have previously defined, and 

as noted, capturing all, or even most of, the causal factors is all but impossible (Bollen & Lennox, 

1991).  As such, a reflective measurement model best satisfies the criterion of measurement error 

and collinearity. 

 Adopting a reflective measurement model then, it is appropriate to use traditional methods 

of factor analysis to eliminate measurement error.  This is because the factor score contains only 

the portion of the item response that is shared with other indicators, and excludes the measurement 

error when computing the scale score (Spearman, 1904).  This procedure was followed in the 

validation of the current measure of sports team reputation. 

 
Structural model.  While the measurement model describes the relationships between 

latent constructs and items, the structural model describes the relationships between latent 

constructs themselves (Anderson & Gerbing, 1982).  In part, this concerns the specification of the 

dimensions of the latent construct; in this case, performance, character, and favorability. 

As previously noted, causal relationships exist between reputational beliefs (i.e., some 

combination of performance and character) and attitudinal assessments of favorability; but these 

are not additive, in that performance + character ≠ favorability.  Although the causal relationships 

between dimensions can be theorized, the dimensions of performance and character are not 



72 
 

intended to be used as the indicators of the favorability dimension, as is the case with many 

multidimensional constructs (Jarvis et al., 2003; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Jarvis, 2005).  Rather, 

favorability is measured as a latent construct with a set of reflective indicators (see Figure 8).  

Prominence is included in the structural model in Figure 8 due to its mediating role in the 

relationship between performance/character, and favorability, as previously discussed. 

 

 

Figure 8: Hypothetical structural model of reputation: Reflectivity of indicators, and theorized 
relationships between latent variables 

 
 
Independently measuring each of the dimensions of reputation could be viewed as a 

limitation of sorts, in that the researcher “can only conduct research at the dimensional level, even 

though these dimensions are claimed theoretically to be under an overall construct“ (Law et al., 

1998, p. 741); however, I believe it to be more important that constructs are correctly represented 
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in the structural model, than it is to manufacture measurement relationships in the interests of 

model parsimony.  Measuring the separate effects of performance, character, and favorability on 

consumer outcomes will provide accurate and informative data about the importance of sports 

team reputation, and I do not believe this is worth compromising to achieve a single reputation 

score that is conceptually and theoretically redundant. 

  
Review of Existing Measures 

 

 Based on the previous discussion of issues pertaining to the measurement of reputation, I 

review existing measures that have been developed, in the following section.  I assess each based 

on five factors derived from the discussion in the previous section: (1) does the measure accurately 

represent the reputation construct as it is defined and conceptualized in the literature?; (2) does the 

measure relate to reputational beliefs and/or attitudes (breadth of measure)?; (3) does the measure 

specify reputation as a formative or reflective construct (measurement model)?; (4) are the 

items/indicators applicable to sports teams?; and (5) what dimensions of reputation are included 

in the measure? In considering these factors, conceptual, structural, and contextual limitations are 

highlighted, reemphasizing the need for the development of a new measure that can be used to 

specifically address sports team reputation. 

 
 Gioia and Sims (1983).  The authors conducted an experimental study of the effects of 

managerial behavior and reputation on perceptions of power.  Participants viewed a video tape of 

a manager enacting either positive, punitive, or goal-setting behaviors, prior to which, they were 

provided with information that created three reputation manipulations: a reputation for 

effectiveness; a reputation for ineffectiveness; or no information about the manager’s reputation.  
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 Although Gioia and Sims (1983) were not necessarily measuring reputation, the 

manipulations used in their study provide an example of how the construct has been 

operationalized in empirical research.  First, the reputational information given to participants 

included “information about the manager’s past performance in related jobs as well as information 

comparing him to other managers in similar jobs” (p. 12); thus, the authors’ conceptualization of 

reputation appears to be sound, based on the central tenets of the construct specified by Fombrun 

(1996). 

 The manipulations used in the study were limited to those concerning managerial 

reputations for effectiveness, which falls under the higher order dimension of performance.  In this 

case, the three conditions (effective, ineffective, no information) can be seen as unidimensional, 

and only pertains to reputational beliefs.  Although experimental manipulations of this kind could 

be used to investigate the consumer outcomes of organizational reputation, those employed by 

Gioia and Sims (1983) only apply at the individual level, and provide little insight that can be 

applied to scale development. 

  
Fortune’s Most Admired Companies (FMAC).  Since 1984, Fortune has published an 

annual list in which the largest corporations in over 30 industries are ranked according to 

reputational evaluations made by executives, directors, and market analysts working within those 

industries (Fortune, 2015).  Companies are evaluated on eight perceptual attributes, which are used 

to form an overall assessment of firm quality.  Those attributes are: quality of management; quality 

of products/services; value as a long-term investment; innovativeness; soundness of financial 

position; ability to attract, develop, and keep talented people; responsibility to the community and 

environment; and wise use of corporate assets. 
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The perceptual nature of the assessments, aggregation of individual assessments, and 

system of comparative rankings offer a sound conceptualization of the reputation construct.  Next, 

the eight evaluative criteria concern, to some extent, companies’ performance and character; 

however, scholars have indicated that all eight attributes actually load onto a single dimension 

associated with performance (Fryxell & Wang, 1994).  In terms of attitudinal assessment of 

reputation, favorability is inferred in the eventual rankings assigned to each company, but does not 

necessarily align with the un/favorable attitudes that respondents actually hold.  Considering these 

points, it appears that FMAC can only be used to address reputational beliefs associated with 

performance. 

The FMAC list has been used extensively in empirical research within the management 

field (e.g., Shanley & Fombrun, 1993; Roberts & Dowling, 2002), but has also been heavily 

criticized.  For example, Brown and Perry (1994) noted the FMAC rankings were heavily 

influenced by companies’ financial performance—typically assessed using some combination of 

accounting/stock market returns, sales growth, operating leverage, etc.  Indeed, financial 

performance has been shown to predict in excess of 40% of the total variance in firm quality 

(R2 = .42: McGuire, Schneeweis, & Branch, 1990; R2 = .53: Fombrun & Shanley, 1990).  To some 

extent, this is inevitable, as the perceptions of individuals employed within an industry will be 

interested in how companies perform; however, this “financial halo effect” limits the extent to 

which FMAC data can be used to make assertions about any specific attribute (Brown & Perry, 

1994).  Given that the dimensions of firm quality relate specifically to corporate attributes, it is 

evident there is no applicability to sports teams, or any other type of non-corporate organization. 

 
 Reputation Quotient (RQ): Fombrun et al. (2000).  The RQ is based on a 

conceptualization of reputation as “a collective representation of a firm’s past behavior and 
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outcomes that depicts its ability to render valued results to multiple stakeholders” (Fombrun et al., 

2000, p. 243). The measure has been used in a number of empirical studies within the management 

literature, including a ranking of corporations’ reputation by industry (Fombrun & Gardberg, 

2000), a study of the relationship between reputation and perceptions of organizational culture 

(Kowalczyk & Pawlsih, 2002), and an investigation of cross-national reputation differences 

(Gardberg & Fombrun, 2002). 

Overall reputation using the RQ is determined according to a combination of four formative 

constructs related to beliefs about a company (products and services, social and environmental 

responsibility, vision and leadership, workplace environment), one reflective construct assessing 

rater attitude (emotional appeal), and one objective measure of financial performance 

(profitability). Through these dimensions, the RQ concerns beliefs about companies’ performance 

and character (to some extent), although the attributes selected to form this part of the reputation 

construct are somewhat limited in scope.  These indicators are also not applicable to non-corporate 

research contexts, such as assessment of the reputations held by sports teams.  Measurements of 

un/favorable attitudes toward companies are not directly addressed, although the items used to 

reflect emotional appeal indicate a degree of similarity (e.g., “I have a good feeling about the 

company”). 

Using the RQ, researchers are able to measure beliefs about companies’ performance and 

character, and thus partially represents the reputation construct; however, the inclusion of the 

financial performance is problematic.  Accepting that reputation is socially-constructed (i.e., 

perceptual), incorporating this type of objective information makes three fundamentally flawed 

assumptions: (a) that respondents are privy to information about objective performance; (b) that 



77 
 

respondents accurately recall that information; and (c) that performance on these objective 

variables always contributes to the esteem in which organizations held.  

In the context of sport consumers, evaluations of a team’s performance are highly 

subjective, and the merits of objective performance indicators (e.g., wins/losses, statistics, and 

advanced metrics) are widely debated.  Furthermore, the importance of performance and character 

will vary between stakeholder groups.  For example, an ardent fan may overlook the off-field 

transgressions of their team’s star player due to his/her stellar performances, whereas a casual 

observer might be more inclined to evaluate the player negatively.  On this basis, the RQ includes 

information that distorts its measurement of reputation, operating counter to the meaning of 

reputation, as defined by the authors themselves. 

  
 Nguyen and Leblanc (2001).  The authors conducted an empirical study of the effects of 

corporate image and corporate reputation on customers’ service retention decisions, demonstrating 

that more positive reputations were associated with significantly higher levels of consumer loyalty.  

Nguyen and Leblanc (2001) defined corporate image as “the overall impression made on the minds 

of the public about a firm” (p. 228), which is more akin to reputation than it is image, per Walker’s 

(2010) differentiation between the two constructs.  Corporate reputation, on the other hand, was 

defined as “a mirror of the firm's history which serves to communicate to its target groups 

information regarding the quality of its products or services in comparison with those of its 

competitors” (Nguyen & Leblanc, 2001, p. 228), which also conforms to the characteristics of 

reputation listed by Ferris et al. (2014).  Greater distinction can be seen in the items used to measure 

corporate image and corporate reputation.  The former comprises items that refer to individual 

level perceptions (e.g., “In my opinion, ABC has a good image in the minds of its consumers”), 
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while the latter refers directly to collective perceptions (e.g., “ABC has a good reputation”).  These 

items indicate a reflective measurement model. 

Nguyen and Leblanc (2001) measured corporate image in the same way as other scholars’ 

have measured reputation as an individual unit of measurement (i.e., as individual opinions: see 

Dowling & Gardberg, 2012); but, rather than aggregate those individual opinions to form a 

collective perception, the authors measured corporate reputation separately as a group 

phenomenon.  This approach is not necessarily incorrect, but the confusion over the naming of the 

respective constructs limits the usefulness of the study in general. Furthermore, the items only 

assess respondents’ positive/negative attitudes toward companies, and thus the results do not 

provide any specific information about respondents’ beliefs about performance and/or character.  

These limitations make Nguyen and Leblanc’s (2001) measures of organizational image and 

reputation unsuitable for use in the context of sports teams, although the items themselves are 

generic enough to be applicable. 

 
 Dowling (2004).  In his study of journalists’ evaluations of corporate reputations, Dowling 

(2004) proposed five formative dimensions to assess “the overall estimation in which a company 

is held” (p. 196).  The dimensions were: media relations, market presence, social accountability, 

corporate capability, and corporate personality; which together explained 83% of the variance in 

the reputation scores assigned by journalists.  These dimensions were intended to capture beliefs 

about companies’ performance (corporate capability) and character (social accountability), with 

attitudinal favorability inferred to some extent through the attribution of corporate personality 

metaphors (e.g. “[the company is] well-liked”).  Of the measures reviewed herein, Dowling’s 

(2004) is the only to incorporate a scaled measurement of prominence (market presence).  As 

noted, prominence should not be considered a dimension of reputation per se (Ferris et al., 2014), 
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but it’s mediating role is necessary for understanding the relationship between an audiences beliefs 

about an organization, and their attitudes toward it. 

 This measure of corporate reputation is based on a sound definition of the construct, and 

accurately represents its belief-based and attitude-based dimensions, in addition to prominence.  

Additionally, a number of the formative indicators specified are generic enough to apply across 

research contexts (e.g., “[the company has] strong management leadership”), but others are 

specific to corporate contexts, and could not be applied to sports teams (e.g., “[the company is a] 

low risk investment”). 

 
 Helm (2005).  Another formative measure of corporate reputation is that of Helm (2005), 

who developed ten indicators that relate to beliefs about an organization’s performance and 

character: quality of products; commitment to protecting the environment; corporate success; 

treatment of employees; customer orientation; commitment to charitable and social issues; value 

for money of products; financial performance; qualification of management; and credibility of 

advertising claims.  These indicators emanated from open-ended interviews with a participant 

sample that included company employees, shareholders, and customers. 

 As a result of the sample composition during indicator generation, it is unlikely that the ten 

indicators specified can provide adequate coverage of the reputation construct in other contexts.  

In subsequent studies, Helm (2007, 2011) found that individuals in different stakeholder groups 

(e.g., employees, consumers, general public) identified different indicators as being relevant to 

corporate reputation.  In other words, indicators that likely originated from employees (with 

“insider” information) were not relevant when exclusively studying the reputations assigned by 

consumers. 
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 Similar to Dowling’s (2004) formative measure, some of the proposed indicators are 

generic enough to be applicable to sports teams, although the majority refer to corporate practices 

that have little relevance to sport consumers.  This is problematic for a formative measure, as 

removing a single indicator would mean that part of the latent construct is not longer being 

measured (Coltman et al., 2008).  Additionally, it could be argued that the formative indicators do 

not capture enough of the reputation construct anyhow, as they assess only beliefs, and not attitudes 

toward an organization.  Assessments of un/favorable reputations are therefore not possible using 

this measure. 

 
 Rindova et al. (2005).  The authors conducted a study in which they examined the 

antecedents and consequences of two dimensions of business schools’ reputations: “being good” 

(also referred to as “perceived quality”), which is akin to audience beliefs about performance; and 

“being known,” which refers to organizational prominence.  As with Fombrun et al.’s (2000) RQ 

measure, Rindova et al.  (2005) used a series of objective indicators to form the perceived quality 

of a school, including media rankings, students’ GMAT scores, and faculty publications.  

Participants in the study were corporate recruiters, who were asked to select up to three programs 

to evaluate with which they were familiar.  Scores for prominence were based on the number of 

recruiters who chose to rate each school.  The authors found that prominence significantly 

contributed to the “price premium” (mean base starting salary of graduates) associated with a 

reputation for being good. 

 This method of measurement fails to accurately represent the definition of reputation as a 

perceptual construct (Fombrun, 1996) by including information based on objective indicators.  The 

measurement of prominence and performance are consequently flawed, and there was no 

measurement of recruiters’ beliefs about the character of each school, nor their assessments of 
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favorability.  Obviously, the aforementioned indicators have no utility outside the context of 

research related to business schools or academic departments. 

 
 Customer-based Reputation: Walsh and Beatty (2007).  In their study of consumer 

outcomes of corporate reputation among service firms, the authors developed a quantitative 

measure comprising five dimensions: customer orientation, good employer, reliable and 

financially strong company, product and service quality, and social and environmental 

responsibility.  These dimensions relate to beliefs about performance and character, but no 

attitudinal evaluations are measured.  Walsh and Beatty (2007) reported significant positive 

relationships between most of the five dimensions, and outcomes of consumer trust, loyalty, 

satisfaction, and word-of-mouth intentions.  

A series of reflective items were used to measure each dimension, some of which would 

be applicable to direct consumers of sports teams (i.e., those physically attending games), although 

the majority have no relevance to sport consumers of any kind.  As such, the measure has no real 

potential for use in the context of sports teams. 

  
 Hochwarter et al. (2007).  At the individual level of analysis, the authors developed a 

scale of personal reputation based on the two-dimensional structure proposed by Zinko et al. 

(2007): performance/results, and character/integrity.  Each dimension is represented by six 

reflective items.  The measure has been used to study the relationship between individual 

reputation and a number of other constructs, such as organizational citizenship behavior (Hall, 

Zinko, Perryman, & Ferris, 2009), political skill (Hochwarter et al., 2007; Laird, Zbjo, Martinez, 

& Ferris, 2013; Laird, Zbjo, & Ferris, 2012) and accountability-strain relationships (Laird, 

Perryman, Hochwarter, Ferris, & Zinko, 2009). 
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 Hochwarter et al.’s (2007) measure is based on a sound definition of reputation, and 

accurately represents the construct as it pertains to reputational beliefs; however, reputational 

favorability is not able to be addressed.  The items themselves specify an individual actor (e.g., 

“This person is…”), and therefore cannot be applied to organizational contexts, such as sports 

teams.  

 
RepTrak Pulse (RTP): Ponzi, Fombrun, and Gardberg (2011).  Most recently, Ponzi 

et al. (2011) developed a short-form measure of corporate reputation.  The authors proposed that 

the RTP can be used to “untangle the drivers of corporate reputation from measurement of the 

construct itself” (p. 15).  Specifically, the authors suggested four attributes that reflect the overall 

reputation construct: company feeling, admiration and respect, company confidence, and overall 

reputation.  To some extent, these dimensions pertain to reputational beliefs and attitudes; 

however, the dimensional structure is not representative of the one specified herein. 

Most notably, the RTP’s four attributes are each measured using a single item.  Ponzi et al. 

(2011) specify a reflective measurement model, yet the subject of each item is not interchangeable, 

per Coltman et al. (2008).  Additionally, when specifying a reflective measurement model, error 

at the response level necessitates the use of multiple items that can be subjected to factor analysis.  

Although the RTP’s four items are generic enough to be applied to the study of sports team 

reputation, its use is not recommended based on the aforementioned concerns. 

 

 Summary of popular measures.  Based on the previous review of existing reputation 

measures, none exist that are suitable for use in the context of sports teams.  Those measures that 

contain items that are generic enough to be applied within the present context are subject to other 

issues, most often related to the specification of the measurement model, or a failure to adequately 
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represent the dimensional structure of the reputation construct.  A summary of the review is 

provided in Table 2.  

 
Table 2: Summary of existing reputation measures: Breadth of measures, measurement model, 
application of items to sports teams, dimensional structure, and in/adequate representation of 
the reputation construct 

Measure and/or 

Authors 

Breadth of 

Measure 

Measure-

ment 

Model 

Items 

Apply? 
Dimensional Structure 

Represents 

Construct? 

Gioia & Sims (1983) Beliefs N/A N/A − Managerial effectiveness No 

Fortune's Most 
Admired Companies 

Beliefs Formative No 

− Quality of management 
− Quality of products/services 
− Value as a long-term 

investment 
− Innovativeness 
− Soundness of financial 

position 
− Ability to attract, develop, 

and keep talented people 
− Responsibility to the 

community and 
environment 

− Wise use of corporate 
assets 

No 

Reputation Quotient: 
Fombrun et al. (2000) 

Beliefs, 
Attitudes & 
Objective 

Multiple No 

− Products and services 
− Social and environmental 

responsibility 
− Vision and leadership 
− Workplace environment' 

emotional appeal 
− Financial performance 

No 

Nguyen & Leblanc 
(2001) 

Attitudes Reflective Yes − Good/bad No 

Dowling (2004) 
Beliefs & 
Attitudes 

Formative Partial 

− Market presence 
− Social accountability 
− Corporate capability 
− Corporate personality 

Yes 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Measure and/or 

Authors 
Breadth of 

Measure 

Measure-

ment 

Model 

Items 

Apply? − Dimensional Structure 
Represents 

Construct? 

Helm (2005) Beliefs Formative Partial 

− Commitment to protecting 
the environment 

− Corporate success 
− Treatment of employees 
− Customer orientation 
− Commitment to charitable 

and social issues 
− Value for money of 

products 
− Financial performance 
− Qualification of 

management 
− Credibility of advertising 

claims 

No 

Rindova et al. (2005) Objective Objective No 
− Being good (perceived 

quality) 
− Being known 

No 

Customer-based 
Reputation: 

Walsh & Beatty 
(2007) 

Beliefs Reflective Partial 

− Customer orientation 
− Good employer 
− Reliable and financially 

strong company 
− Product and service quality 
− Social and environmental 

responsibility 

No 

Hochwarter et al. 
(2007) 

Beliefs Reflective Partial 
− Performance/results 
− Character/integrity 

Partial 

RepTrak Pulse: 
Ponzi et al. (2011) 

Beliefs Reflective Yes 

− Company feeling 
− Admiration and respect 
− Company confidence 
− Overall reputation 

No 

 

While these measures have enabled insightful investigation of the reputation construct, the 

need for a new measure that can be used to empiricize the reputations held by sports teams is 

evident.  Specifically, the measure needed to (a) comprise items that articulate to sports teams; 

(b) represent the most recent conceptualizations of the reputation construct; and (c) be developed 

in mind of the issues noted by Dowling and Gardberg (2012).  In the next chapter, I provide 



85 
 

information about the methods that I used in the development of a measure that accounts for the 

aforementioned factors. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODS 
 
 

Introduction 

 

The purpose of the present research was to develop a quantitative measure of sports team 

reputation.  As outlined in the previous section, no existing measure of reputation would 

effectively capture the phenomena within this context.  In this section, I outline the procedure that 

I used in order to develop said measure. 

 
Scale Development Process 

 

To ensure that the measure of sports team representation was developed with sufficient 

rigor, I followed the process laid out by Hinkin (1998).  The author laid out six steps researchers 

should take in order to validate new measures: (1) item generation; (2) questionnaire 

administration; (3) initial item reduction; (4) confirmatory factor analysis; (5) construct validity; 

and (6) replication.  In the current project, I address the first five of these steps, as illustrated in 

Figure 9.  Each step is explained in detail below. 

 
Step 1: Item Generation 

 

The first stage in Hinkin’s (1998) scale development process is the generation of items that 

were used to capture the latent construct.  The authors noted, “The key to successful item 

generation is the development of a well-articulated theoretical foundation that would indicate the 

content domain for the new measure” (p. 105).  To this end, the working definition of sports team 

reputation used herein is as follows: A collective perception comprising the attitudes and beliefs 

of individuals in a social group, which are based upon related images that have been projected 

either by the team itself or by an external source.  Items were generated for the dimensions of 
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performance, character, and favorability, in addition to prominence, which is not considered a 

dimension of reputation per se, but is integral to understanding the relationship between the 

dimensions of reputation, as previously discussed. 

 

 
 

Figure 9: Six-step scale development process (dashed lines indicate steps not addressed in the 
present dissertation) 

 
General item development.  To create a list of preliminary items to be tested, I used 

logical partitioning, otherwise referred to as “classification from above” (Hunt, 1991).  This is a 
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form of deductive item generation, which Hinkin (1998) recommends in instances where the 

theoretical foundation of a construct is sufficiently developed as to provide information that can 

be used as the basis for potential items.  Although there is some disagreement among scholars as 

to the precise definition and structural model of reputation (Ferris et al., 2014), the general 

understanding of the construct, as detailed by Fombrun (1996), is consistent throughout the 

literature.  Furthermore, there has been decades of research and discussion related to reputation 

(see Walker, 2010; Wartick, 2002) through which scholars have provided a plethora of information 

that can underpin deductive item generation. 

A standardized fixed response answer format was used—specifically Likert-style items—

where respondents select from a series of predetermined options.  To determine what type of 

response format I should use, I followed Wilson’s (2005) recommendation, and developed a series 

of construct maps illustrating the breadth of the sports team reputation construct, and mapped 

potential responses (see Appendix B).  The possible responses indicated that each of the four latent 

constructs of interest (performance, character, favorability, and prominence) exist on a continuum 

from high (e.g., high performance) to low (e.g., low performance).  As such, it is appropriate to 

measure sports team reputation by generating a series of statements (e.g., “Team X is prominent”), 

and asking sport consumers to indicate the extent to which they agree with each.  Each statement 

must be reflective of the latent construct to which it pertains, per the previous discussion of the 

measurement model (see Dowling & Gardberg, 2012).  

The general format of the items adhered to various recommendations that have been made 

within the research methods literature.  For example, the item statements were written to be as 

short as possible without compromising the intended content, and were worded in such a way as 

to be easily understandable for the target population—sport consumers.  Items referred to a single 
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issue (i.e., no double-barreled questions were included), so as to reduce confusion, and focus 

respondents on the intended latent variable.  Per Dowling and Gardberg (2012), all items 

articulated to teams’ history of behavior, so as to capture the retrospective nature of reputation 

(Ferris et al., 2014), as opposed to future expectations.  Finally, I opted against using reverse-

scored items.  Although there is some debate as to whether such items help or harm the validity of 

measures (see Warwick & Lininger, 1975), some scholars have reported detrimental effects on the 

psychometric properties of measures as a result of their inclusion (Harrison & McLaughlin, 1993). 

 

Assessment of content validity.  After generating a preliminary list of items, they had to 

be assessed for content validity.  According to the American Psychological Association (1995), 

researchers must demonstrate content validity of new measures, and it is vital that each item links 

the construct being operationalized with its measurement (Kerlinger, 1986; Nunnally, 1978).  

Failure to demonstrate the content validity of a measure will render it useless, as it cannot be 

determined that resulting data actually pertain to the construct of interest, and not some other 

construct(s). 

No standard procedure exists for determining whether or not items are conceptually 

consistent with the construct of interest (Hinkin, 1998); however, there are a number of methods 

that scholars have employed in order to add rigor to the process.  To this end, I used Anderson and 

Gerbing’s (1991) pretest of substantive validity, which I explain in detail below.  Substantive 

validity refers to the extent to which individual items are adjudged to be reflective of their intended 

construct.  This differs from content validity, which refers to the extent to which a set of items 

reflect their intended construct (Holden & Jackson, 1979); however, substantive validity is 

evidently a precursor to content validity. 
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Anderson and Gerbing (1991) proposed the use of a sorting task, whereby a group of 

respondents (n ≈ 30) are provided with a complete list of items across multiple latent constructs—

in this case, performance, character, favorability, and prominence—and definitions of each 

construct.  Respondents are asked to match each item to the construct definition with which they 

believe it  most closely aligns.  In line with MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Fetter (1991), I added an 

“unclassified” category, into which respondents can place items that do not appear to align with 

any of the construct definitions provided. 

The results of the substantive validity task yield two values that can be used to identify 

items that fail to accurately reflect their intended construct.  The first is the proportion of 

substantive agreement, which is the proportion of respondents who assign each item to its intended 

construct definition.  This is calculated using the formula below, where nc represents the number 

of correct assignments, and N represents the total number of assignments: 

��� �
�

�
 

The second value is the substantive validity coefficient, which is the extent to which 

respondents assign each item to its intended construct definition more than they do any other 

definition.  This is a more accurate estimate of substantive validity, as it includes a penalty for 

assignment of items to another, unintended construct—in other words, the extent to which the item 

might be tapping into an unintended construct.  The formula for calculating the substantive validity 

coefficient is given below, where no represents the highest number of assignments to a single 

definition/category other than the one intended: 

��� �
� − �

�
 

 In the interests of rigor, I used the substantive validity coefficient to determine whether or 

not items are adequately reflecting each of the latent constructs of interest.  Values can range from 
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-1.0 to 1.0, with a value greater than .5 indicating that there is greater than a random chance of 

correct assignment (Anderson & Gerbing, 1991).  Per Hinkin’s (1998) recommendation, I 

employed a minimum agreement index of 75% (csv ≥ .75), discarding any item falling below this 

standard.  Data from the substantive validity pretest were analyzed using Microsoft Excel.  

Although this pretest cannot guarantee that substantive and/or content validity has been achieved, 

it enabled me to demonstrate “content adequacy” (Schriesheim, Eisenbach, & Hill, 1989), whereby 

the constructs are represented to a reasonable and acceptable extent. 

 
 Assessment of face validity.  Following the substantive validity pretest, the items that did, 

in fact, display acceptable substantive validity were reviewed by an expert panel.  This step is 

common in scale development procedures (e.g., Churchill, 1979) as a means of establishing face 

validity—defined as the relevance of items as they appear to research participants (Holden, 2010).  

This is distinct from content validity, per Hardesty and Bearden (2004): 

One helpful way to distinguish between face and content validity is to consider the domain 

of a construct being represented by a dartboard.  In order for the criterion of content validity 

to be established, darts must land randomly all over the board to obtain a proper 

representation of the construct.  Therefore, if darts were located on only the left-hand side 

of the board (i.e., items were measuring only half of the domain of a construct), the measure 

would not be content valid…  Using the dartboard analogy, an item has face validity if it 

hits the dartboard otherwise, the item does not represent the intended construct. Therefore, 

researchers must ensure that the items in the initial pool reflect the desired construct (i.e., 

hit the dartboard) (p. 99). 

This panel was be made up of individuals who are experienced in scale development, 

organizational behavior, reputation, marketing, and consumer behavior.  In addition to assessing 
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the face validity of items (with regard to their intended construct), the panel also checked for 

general item issues (e.g., double-barreled items, problematic terminology, etc.). 

 

Step 2: Questionnaire Administration 

 

Having established a list of items with adequate content and face validity, the next step was 

to administer them to a sample of respondents, in the format of a questionnaire.  In order to satisfy 

the requirements of subsequent steps, it was necessary to conduct two rounds of questionnaire 

administration.  The first provided data for the initial item reduction (following exploratory factor 

analysis), and the second provided data to be subjected to confirmatory factor analysis.  Both 

analyses were subject to sample size effects, in that the larger the sample used, the more likely it 

is that a statistically significant result will be observed (Cohen, 1969); thus, it was important that 

appropriate sample sizes are obtained for each.  Accepting this, concerns about sample size effects 

must obviously be balanced with obtaining enough responses to appropriately conduct the 

analyses.  Based on recommendations within the literature, I aimed to collect approximately 150 

responses for exploratory factor analysis (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988), and 300 for confirmatory 

factor analysis (Hoelter, 1983). 

 
Step 3: Initial Item Reduction 

 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA).  After collecting data from the first questionnaire 

administration (n ≈ 150), the data were subjected to EFA, which reduces a set of observed variables 

to a smaller set of variables.  This provided an indication that items are addressing the same 

intended construct, and thus evidence of construct validity (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988).  Based 

on the recommendation of Kim and Mueller (1978), item intercorrelations within constructs (e.g., 

correlations between performance items) were examined prior to conducting EFA.  Any items that 
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displayed correlations of less than .4 with the other items within its given construct were discarded, 

as this indicated they are not tapping the same construct domain (Churchill, 1979). 

A further consideration in performing EFA is the rotation of the factor axes (dimensions) 

that are identified in the initial extraction of factors.  According to Vogt (1993), rotation refers to, 

“Any of several methods in factor analysis by which the researcher attempts to relate the calculated 

factors to theoretical entities. This is done differently depending upon whether the factors are 

believed to be correlated (oblique) or uncorrelated (orthogonal)” (p. 91).  In other words, 

orthogonal rotation methods assume that the factors in the analysis are uncorrelated, while oblique 

rotation methods assume that they are correlated (Gorsuch, 1983).  Factors with a correlation in 

excess of .32 can be considered as being correlated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Based on the prior conceptualization of reputational attitudes as outcomes of reputational 

beliefs, it was likely that the dimensions would be somewhat correlated.  For example, a positive 

attitudinal assessment of a team is likely to be preceded by positive beliefs about its performance 

and/or character; thus, it was expected that some level of correlation would be observed.  In this 

case, I decided to use oblique direct oblimin rotation, which can be performed using the SPSS 

software program. 

Following the EFA, items that loaded onto a single appropriate factor were retained, as 

these were determined as most clearly representing the underlying construct of interest.  Factor 

loadings were considered to be “meaningful” if criterion levels are equal to/in excess of .40 (Ford, 

MacCallum, & Tait, 1986), and at least twice as strong as loading onto another factor (Hinkin, 

1998).  Additionally, factors should explain a minimum of 60% of the total variance in the latent 

construct (Ford et al., 1986).  Items not meeting these standards were removed, and EFA was 
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repeated until a clear factor structure emerged.  The aforementioned analyses were conducted 

using SPSS for Windows 

 
 Assessment of internal consistency.  Once the factor structure has been established 

through EFA, new measures must also be subjected to tests of internal consistency and reliability.  

This is to ensure that there is sufficient covariance among the items used to measure a latent 

construct (Churchill, 1979).  When assessing internal consistency alongside EFA, Cortina (1993) 

recommends the calculation of Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, which is almost certainly the most 

commonly used in the development of quantitative measures (Hinkin, 1998).  It has been suggested 

that Cronbach’s alpha should be at least .70 for newly developed measures (Cortina, 1993; Hair, 

Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2009); thus, this is the standard to which I adhered in 

developing the current measure of sports team reputation. 

 
Step 4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

While the analyses detailed in the previous section are useful for determining content 

validity and internal consistency, they do not provide information about how well the proposed 

structural model “fits” the data (Long, 1983).  In other words, to what extent is there a discrepancy 

between the predicted and observed values? Unlike EFA, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

enables an assessment of the “goodness of fit” of a model, as is explained below.  The data in 

question were obtained through the second round of questionnaire administration (n ≈ 300).  CFA 

was be performed using AMOS. 

There are many different models of fit indices, and each has a different level of sensitivity 

to variations in sample size, distribution, and model misspecification (Hu & Bentler, 1998).  In 

other words, depending on the cutoff criteria (e.g., minimum/maximum acceptable threshold) 
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used, some indices are more prone to Type I errors, while others are more prone to Type II errors.  

On this basis, Hu and Bentler (1999) recommended using a combination of fit indices in order to 

minimize each type of error.  The authors tested various pairings of popular fit indices, as well as 

different cutoff criteria for each, in order to assess which combinations produced the lowest error 

rates. 

Based on Hu and Bentler’s (1999) findings, I used the Standardized Root Mean Square 

Residual (SRMR) and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), which are both 

absolute models of fit indices.9  The authors indicated that the least sums of Type I and Type II 

error rates were observed when the cutoff criteria for RMSEA was .06, and .09 for SRMR; 

however, RMSEA values between .05 and .08 would indicate acceptable fit. As such, acceptable 

model fit was assumed if RMSEA ≤ .08, and SRMR ≤ .09. It should be noted that satisfying these 

criteria does not mean that the proposed model is valid—only that it fits the data (Kenny, Kaniskan, 

& McCoach, 2014); thus, the model must still make conceptual sense.  As Hinkin (1998) noted, 

“In scale development, confirmatory factor analysis should be just that—a confirmation that the 

prior analyses have been conducted thoroughly and appropriately” (p. 114). 

 
Step 5: Convergent/Discriminant Validity 

 

 To establish the construct validity of the measure of sports team reputation, I tested for 

convergent and discriminant validity.  Each is explained below. 

 

                                                 
9 There are different models of fit indices that can loosely be broken down into two categories: relative, and absolute 
models of fit indices (Barrett, 2007).  The former refer to indices that are comparative in nature, in that they place the 
proposed model on a continuum between the perfect model and the worst possible model (known as the “null model”).  
Relative models of fit indices produce a value between zero and one, similar to an R2 value, with the higher value 
indicating a better fit.  Absolute fit indices, on the other hand, assume that the best fitting model has a fit of zero, and 
thus determines how far from perfect the proposed model is. 
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 Convergent validity.  It is important to ensure that each item contributes to the latent 

construct that they are supposed to reflect.  To this end, Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggested 

that evidence of convergent validity can be claimed if each item’s loading on its intended construct 

is twice its standard error, which represents a statistically significant result. Additionally, Fornell 

and Larcker (1981) proposed that average variance extracted (AVE) can provide further indication 

of convergent validity.  AVE is an indication of the variance explained by a construct as compared 

to the amount of variance that can be attributed to measurement error.  According to Fornell and 

Larcker (1981), the AVE value should not fall below .50 if convergent validity is to be claimed. 

 
 Discriminant validity.  Fornell and Larker (1981) suggest that discriminant validity can 

be determined by comparing the AVE to the squared correlation between two constructs.  If the 

squared correlation between two latent variables is less than the AVE of either one, this indicates 

that the latent variables explain more unique variance than shared variance; thus, discriminant 

validity can be claimed. 

 
Step 6: Replication 

 

The intended use of the measure is to empirically examine relationships between sports 

team reputation and consumer outcomes; however, such empirical investigation is beyond the 

scope of the current dissertation.  As such, the present research concluded following Step 5 of 

Hinkin’s (1998) process (as indicated in Figure 9), and  no measures of consumer outcomes were 

included in the questionnaires administered as part of the dissertation.  Per Krzystofiak, Cardy, 

and Newman (1988), new measures should thus be re-administered to an independent sample when 

used for empirical studies; thus, future research in this area will require a further round of 

questionnaire administration regardless. 
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Participants and Procedure 

 

 When developing measures, the samples used should be representative of the population 

of interest (Stone, 1978); thus, questionnaires were administered to sport consumers.  In this case, 

sport consumers were defined as individuals who engage in consumption behaviors related to 

sports teams, such as physical attendance at games, watching games on television/online, 

consumption of other sports media content, purchasing team merchandise, etc. 

 

Substantive Validity Pretest 

 

For the initial pretest of substantive validity, the sample (n ≈ 30) comprised undergraduate 

students enrolled in a Sport Marketing course.  The primary consideration was that participants 

were able to understand the meaning of the items and construct definitions with which they were 

provided (Anderson & Gerbing, 1991); thus, the use of a student sample should not be considered 

problematic.  The sorting task was created in the form of an online survey instrument using 

Qualtrics, an online survey building and administration tool.  Participants accessed the sorting task 

via a weblink provided in an email. 

 

Questionnaire Administration I 

 

Following the substantive validity pretest, the first round of questionnaires were 

administered to a sample of sport consumers (n ≈ 150) in order to conduct EFA and initial item 

reduction (Hinkin, 1998).  This first round of data were subjected to EFA.  Participants were 

recruited through Qualtrics, an online survey panel provider, who also sent the survey link to 

prospective participants. 
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Questionnaire Administration II 

 

A second sample of sport consumers (n ≈ 300) was recruited using Qualtrics in order to 

conduct CFA.  Separate samples were needed, as using the same sample for both phases of validity 

testing leaves measures subject to common source and/or common method variance (Campbell, 

1976).  These terms refer to spurious variance that is introduced as a result of either the sample or 

the method of measurement (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  Additionally, it 

has been recommended that a new independent sample is used once measures have been revised 

(e.g., adding/removing items following validity testing: Anderson & Gerbing, 1991; Schwab, 

1980).  As with the previous administration, responses were collected via Qualtrics, with a link 

sent by the panel provider to prospective participants. 

 
Summary 

 

 By employing the methods and procedures laid out in this section, I ensured that the 

measure of sports team reputation was developed with a high level of rigor.  This was vital if the 

measure is to provide informative and accurate information about consumer outcomes when used 

in subsequent empirical studies.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS 
 
 

Introduction 

 

In the following chapter, the results of the scale development project are provided.  The 

chapter is divided into three subsections, which relate to the scale development process outlined 

by Hinkin (1999): (1) “Step One: Item Generation,” in which the substantive and face validity of 

proposed items was established; (2) “Steps Two and Three: Questionnaire Administration and 

Initial Item Reduction,” which include the results of the EFA; and (3) “Steps Four and Five: 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Convergent/Discriminant Validity,” in which the results of the 

CFA are presented.  Individual steps within the process were combined to reflect the logical and 

chronological order of analyses. 

 
Step One: Item Generation 

 

Assessment of Substantive Validity 

 

To assess the substantive validity of the items, the sorting task proposed by Anderson and 

Gerbing (1991) was administered to a sample of 42 college students who were enrolled in a social 

sciences major (males = 22, females = 20; mean age = 21.6).  The task was administered online 

through Qualtrics survey program, a link to which was sent via email.  Each category to which an 

item could be assigned (with the exception of the “N/A” category) was labeled with an associated 

definition: “The execution or accomplishment of an action, task, or function” (performance); “The 

complex of moral and ethical qualities marking and often individualizing a person, group, or 

organization” (character); “The extent to which a person, group, or organization is viewed with 
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approval or liking” (favorability); and “Standing out so as to be seen easily; being conspicuous, 

or particularly noticeable” (prominence). 

Per Anderson and Gerbing’s (1991) recommendation, items demonstrate a satisfactory 

level of substantive validity if the csv value is greater than .75; thus, items failing to meet this 

threshold were removed.  Table 3 contains the results of the sorting task, including assignments of 

items to categories, and csv data.  Ultimately, four items were deleted from the performance 

dimension, one from character, two from favorability, and one from prominence; nine items were 

removed in total. 

 
Table 3: Results of substantive validity sorting task: Assignments to definitional categories, 
and substantive validity coefficients (n = 42) 

Proposed Item 
Definitional Categories 

nc no csv 
CHA PER FAV PRM N/A 

Performance         

The [name] is a high-performing 
organization 0 41 0 1 0 41 1 .95 

The [name] organization gets the job done 0 40 1 0 1 40 1 .93 
The [name] organization performs well 0 40 0 1 1 40 1 .93 
The general performance of the [name] 
organization is good 0 40 0 0 2 40 2 .90 

The [name] is an organization that is good 
at what it does 0 38 1 1 2 38 2 .86 

The [name] organization is one that 
performs well 0 37 2 1 2 37 2 .83 

The [name] organization does its job well 2 36 2 0 2 36 2 .81 
The [name] organization is good at its job 0 36 3 1 2 36 3 .79 
I associate the [name] organization with 
results 0 33 3 0 6 33 6 .64 

Overall, the [name] organization is highly 
competent 8 30 0 2 2 30 8 .52 

The [name] is an organization that delivers 
quality 10 27 1 1 3 27 10 .40 

The [name] is an organization that I 
associate with quality 17 9 12 2 2 9 17 -.19 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Proposed Item CHA PER FAV PRM N/A nc no csv 

Character         

The [name] organization operates with 
moral integrity 42 0 0 0 0 42 0 1.00 

I associate the [name] organization with 
high character 41 0 1 0 0 41 1 .95 

The [name] organization has good 
character 41 0 1 0 0 41 1 .95 

The [name] organization demonstrates 
good morals 40 1 0 0 1 40 1 .93 

The [name] organization takes 
responsibility for its actions 40 1 1 0 0 40 1 .93 

The [name] organization does the right 
thing 40 0 2 0 0 40 2 .90 

The [name] is a socially responsible 
organization 38 1 1 1 1 38 1 .88 

The [name] organization has high integrity 38 1 2 0 1 38 2 .86 
The [name] organization conducts itself 
with integrity 38 1 2 0 1 38 2 .86 

The [name] organization does good things 
for others 38 1 1 0 2 38 2 .86 

The [name] organization puts others first 37 2 0 1 2 37 2 .83 
The [name] organization cares about others 37 1 0 0 4 37 4 .79 
The [name] organization conducts itself 
responsibly 36 4 0 1 1 36 4 .76 

I consider the [name] organization to be 
genuine 

33 0 7 0 2 33 7 .62 

Favorability         

I think favorably about the [name] 
organization 0 0 42 0 0 42 0 1.00 

The [name] is one of my favorite 
organizations 0 0 40 0 2 40 2 .90 

I have a positive opinion of the [name] 
organization 1 0 39 1 1 39 1 .90 

When I think about the [name] 
organization, I think positive thoughts 2 0 39 0 1 39 2 .88 

My overall evaluation of the [name] 
organization is good 2 2 37 0 1 37 2 .83 

My opinion of the [name] organization is a 
positive one 3 0 37 0 2 37 3 .81 

I have a preference for the [name] 
organization 1 2 36 2 1 36 2 .81 

I appreciate the [name] organization 3 1 35 0 3 35 3 .76 
I have a favorable attitude toward the 
[name] organization 2 4 34 2 0 34 4 .71 

Overall, I have a good impression of the 
[name] organization 

10 4 28 0 0 28 10 .43 
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Table 3 (continued)         

Proposed Item CHA PER FAV PRM N/A nc no csv 

Prominence         

The [name] organization is prominent 0 0 1 40 1 40 1 .93 
A lot of people are aware of the [name] 
organization 0 0 1 40 1 40 1 .93 

Lots of people know about the [name] 
organization 0 1 1 39 1 39 1 .90 

The [name] is a well-known organization 1 0 2 39 0 39 2 .88 
The [name] organization is noticeable to 
the general public 1 0 2 39 0 39 2 .88 

The [name] organization is very 
recognizable 0 0 2 39 1 39 2 .88 

The [name] organization is highly visible 0 0 2 39 1 39 2 .88 
The [name] is a famous organization 0 0 3 39 0 39 3 .86 
The [name] organization is in the public 
eye 2 1 1 38 0 38 2 .86 

The [name] organization receives a lot of 
attention 0 0 3 39 0 39 3 .86 

The [name] is one of the best-known 
organization 0 1 1 37 3 37 3 .81 

People pay attention to the [name] 
organization 0 0 3 37 2 37 3 .81 

The majority of people are familiar with 
the [name] organization 0 0 5 37 0 37 5 .76 

Most people know about the [name] 
organization 

0 1 5 36 0 36 5 .74 

Notes: 1. CHA = Character; PER = Performance; FAV = Favorability; PRM = Prominence; nc = number of 
assignments to intended definitional category; no = highest number of assignments to an unintended definitional 
category; csv = substantive validity coefficient. 2. Items sorted by csv (cutoff value < .75). 

 

Assessment of Face Validity 

 

After eliminating the items that did not meet the minimum standard for substantive validity 

(csv < .75: Anderson & Gerbing, 1991), a pool of 42 items remained (performance = 8; character 

= 13; favorability = 8; prominence = 12).  These items were presented to an expert panel for their 

assessment, per the recommendation of Churchill (1979). The members of the panel were selected 

for their expertise in scale development, organizational behavior, reputation, marketing, and 

consumer behavior.  The criteria upon which the items were judged were the extent to which each 
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was representative of the definition provided for each construct, possible conflation with other 

constructs, and clarity of expression. 

Members of the expert panel did not identify any items that were not at all representative 

of the constructs to which they pertained.  Nonetheless, two were deemed problematic, and were 

removed from the pool of items.  The item “I have a preference for the [name] organization” 

(favorability) was dismissed because “preference” is a relative term, as opposed to reflecting a 

belief about the focal object.  For example, an individual may prefer Team A to Team B, yet be 

ambivalent to the former in terms of favorability.  Additionally, the item “A lot of people are aware 

of the [name] organization” (prominence) was also dismissed, as awareness is not synonymous 

with standing out, or being noticeable; rather, awareness would be an outcome of prominence. 

Members of the panel also commented on the generality of the items pertaining to 

performance; however, these items were deliberately oriented toward overall assessments of 

unspecified performance.  As a perceptual construct, the basis of reputation is socially constructed 

(Rao, 1994; Rindova & Martins, 2012), and as such, its basis should not be prescribed.  In other 

words, individuals may base their beliefs about performance on different criteria (e.g., win-loss 

record, aesthetic of play, success in relation to available resources, etc.).  Accordingly, items 

cannot be tied to any particular element of performance, as this would violate the nature of the 

construct.  Specification of necessary components of performance would also be indicative of a 

formative measurement model, per the discussion in the Literature Review section. 

No items were dismissed on the basis of clarity of expression, or other issues related to 

wording (e.g., double-barreled items).  A total of 40 items were included in the first iteration of 

the questionnaire that was administered to participants. 
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Steps Two and Three: Questionnaire Administration and Initial Item Reduction 

 
The second step of the scale development process entailed administering the remaining 

pool of items in order to conduct EFA, in order to establish how well the proposed items fit the 

previously established structure of the reputation construct.  Within the following subsections, I 

provide the results of the EFA, along with discussion of each component. 

 

Summary of Methods 

 

The sample comprised college students enrolled in a social science major (n = 214), of 

whom 46% identified as male, and 54% as female.  The median age group indicated by participants 

was 18-24 years old, and the vast majority (96%) most closely associated with the 

“White/Caucasian” racial/ethnic group. 

Each participant completed a paper and pencil questionnaire containing the aforementioned 

40 items, each of which was presented in the form of a statement.  Statements were anchored to 

the New England Patriots (a franchise in the National Football League), as it was deemed likely 

that respondents would be somewhat familiar with the organization.  Verbal confirmation of 

respondents’ familiarity with the New England Partiots was solicited prior to participation, 

although no potential participants were ommited on that basis. 

Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed/disagreed with the each 

statement using a seven-point Likert scale from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (7).  

Items were presented in blocks of 10, and were sorted so that items pertaining to a particular latent 

construct did not appear consecutively.  Basic demographic items were included at the end of the 

questionnaire to provide descriptive information about the sample.  A sample of the questionnaire 

is provided in Appendix C. 
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Data Screening 

 

Prior to conducting the EFA, the data were screened for univariate outliers, and incomplete 

or unsatisfactory responses.  A total of 214 surveys were returned, of which 203 were usable.  This 

satisfied the minimum number of participants for EFA suggested by Guadagnoli and Velicer 

(1988), and the 5:1 ratio of responses to items suggested by Gorsuch (1983). 

Inter-item correlations were examined to ensure that items displayed correlations of at least 

.4 with others in their intended dimension (Churchill, 1979). The inter-item correlations are 

available in Appendix D.  Two items were found to have correlations of < .4 with others in the 

same factor, both of which were items measuring prominence (PRO1 and PRO6); these items were 

removed.  A third item (PRO3) displayed correlations of < .4 with PRO1 and PRO6, but was 

strongly correlated with other prominence items, and was subsequently retained for the EFA.  A 

total of 38 items across the four latent constructs were retained. 

 

Preliminary Analyses 

 

The factorability of the remaining items was examined using a series of recognized criteria.  

First, Bartlett’s test of sphericity was assessed to ensure that correlations exist between the sub-

indicators (items) in the correlation matrix (i.e., the correlation matrix is not an identity matrix) 

(Hutcheson & Sorfoniou, 1999).  The test was significant (χ2 (703) = 8235.72, p < .01), therefore 

the null hypothesis of uncorrelated items was rejected. 

Bartelett’s test has been found to be sensitive to sample size (Knapp & Swoyer, 1967); 

thus, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggested the use of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO: Kaiser, 

1970) measure of sampling adequacy.  KMO produces a value from 0-1, indicating the proportion 

of variance among items that might be indicative of underlying or common latent factors.  The 

observed KMO value was .95, which exceeded the minimum criteria of .5 suggested by Hair, 
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Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1995) and Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), and can be deemed to be 

excellent per the guidelines of Kaiser and Rice (1974).  In addition, all diagonal values within the 

anti-image correlation matrix were between .98 and .89, exceeding the minimum acceptable value 

of .5, and the communalities were all in excess of .3, indicating that each of the items shared some 

common variance with others (Field, 2000).  A full account of these values can be found in 

Appendix E.  Based on the results of the aforementioned preliminary analyses, factor analysis was 

deemed to be appropriate with the remaining 38 items. 

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 

The primary purpose of the EFA was to ascertain whether or not the dimensional structure 

of reputation would be represented by the factor structure emerging from the analyses; thus, 

principal axis factoring (PAF) was employed.10  There has been considerable debate as to whether 

PAF or principal comonent analysis (PCA) is more appropriate for identifying underlying factors 

within a dataset (see Gorsuch, 1990), and the two often produce similar results (Velicer & Jackson, 

1990).  The reasons for choosing PAF are given below. 

First, the goal of PAF is to model the shared variance in a set of measurements, making it 

appropriate for exploring underlying constructs; whereas the goal of PCA is to reduce a large 

number of items to a smaller set that explains the most amount of variance in the latent construct 

(Floyd & Widaman, 1995).  Given the lack of consensus regarding the dimensionality of the 

reputation construct (Ferris et al., 2014), it would seem appropriate to adopt an exploratory 

approach that would support/challenge the conceptualization used herein. 

                                                 
10 A secondary purpose was to reduce the number of items retained for each subscale to between four and six items, 
per Hinkin (1998).  Other types of analysis (e.g., principal component analysis) can be used reduce a large list of items 
into a smaller composite set that account for the most variance in the fewest items (Brown, 2006); however, the 
primary goal was to identify the latent structure of the data, making PAF more appropriate for exploring the 
dimensionality of the reputation construct. 
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Second, PAF uses communalities on the diagonal of the correlation matrix, as opposed to 

PCA, which inserting values of 1.  The latter approach assumes there is no measurement error in 

its ability to distinguish between cases or individuals (Snook & Gorsuch, 1989); yet, it is unlikely 

that such measurement in the social sciences will be perfectly reliable.  As such, the communalities 

relied upon in PAF provide a more conservative estimate of item reliability, and avoid inflated 

factor loadings (Gorsuch, 1997). 

 
Factor rotation.  The EFA was conducted using oblique oblimin rotation, which is 

recommended in instances where it is likely that factors will be correlated (Gorsuch, 1983).  

Conceptually, reputational favorability (an attitude) is an outcome of reputational cognitions 

related to performance and/or character; thus, it was predicted that a factor pertaining to 

favorability would be highly correlated with factors pertaining to performance and/or character.  

Similarly, prominence has been conceptualized as an outcome of organizations’ actions (Boyd et 

al., 2010); thus, it was predicted that factors pertaining to performance and/or character would also 

drive a factor pertaining to prominence. 

Prior to conducting the EFA, support for these predictions was indicated by the inter-item 

correlations (see Appendix D), as there were a number of sufficiently strong (r ≥ .4) significant 

(p < .01) correlations between items pertaining to different latent constructs.  Specifically, the 

majority of performance items were highly correlated with prominence items, and the majority of 

character items were highly correlated with favorability.  As such, oblique oblimin rotation was 

deemed to be appropriate in the present context. 

 

Initial EFA.  The remaining pool of 38 items was analyzed using PAF to reveal an initial 

factor structure.  Although the prior conceptualization of reputation comprised four latent 
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constructs (performance, character, favorability, and prominence), the analysis was not 

constrained to four factors; rather, factors were extracted based on eigenvalues greater than 1, and 

examination of the scree plot.  This enabled me to check the conceptualization against the data, 

and identify items or factors that deviated from the expected structure. 

Based on initial eigenvalues, five factors explained 76.13% of the variance (Factor 1 = 

38.62%; Factor 2 = 24.64%; Factor 3 = 6.29%; Factor 4 = 3.73%; Factor 5 = 2.86%).  Examination 

of the pattern matrix revealed that 10 of 13 character items loaded onto Factor 1; all prominence 

items loaded onto Factor 2; all performance items loaded onto Factor 3; and all favorability items 

loaded onto Factor 4.  The remaining three character items comprised Factor 5, and upon closer 

inspection, were similarly worded: “The [name] organization does good things for others” 

(CHA10); “The [name] organization puts others first” (CHA11); and “The [name] organization 

cares about others” (CHA12).  These items were discarded from subsequent analyses, as the 

responses indicated deviation from the conceptual meaning of the character dimension. 

To further reduce the number of items per subscale, the wording of items was reviewed to 

ensure that factors did not contain several similarly-worded items.  This ensured that the breadth 

of each latent construct—as opposed to a specific part—was adequately reflected by the emerging 

factors.  For example, the item “The [name] organization does its job well” was retained due to 

its higher loading onto Factor 3 than the similarly-worded item “The [name] organization is good 

at its job,” which was discarded.  By this process, the number of items was reduced to 24 (six per 

subscale), and these items were entered into a final principal component analysis.  A list of the 

retained and discarded items is provided in Table 4. 
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Table 4: Items retained and discarded following preliminary analyses and initial EFA 

Item Retained? 

PER1 The [name] is a high-performing organization Y 

PER2 The [name] organization gets the job done Y 

PER3 The [name] organization performs well Y 

PER4 The general performance of the [name] organization is good Y 

PER5 The [name] is an organization that is good at what it does Y 

PER6 The [name] organization is one that performs well Na 

PER7 The [name] organization does its job well Y 

PER8 The [name] organization is good at its job Na 

CHA1 The [name] organization operates with moral integrity Na 

CHA2 I associate the [name] organization with high character Na 

CHA3 The [name] organization has good character Y 

CHA4 The [name] organization demonstrates good morals Y 

CHA5 The [name] organization takes responsibility for its actions Y 

CHA6 The [name] organization does the right thing Y 

CHA7 The [name] is a socially responsible organization Y 

CHA8 The [name] organization has high integrity Y 

CHA9 The [name] organization conducts itself with integrity Na 

CHA10 The [name] organization does good things for others Nb 

CHA11 The [name] organization puts others first Nb 

CHA12 The [name] organization cares about others Nb 

CHA13 The [name] organization conducts itself responsibly Na 

FAV1 I think favorably about the [name] organization Y 

FAV2 The [name] is one of my favorite organizations Na 

FAV3 I have a positive opinion of the [name] organization Y 

FAV4 When I think about the [name] organization, I think positive thoughts Y 

FAV5 My overall evaluation of the [name] organization is good Y 

FAV6 My opinion of the [name] organization is a positive one Y 

FAV7 I appreciate the [name] organization Y 

PRO1 The [name] organization is prominent Nc 

PRO2 Lots of people know about the [name] organization Y 

PRO3 The [name] is a well-known organization Na 

PRO4 The [name] organization is noticeable to the general public Y 

PRO5 The [name] organization is very recognizable Y 

PRO6 The [name] organization is highly visible Nc 

PRO7 The [name] is a famous organization Y 

PRO8 The [name] organization is in the public eye Y 

PRO9 The [name] organization receives a lot of attention Na 

PRO10 The [name] is one of the best-known organization Na 

PRO11 People pay attention to the [name] organization Y 

PRO12 The majority of people are familiar with the [name] organization Na 

Notes: a Not retained due to wording similarity with another item within the same factor; b Not retained due to 
conceptual inconsistency with other items within the same factor; c not retained due to low correlation with other 
items pertaining to the same latent construct 
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Final EFA. For the final EFA, an additional PAF was computed for the remaining 24 

items.  Based on the prior conceptualization of reputation, and the results of the initial EFA, the 

extraction was constrained to four factors representing the latent constructs of interest.  The four 

extracted factors explained 76.60% of the variance (Factor 1 = 40.53%; Factor 2 = 24.70%; Factor 

3 = 7.20%; Factor 4 = 4.18%).  Examination of the pattern matrix (see Table 5) revealed a clear 

factor structure, with items loading onto factors pertaining to their intended constructs.  As such, 

the factors were labeled in conjunction with the aforementioned conceptualization of reputation. 

Table 5: Pattern matrix: Factor loadings and communalities based on principal axis factoring 
with oblique oblimin rotation (n = 203) 

Items 
Componenta Comb 

FAV PER PRO CHA (Ext) 

I think favorably about the [name] organization 1.01    .88 

I appreciate the [name] organization .84    .71 

My opinion of the [name] organization is a positive one .83    .87 

I have a positive opinion of the [name] organization .80    .86 
When I think about the [name] organization, I think positive 
thoughts 

.74    .85 

My overall evaluation of the [name] organization is good .71    .66 

The [name] organization does its job well  .97   .82 

The [name] organization performs well  .89   .84 

The [name] organization gets the job done  .86   .74 

The [name] is an organization that is good at what it does  .82   .79 

The general performance of the [name] organization is good  .80   .68 

The [name] is a high-performing organization  .61   .52 

The [name] organization is in the public eye   .81  .59 

People pay attention to the [name] organization   .75  .57 

Lots of people know about the [name] organization   .74  .54 

The [name] is a famous organization   .72  .58 

The [name] organization is very recognizable   .71  .66 

The [name] organization is noticeable to the general public   .70  .62 

The [name] organization has high integrity    .87 .89 

The [name] organization takes responsibility for its actions    .86 .64 

The [name] is a socially responsible organization    .78 .64 

The [name] organization has good character    .75 .77 

The [name] organization does the right thing    .71 .78 

The [name] organization demonstrates good morals    .67 .79 

Notes: a Factor labels: FAV = Favorability, PER = Performance, PRO = Prominence, CHA = Character; 
b Communalities (extraction) 
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Table 6: Structure matrix: Factor loadings and communalities based on principal axis 
factoring with oblique oblimin rotation (n = 203) 

Items 
Componenta Comb 

FAV PER PRO CHA (Ext) 

I think favorably about the [name] organization .94   .67 .88 

My opinion of the [name] organization is a positive one .93   .76 .87 

I have a positive opinion of the [name] organization .92   .77 .86 

When I think about the [name] organization, I think positive thoughts .91   .79 .85 

I appreciate the [name] organization .84   .64 .71 

My overall evaluation of the [name] organization is good .81   .67 .66 

The [name] organization performs well  .91 .56  .84 

The [name] organization does its job well  .90 .46  .82 

The [name] is an organization that is good at what it does  .88 .59  .79 

The [name] organization gets the job done  .86 .51  .74 

The general performance of the [name] organization is good  .82 .49  .68 

The [name] is a high-performing organization  .71 .53  .52 

The [name] organization is very recognizable  .57 .80  .66 

The [name] organization is noticeable to the general public  .56 .78  .62 

The [name] organization is in the public eye   .76  .59 

The [name] is a famous organization  .49 .76  .58 

People pay attention to the [name] organization  .45 .75  .57 

Lots of people know about the [name] organization  .43 .74  .54 

The [name] organization has high integrity .76   .94 .89 

The [name] organization does the right thing .76   .87 .64 

The [name] organization has good character .73   .87 .64 

The [name] organization takes responsibility for its actions .57   .87 .77 

The [name] organization demonstrates good morals .78   .80 .78 

The [name] is a socially responsible organization .61   .79 .79 

Notes: a Factor labels: FAV = Favorability, PER = Performance, PRO = Prominence, CHA = Character; 
b Communalities (extraction) 

 

Further support for the factor structure was observed when examining the structure matrix 

(see Table 6).  Although cross-loading amongst items is seen, each of the 24 items loaded most 

strongly onto the factor pertaining to its intended construct.  Additionally, the pattern of the cross 

loading is aligned with prior predictions regarding inter-item correlations—i.e., character items 

loading onto the favorability factor, and performance items loading onto the prominence factor.  

As previously discussed, this is not deemed to be problematic (a) given the higher loading of items 
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to their intended construct than to any other; and (b) due to the conceptualized (directional) 

relationship between the four latent constructs.  This is similarly reflected in the correlations 

between factors, which can be found in Appendix F. 

 

Assessment of reliability. The internal consistency of each of the latent construct 

subscales resulting from EFA were conducted using Cronbach’s alpha (see Table 7).  The alpha 

coefficients indicated that three subscales (favorability, performance, and character) demonstrated 

“excellent” internal consistency, while the prominence subscale demonstrated “good” internal 

consistency—all four subscales exceeded the minimum threshold of α = .7 (Cortina, 1993).  In 

addition, composite scores were created for each of the four factors, and descriptive statistics were 

calculated.  This information is presented in Table 7.  The skewness and kurtosis values fell 

between the tolerable range of +/-2 for assuming a normal distribution (George & Mallery, 2010). 

 
Table 7: Reliability analysis for factors extracted through principal component analysis: 
Means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (n = 203) 

 No. of Items M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach’s α 

Favorability 6 3.68 (1.47) .00 -.59 .96 

Performance 6 5.70 (1.05) -.91 1.24 .94 

Prominence 6 6.20 (.73) -1.00 1.45 .89 

Character 6 3.70 (1.19) -.06 .10 .94 

 

 

Summary 

 

Based on the results of the EFA, support was found for the conceptualization of reputation 

as a construct comprising three dimensions (performance, character, and favorability), and being 

implicitly affected by a fourth latent construct (prominence).  Reducing the original pool of items 

to 24 ensured that the measure of sports team reputation was parsimonious in terms of the number 
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of items, while still retaining a sufficient number to be subjected to requisite testing, and 

accounting for a sufficient amount of variance. 

 
Steps Four and Five: Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Convergent/Discriminant Validity 

 

Following the EFA and initial item reduction, a CFA was conducted in order to establish 

“fit” between the structural model and the data.  Following an initial CFA, the model was 

respecified; thus, a second sample was obtained in order to ensure that the model would 

demonstrate acceptable fit across samples.  As such, the following section is divided into two 

subsections: Sample One and Sample Two. Measurement and structural models are presented for 

each sample. 

 

Sample One 

 

Summary of methods. The sample was obtained via Qualtrics, and comprised respondents 

(n = 300), of whom 36% identified as male, and 64% as female.  The median age was 34 years 

old. In terms of racial/ethnic composition, 82% were White/Caucasian, and 10% Black/African 

American. 

Each participant completed an online questionnaire containing the 24 items that were 

retained following the EFA (four per subscale).  Items were presented in the form of statements 

with which participants were asked to indicate the extent of their agreement/disagreement using a 

seven-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (7).  As in the 

first questionnaire administration, the statements were again anchored to the New England Patriots 

NFL franchise.  An initial screening question was included to ensure that respondents had a basic 

level of awareness of the New England Patriots.  
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Additional items were included in the questionnaire in order to “break up” the reputation 

items being tested: (a) items from the Sport Fandom Questionnaire (Wann, 2002); (b) a single item 

asking whether the respondent identified as a fan of the New England Patriots; (c) two items 

pertaining to future intentions to consume NFL products; (d) a single item to confirm respondents’ 

attention11; and (e) three questions capturing basic demographic information were included in 

order to break up the reputation items. 

 
Measurement model.  Based on the results of the initial CFA, respecification of the model 

was necessary; thus, three iterations are presented herein. The first iteration (Measurement Model 

One) contained four factors, each with six reflective indicators; the second (Measurement Model 

Two) contained four factors, each with four reflective indicators; and the third (Measurement 

Model Three) contained three factors, each with four reflective indicators.  The results pertaining 

to each measurement model are given below, along with the rationale for respecification in each 

instance. 

 

Measurement model one.  Upon examining the results of the CFA, it was noted that the 

standardized factor loadings for items reflecting each construct exeeded the minimum threshold of 

.70 for new measures suggested by Cortina (1993) and Hair et al. (2009).  Factor loadings ranged 

from .79 - .90 for the Performance items; from .88 - .96 for the Character items; from .76 - .84 for 

the Prominence items; and from .89 - .98 for the Favorability items.  Composite reliability scores 

for each latent construct were also observed as exceeding the minimum threshold of .70 suggested 

by Hair et al. (2009), ranging from .91 - .98.  Factor loadings, composite reliability scores (CR), 

                                                 
11 The single attention item read, “So we know you are paying attention, respond “AGREE” to this question.”  

Respondents giving an answer other than “AGREE” were dismissed by Qualtrics prior to the delivery of the sample. 
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average variance explained (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and average shared 

squared variance (ASV) can be found in Table 8. 

 
Table 8: Measurement model 1: Factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), average variance 
explained (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and average shared squared 
variance (ASV) 

Constructs/items Loading CR AVE MSV ASV 

Performance  .94 .72 .53 .24 
The [name] organization does its job well .79     
The [name] organization performs well .90     
The [name] organization gets the job done .87     
The [name] are an organization that is good at what it 
does 

.88     

The general performance of the [name] organization is 
good 

.85     

The [name] is a high-performing organization .81     
Character  .97 .87 .95 .50 

The [name] organization has high integrity .92     
The [name] organization takes responsibility for its 
actions 

.92     

The [name] is a socially responsible organization .88     
The [name] organization has good character .96     
The [name] organization does the right thing .95     
The [name] organization demonstrates good morals .94     

Prominence  .91 .64 .53 .24 
The [name] organization is in the public eye .76     
People pay attention to the [name] organization .80     
Lots of people know about the [name] organization .76     
The [name] is a famous organization .82     
The [name] organization is very recognizable .83     
The [name] organization is noticeable to the general 
public 

.84     

Favorability  .98 .90 .95 .52 
I think favorably about the [name] organization .89     
I appreciate the [name] organization .93     
My opinion of the [name] organization is a positive one .98     
I have a positive opinion of the [name] organization .98     
When I think about the [name] organization, I think 
positive thoughts 

.95     

My overall evaluation of the [name] organization is 
good 

.95     

Notes: 1. All factor loadings were significant (p < .01); 2. Model fit: χ2(244) = 704.684, p < .001, χ2/df = 2.888, 
TLI = .95, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .079, SRMR = .061) 

 

The AVE scores for the four latent constructs ranged from .91 - .98.  These values exceeded 

the .50 threshold suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981), indicating that the variance explained 
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by each was sufficiently greater than that explained by measurement error.  However, discriminant 

validity was not established, as the squared correlation between the Character and Favorability 

(.94) constructs exceeded the AVE scores for each (Character = .87; Favorability = .90).  This 

indicates that the two constructs explained more shared variance than unique variance, per Fornell 

and Larcker (1981).  Discriminant validity between the remaining possible pairs of latent 

constructs was established.  Descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) and correlation 

coefficients between latent constructs can be found in Table 9.  The measurement model was 

deemed to have acceptable fit based on the RMSEA (.079) and SRMR (.061) values, per the 

thresholds recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999).  Scores for additional fit indices can be found 

in Table 8. 

 

Table 9: Measurement model 1: Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlation matrix 

Variables 
M SD 

Correlation Matrix 

1 2 3 4 

1. Performance 5.17 1.13 .85    
2. Character 4.27 1.64 .67 .93   
3. Prominence 5.66 .88 .73 .30 .80  
4. Favorability 4.26 1.74 .70 .97 .33 .95 

Note: Diagonals in bold are square root of AVE. 
 

 

Failure to establish discriminant validity between latent constructs necessitated 

respecification of the measurement model.  Per the recommendation of Brown (2006), covariances 

between items reflecting different latent constructs were examined, and a number of high 

modification indices (M.I. > 10.00)12 were observed across all four latent constructs.  Some 

scholars have cautioned against the use of M.I. as an empirical basis for model respecification, as 

                                                 
12 Modification indices estimate the extent to which χ2 would be reduced by freeing a given parameter. 
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it has been used to improve model fit without a theoretical basis (MacCallum, 1986); however, 

others have promoted their use, noting that these indices provide evidence that particular patterns 

within the data should be addressed (Sörbom, 1989).  In the present example, respecification based 

on M.I. was employed for theoretical reasons—to distinguish between two fundamentally different 

constructs: Character (a cognitive assessment) and Favorability (an attitudinal outcome).  

Furthermore, acceptable model fit was observed based on a number of standard indices (see Table 

8), removing concerns about “fishing” for fit within the data. 

Based on the M.I., it was determined that the removal of problematic items (i.e., those 

accounting for more shared than unique variance) would improve the ability of the items to 

collectively account for their intended phenomena, in addition to improving the parsimony of the 

measure.  Two items were subsequently removed from each subscale (leaving four per subscale), 

which satisfied the minimum number of reflective indicators per latent construct recommended by 

Hinkin (1999).  The removed items, along with their covariance with items from other constructs 

are presented in Appendix G. The remaining items were entered into a second CFA for the 

respecified model. 

 

Measurement model two.  The standardized factor loadings for items reflecting each latent 

construct within the CFA for the respecified model exeeded the minimum threshold of .70 

(Cortina, 1993; Hair et al., 2009).  Factor loadings ranged from .84 - .89 for the Performance items; 

from .88 - .97 for the Character items; from .71 - .85 for the Prominence items; and from .95 - .98 

for the Favorability items.  Composite reliability scores for each latent construct were also 

observed as exceeding the minimum threshold of .70 suggested by Hair et al. (2009), ranging from 

.87 - .98.  Factor loadings, composite reliability scores (CR), average variance explained (AVE), 
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maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and average shared squared variance (ASV) are 

provided in Table 10. 

 
Table 10: Measurement model 2: Factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), average 
variance explained (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and average shared 
squared variance (ASV) 

Constructs/items Loading CR AVE MSV ASV 

Performance  .93 .76 .54 .48 
The [name] organization performs well .89     
The [name] organization gets the job done .87     
The [name] are an organization that is good at what it 
does 

.89     

The general performance of the [name] organization is 
good 

.84     

Character  .97 .87 .95 .50 
The [name] is a socially responsible organization .88     
The [name] organization has good character .97     
The [name] organization does the right thing .95     
The [name] organization demonstrates good morals .94     

Prominence  .87 .63 .54 .26 
People pay attention to the [name] organization .77     
Lots of people know about the [name] organization .71     
The [name] is a famous organization .83     
The [name] organization is very recognizable .85     

Favorability  .98 .93 .95 .51 
My opinion of the [name] organization is a positive one .98     
I have a positive opinion of the [name] organization .98     
When I think about the [name] organization, I think 
positive thoughts 

.95     

My overall evaluation of the [name] organization is 
good 

.96     

Notes: 1. All factor loadings were significant (p < .01); 2. Model fit: χ2(96) = 251.805, p < .001, χ2/df = 2.623, 
TLI = .97, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .074, SRMR = .045) 

 

The AVE scores for the four latent constructs ranged from .63 - .93, exceeding the threshold 

of .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981); however, discriminant validity could not be established once 

again, due to the squared correlation between the Character and Favorability constructs (.94) 

exceeding the AVE scores for each (Character = .87; Favorability = .93).  Descriptive statistics 

(mean and standard deviation) and correlation coefficients between latent constructs can be found 
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in Table 11.  Acceptable fit of the measurement model was observed based on the RMSEA (.074) 

and SRMR (.045) values, per the thresholds recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999).  Scores for 

additional fit indices can be found in Table 10. 

 

Table 11: Measurement model 2: Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlation matrix 

Variables 
M SD 

Correlation Matrix 

1 2 3 4 

1. Performance 5.18 1.18 .87    
2. Character 4.30 1.66 .66 .93   
3. Prominence 5.64 .93 .74 .33 .79  
4. Favorability 4.27 1.80 .68 .97 .35 .96 

Note: Diagonals in bold are square root of AVE. 
 

The further failure to establish discriminant validity between latent constructs indicated 

that addressing covariance between reflective indicators of different latent constructs was not 

sufficient to reduce the proportion of shared variance accounted for by Character and Favorability.  

Although the constructs (arguably) are conceptually different, the items developed for the current 

measure were unable to independently capture the intended construct.  As such, it was decided that 

the Favorability dimension would be removed from the model, and that the measure would be 

limited to capturing reputational cognitions related to performance and character, in addition to 

organizational prominence.  A more detailed discussion of the implications of this respecification 

is provided in the next chapter.  The remaining three factors (comprising four items each) were 

entered into a third CFA for the respecified model. 

 
Measurement model three.  The standardized factor loadings for items reflecting each latent 

construct within the CFA for the third measurement model exeeded the minimum threshold of .70 

(Cortina, 1993; Hair et al., 2009).  Factor loadings ranged from .84 - .90 for the Performance items; 

from .87 - .97 for the Character items; and from .71 - .85 for the Prominence items.  Composite 
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reliability scores for each latent construct were also observed as exceeding the minimum threshold 

of .70 suggested by Hair et al. (2009), ranging from .87 - .96.  Factor loadings, composite reliability 

scores (CR), average variance explained (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and 

average shared squared variance (ASV) are provided in Table 12. 

  
Table 12: Measurement model 3: Factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), average 
variance explained (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and average shared 
squared variance (ASV) 

Constructs/items Loading CR AVE MSV ASV 

Performance  .93 .76 .54 .49 
The [name] organization performs well .90     
The [name] organization gets the job done .87     
The [name] are an organization that is good at what it 
does 

.89     

The general performance of the [name] organization is 
good 

.84     

Character  .96 .87 .43 .27 
The [name] is a socially responsible organization .87     
The [name] organization has good character .97     
The [name] organization does the right thing .95     
The [name] organization demonstrates good morals .94     

Prominence  .87 .63 .54 .32 
People pay attention to the [name] organization .77     
Lots of people know about the [name] organization .71     
The [name] is a famous organization .83     
The [name] organization is very recognizable .85     

Notes: 1. All factor loadings were significant (p < .01); 2. Model fit: χ2(49) = 137.672, p < .001, χ2/df = 2.810, 
TLI = .97, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .078, SRMR = .049) 

 

 The AVE scores for the four latent constructs ranged from .63 - .87, exceeding the threshold 

of .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  Additionally, discriminant validity was established, as the 

squared correlations between pairs of latent constructs (PER↔CHA = .44; PER↔PRO = .55; 

CHA↔PRO = .11) were lower than the AVE scores for each respective factor.  Descriptive 

statistics (mean and standard deviation) and correlation coefficients between latent constructs can 

be found in Table 13.  The measurement model was observed as having acceptable fit based on 
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the RMSEA (.078) and SRMR (.049) values, per Hu and Bentler (1999).  Scores for additional fit 

indices can be found in Table 12. 

 

Table 13: Measurement model 3: Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlation matrix 

Variables 
M SD 

Correlation Matrix 

1 2 3 

1. Performance 5.17 1.13 .87   
2. Character 4.27 1.64 .66 .93  
3. Prominence 5.66 .88 .74 .33 .79 

Note: Diagonals in bold are square root of AVE. 
 

Based on the establishment of internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity, 

and acceptable model fit, the three-factor model (Measurement Model 3) was carried forward to 

examine the structural model. 

 
Structural model.  Examination of the structural model comprised a test of overall model 

fit, in addition to tests of individual paths between latent constructs—namely those between 

Performance and Prominence, and Character and Prominence.  These directional relationships are 

supported by the prior conceptualizations within the reputation literature (Boyd et al., 2010; Ferris 

et al., 2014). 

The assessment of overall model fit produced the same result as that of the measurement 

model, as no additional variables were included in the structural model [χ2(49) = 137.672, p < .001, 

χ2/df = 2.810, TLI = .97, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .078, SRMR = .049]; thus, the model fit was deemed 

to be acceptable, per Hu and Bentler (1999).  The standardized regression coefficients of the 

structural model are presented in Figure 10. 
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Figure 10: Sample 1: Standardized estimates of the structural model 

 
A significant positive relationship between cognitions related to organizational 

performance and organizational prominence was observed (β = .92, p < .001).  Subsequently, it 

would appear that as perceptions of organizational performance increase (i.e., performance is 

assessed positively), so too does the prominence of the organization.  The magnitude of the beta 

weight indicates that the association between Performance and Prominence is very strong.  A 

significant negative relationship between cognitions related to organizational character and 

organizational prominence was also observed (β = -.28, p < .001), indicating that as perceptions of 

organizational character decrease (i.e., character is assessed negatively), organizational 

prominence increases.  In other words, sports teams gain prominence through external perceptions 

of high(er) performeance and/or poor(er) character.  Further support for this conclusion was 

observed, as Performance and Character accounted for 59% of the variance in Prominence (R2 = 

.59). 
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Widaman and Grimm (2014) noted that, when a model is respecified using M.I., it is 

common practice for these modifications to be cross-validated using a second sample.  This 

circumvents concerns that the model was simply respecified to fit the original sample (as opposed 

to the theoretical basis of the model), and verifies the replicability of the results.  As such, a second 

sample was obtained in order to conduct a second round of CFA. 

 
Sample Two 

 

Summary of methods.  A second sample was obtained via Qualtrics, and comprised 

respondents (n = 181) of whom 51% identified as male, and 49% as female.  The median age was 

32 years old. In terms of racial/ethnic composition, 69% were White/Caucasian, 19% 

Black/African American, 5% Hispanic/Latino, and 5% Asian.  The sample size was consistent 

with the ratio of parameters to participants proposed by Nunnally (1978). 

Each participant completed an online questionnaire containing the 12 items that were 

retained following the model respecification (four per subscale).  As in the previous iteration, items 

were presented in the form of statements, with which participants were asked to indicate the extent 

of their agreement/diasgreement using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly 

disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (7).  In the interests of consistency, statements were again 

anchored to the New England Patriots NFL franchise.  The initial screening question was repeated 

to ensure that respondents had a basic level of awareness of the New England Patriots.  Items from 

the Sport Fandom Questionnaire (Wann, 2002) were included, in addition to a single attention 

confirmation item to confirm respondents’ attention, and basic demographic questions. 

  
Measurement model.  The standardized factor loadings for items reflecting each latent 

construct within the CFA for the third measurement model exeeded the minimum threshold of .70 
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(Cortina, 1993; Hair et al., 2009).  Factor loadings ranged from .88 - .91 for the Performance items; 

from .86 - .98 for the Character items; and from .80 - .88 for the Prominence items.  Composite 

reliability scores for each latent construct were also observed as exceeding the minimum threshold 

of .70 suggested by Hair et al. (2009), ranging from .91 - .97.  Factor loadings, composite reliability 

scores (CR), average variance explained (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and 

average shared squared variance (ASV) are provided in Table 14. 

  
Table 14: Measurement model: Factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), average variance 
explained (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and average shared squared 
variance (ASV) 

Constructs/items Loading CR AVE MSV ASV 

Performance  .94 .79 .64 .54 
The [name] organization performs well .88     
The [name] organization gets the job done .88     
The [name] are an organization that is good at what it 
does 

.91     

The general performance of the [name] organization is 
good 

.88     

Character  .97 .88 .44 .30 
The [name] is a socially responsible organization .86     
The [name] organization has good character .98     
The [name] organization does the right thing .96     
The [name] organization demonstrates good morals .94     

Prominence  .91 .71 .64 .40 
People pay attention to the [name] organization .83     
Lots of people know about the [name] organization .80     
The [name] is a famous organization .88     
The [name] organization is very recognizable .85     

Notes: 1. All factor loadings were significant (p < .01); 2. Model fit: χ2(49) = 98.884, p < .001, χ2/df = 2.018, TLI 
= .97, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .075, SRMR = .039) 

 

The AVE scores for the four latent constructs ranged from .71 - .88, exceeding the threshold 

of .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  Additionally, discriminant validity was established, as the 

squared correlations between pairs of latent constructs (PER↔CHA = .45; PER↔PRO = .64; 

CHA↔PRO = .16) were lower than the AVE scores for each.  Descriptive statistics (mean and 

standard deviation) and correlation coefficients between latent constructs can be found in Table 
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15.  The measurement model indicated acceptable fit based on the RMSEA (.075) and SRMR 

(.039) values, per Hu and Bentler (1999).  Scores for additional fit indices can be found in Table 14. 

 

Table 15: Measurement model: Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlation matrix 

Variables 
M SD 

Correlation Matrix 

1 2 3 

1. Performance 5.12 1.32 .84   
2. Character 4.34 1.66 .67 .89  
3. Prominence 5.59 1.10 .80 .40 .94 

Note: Diagonals in bold are square root of AVE. 
 

Having established internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity, and 

acceptable model fit, the measurement model was carried forward to examine the structural model 

using the second sample. 

  
Structural model.  The examination of the structural model included tests of overall model 

fit, and of individual paths between Performance and Prominence, and Character and Prominence.  

The assessment of overall model fit produced the same result as that of the measurement model 

for sample two, as no additional variables were included in the structural model [χ2(49) = 98.884, 

p < .001, χ2/df = 2.018, TLI = .97, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .075, SRMR = .039]; thus, the model fit 

was deemed to be acceptable.  The standardized regression coefficients of the structural model are 

presented in Figure 11. 

A significant positive relationship was observed between cognitions related to 

organizational performance and organizational prominence (β = .96, p < .001).  A significant 

negative relationship between cognitions related to organizational character and organizational 

prominence was also observed (β = -.24, p < .001). These relationships reflect those observed in 

the structural model conducted using sample one, indicating that sports teams become more 
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prominence through increased perceptions of performance and/or character.  This was again 

supported by the proportion of variance in Prominence explained by Performance and Character 

(R2 = .67). 

 

 
 

Figure 11: Sample 2: Standardized estimates of the structural model 

 

Summary 

 

Thes CFA results from the two samples provide support for a measure of sports team 

reputation comprising two dimensions of cognitions related to performance and character, in 

addition to a subscale for organizational prominence.  These results are discussed further in the 

following chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 
 
 

Introduction 

 

In conducting the present research, my objective was to develop and validate a 

multidimensional measure of organizational reputation that could be used in the context of sports 

teams.  Prior to this, the measurement of organizational reputation had been almost exclusively 

based on corporate objectives, such as financial performance, firm attractiveness to potential 

employees, and investment potential (Ferris, Berkson, & Harris, 2002; Fryxell & Wang, 1994; 

Roberts & Dowling, 2002).  Although professional sports teams and/or franchises operate as 

corporate entities to some extent, their long-term viability will also depend upon strategic 

objectives, such as developing a loyal consumer base, and building their brand among external 

stakeholders (Funk & James, 2006; Ross, 2006).  This differentiates them from typical corporate 

organizations whose sole focus is revenue maximization (Jensen, 2002). 

Upon reviewing existing measures of organizational reputation within the marketing, 

management, and economics literature, it was determined that none were appropriate for the 

reputations held by sports teams (see Table 2 for a summary).  As such, it was necessary to develop 

a measure of reputation at the organizational level of analysis in order to facilitate future research 

on sports teams.  In the following sections, I discuss the theoretical contributions that have been 

made through the present research, practical implications, limitations, and future research 

directions.  At the end of the section, I provide some concluding thoughts on the current project, 

the state of reputation research in sport management, and why scholars should continue this line 

of inquiry. 
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Theoretical Contribution 

 
In developing and validating the measure of sports team reputation, I make three 

overarching contributions to the existing literature.  First, existing measures have been subject to 

a number of issues that have limited their validity and usefulness (Dowling & Gardberg, 2012).  

In considering these issues during the scale development process, I have created a measure of 

organizational reputation that can be used to capture reputation in a way that more accurately 

reflects the phenomena.  Second, items were developed with sports organizations—specifically 

sports teams—in mind; thus, the measure is suitable for use within a sport management context. 

Third, through the results of the present research, I have provided empirical evidence that 

contributes to the existing literature on the dimensionality of the reputation construct. 

These contributions are best discussed in relation to the issues with previous measures 

noted by Dowling and Gardberg (2012): (1) construct confusion and definitions; (2) the time-

orientation of measures; (3) units of measurement and analysis; (4) the breadth of measures; (5) the 

measurement model; and (6) the structural model.13  Within this section, the aforementioned issues 

are used as a subheading for discussing the theoretical implications of the present research.  In 

each case, I briefly recap the issue, and describe how it was addressed. 

 
Construct Confusion and Definitions 

 
Defining reputation has proven to be a difficult task for scholars, and numerous instances 

exist in which the construct has been used interchangeably with others that are similar (Wartick, 

2002).  As Barnett et al. (2006) noted, 

                                                 
13 Dowling and Gardberg (2012) identified additional issues in the measurement of reputation; however, those listed 
above were deemed particularly pertinent to the development of new measures, per the discussion in Chapter Two. 
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It would be inaccurate to claim that there is something of an emerging consensus among 

researchers when it comes to defining corporate reputation because many do not appear to 

define the term or do not appear to be aware of how others are handling the concept” 

(p. 35). 

This presents two issues for those seeking to develop measures of reputation.  First, one 

must explicitly differentiate the reputation construct from others with which it has been conflated 

within the literature; and second, one must review the definitions employed by other scholars in 

order to establish continuity and parsimony of terminology.  To this end, in Chapter Two I provided 

a detailed discussion of how reputation differs from the five most commonly confused constructs, 

as laid out by Wartick (2002): identity, image, brand, status, and celebrity. 

Additionally, I conducted a comprehensive review of reputation definitions used within the 

literature.  From these, I identified five key definitional components: reputations are perceptual in 

nature (i.e., are socially constructed); reputations are aggregated; reputations are comparative; 

reputations are positive or negative; and reputations are stable and enduring (Fombrun, 1996; 

Walker, 2010).  Based on these components, and in addition to the list of characteristics proposed 

by Ferris et al. (2014), I offered the following definition of sport team reputation: Sport team 

reputation is a collective perception comprising the attitudes and beliefs of individuals in a social 

group, which are based upon related images that have been projected by the team itself or by an 

external source. 

 
Time-orientation of Measures 

 

Reputations are time-dependent, in that they are formed based on past behavior, or 

representations of past behavior (Ferris et al., 2014); however, according to Dowling and Gardberg 

(2012), a number of measures contain items that are “forward-facing”—i.e., capturing a future 
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expectation, as opposed to a belief or attitude based on past events.  For example, any item referring 

to “trust” (e.g., Hochwarter et al., 2007) is implicitly forward facing, as it will capture future 

expectations of behavior.  This is problematic, as (a) such items are not consistent with the 

characteristics of reputation; and (b) a measure comprising items that articulate to different points 

in time is inherently flawed. 

 In order to avoid issues related to the time orientation of measures, all items were worded 

so as to articulate to past action.  For example, the item, “The [name] organization performs well” 

invokes a response based on the participant’s knowledge of the organization’s past performance, 

which is consistent with the conceptualization of reputation as a retrospective construct (Ferris et 

al., 2014).  In particular, language pertaining to expectations (e.g., “I expect the [name] 

organization to perform well”) was avoided, as were forward-facing attributes commonly cited in 

reputation literature (e.g., trust and reciprocity: Ostrom, 2003). 

 
Units of Measurement and Analysis 

 

Reputation has been conceptualized as a collective perception held by a social group 

(Bromley, 1993); therefore, it must either be measured as a group phenomenon in the first instance 

(i.e., in the aggregate: “What do you think people think?”), or in the singular (as individual 

opinions: “What do you think?”) and aggregated after the fact.  It was determined that developing 

a measure that can be used to capture individual opinions about sports teams would be more 

beneficial for several reasons, which are discussed below. 

 First, measurement of reputation as a group phenomenon requires a priori specification of 

a group.  For example, an African American female would have to answer separate sets of items 

related to each group: “What is the reputation of Team X among women?”; and “What is the 

reputation of Team X among African Americans?”   By measuring reputation in the singular, 
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reputations can be assessed using a single set of items, provided a grouping variable is also 

recorded.  This can be done by pooling all responses to reputation items from those who indicated 

they are female, and from all those who indicated they are African American.  The team’s 

reputation among either group can then be ascertained (a) through mean scores (high to low), 

and/or (b) by using an indicator of within-group agreement, such as intraclass correlations (Bartko, 

1976; Shrout et al., 1976). 

 The calculation of intraclass correlations was not necessary for the process of validating 

the present measure of sports team reputation, and thus were not included in Chapter Three; 

however, these statistics were calculated (using data from Sample 1) in order to illustrate the way 

in which singular measurement of reputation enables assessment of reputations among different 

social groups.  Specifically, participants were grouped according to fandom of the New England 

Patriots (using a single item based on social identity as a fan/non-fan), and by sex.  Results are 

presented in Appendix H. 

 Upon examining the descriptive statistics in Table 25 (Appendix H), one can draw a 

number of inferences about the reputations of the New England Patriots among fan/non-fan and 

male/female respondent groups.  First, the high, statistically significant intraclass correlation 

coefficients for all groups (ICC ≥ .57, p < .01) indicate a high level of agreement between group 

members in each instance.  Additionally, significant between-group differences were observed for 

all groups other than the male-female group comparison on the character dimension.  Within the 

context of Sample 1, the Patriots appear to have a better reputation for performance and are 

perceived as being more prominent among males than females.  Unsurprisingly, fans of the team 

rated the team as having significantly higher character and performance level, and as being more 

prominent, than did non-fans. 
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 Through these analyses, it is evident that there are greater possibilities for data analysis 

when measuring reputation in the singular than when measuring the construct at the group level.  

As stated in Chapter Two, singular measurement also enables researchers to link a respondent’s 

individual assessment of reputation (i.e., those made by a single respondent) to his/her responses 

on other variables/items (e.g., consumer-based brand equity, previous behavior, and future 

purchase intentions).  Given that the measure was developed to empirically investigate the 

relationships between organizational reputation and consumer outcomes (in future research), the 

units of measurement and analysis used in its development are appropriate. 

 
Breadth of Measures 

 

Per Barnett, Jermier, and Lafferty (2006), measures of reputation vary in terms of the 

attributes used to capture the phenomena.  Some scholars have attempted to capture reputational 

beliefs by recording respondents’ perceptions of organizational attributes (e.g., corporate 

attributes: Fombrun et al., 2000; performance/results and character/integrity: Hochwarter et al., 

2007); while others have measured overall assessments of positive/negative attitudes toward 

organizations (e.g., Nguyen & Leblanc, 2001).  Although no attempts have been made to record 

reputational beliefs and attitudes within a single measure, both are necessary if scholars are to 

claim to have addressed the breadth of the reputation construct as conceptualized herein (see also 

Money & Hillenbrand, 2006). 

On this basis, I set out to create a measure of sports team reputation that included two 

subscales that would capture reputational beliefs (performance and character), and a subscale that 

would capture reputational attitude (favorability).14  However, as documented in the previous 

                                                 
14 A fourth subscale capturing organizational prominence was also included in the measure; however, as noted in 
Chapter Two, prominence is no a dimension of reputation per se.  However, it is necessary for understanding the 
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chapter, the favorability dimension was removed from the model as I was unable to establish 

discriminant validity due to its high correlation with the character dimension (r = .93).  I maintain 

that the two latent constructs are conceptually distinct—we do not necessarily favor social actors 

to whom we attribute high character—but the items as presently conceived covaried too much to 

be statistically distinguishable.  The removal of the favorability subscale raises important questions 

about the validity and applicability of the measure; thus, in the following subsections I discuss the 

effect of this limitation on its theoretical properties and utility. 

 
Evidence of Validity.  The first point to consider is the evidence of the internal validity of 

the measure after removing the favorability subscale.  It is pertinent to return to the different ways 

in which people use the term “reputation.”  In Chapter Two, I proposed that the necessity to 

consider reputational beliefs and attitudes was driven by the term’s two distinct uses: (1) focal 

unit’s have a reputation for something (e.g., “Team X has a reputation for high performance”); 

and (2) focal unit’s have good/bad reputations (e.g., “Team X has a good reputation”).  In 

removing the favorability subscale, the new measure can only be used to address the former use, 

through measurement of reputational beliefs. 

What does this mean then for the extent to which the measure accounts for reputation 

phenomena?  Typically, latent constructs in the social sciences are made up of dimensions that 

contribute equally to their measurement.  If we were to think about reputation this way—as a 

simple construct (see “Example A” in Figure 12)—removal of the favorability subscale would 

equate to failure to account for one third of the construct. This would result in a measure with 

limited internal validity. However, reputation is more complex (see “Example B” in Figure 12), in 

                                                 
relationship between reputational beliefs and attitudes (see Figure 5).  The prominence subscale is discussed later in 
this section. 
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that favorability is an outcome of beliefs about performance and character; thus, it is more 

appropriate to delineate two lower order constructs: reputational attitudes, and reputational beliefs.  

In this case, removal of the favorability subscale means that the measure does not account for any 

of the phenomena related to reputational attitudes, but accounts for the entirety of reputational 

beliefs. 

 

 

 
Figure 12: Illustration of reputation as a simple (A) and complex (B) construct 

  
Utility of the measure.  Accepting that the measure sufficiently reflects the phenomena 

related to reputational beliefs, it is also necessary to demonstrate that such a measure (sans 

favorability) has sufficient utility for use in future empirical studies.  This requires the asking of 

two questions: (1) what can we use a measure of reputational beliefs for?; and (2) what does the 

new measure do that others before it did not? 

 
Utility of measuring reputational beliefs.  In reference to the former question, it is 

important to keep in mind the proposed relationship between the dimensions of reputation.  As 
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noted earlier in this section, favorability (an attitude) is necessarily an outcome of beliefs about an 

organization’s performance and character (Money & Hillenbrand, 2006).  The un/favorable 

attitudinal assessments made by external audiences will not, however, be the only outcomes of 

those beliefs.  One of my primary motivations for creating the present measure was to facilitate 

empirical study of the relationship between sports team reputation and consumer outcomes.  Many 

of the outcomes that have been deemed as important for sport managers are also attitudinal (e.g., 

psychological connection: Funk & James, 2001, 2006; team identification: Wann & Branscombe, 

1993).  Thus reputational beliefs, as captured using the new measure, can be used as independent 

variables in the study of these outcomes, or as mediators/moderators in their relationship to other 

variables. 

The utility of the measure is also supported by existing empirical studies outside sport 

management, in which scholars have studied the relationship between reputational beliefs and 

attitudinal outcomes.  For example, Hochwarter et al. (2007) linked reputation to affective 

disposition, while Laird et al. (2012) used the same measure to examine the relationship between 

reputation among coworkers and political skill, as mediated by relationship quality.  In both cases, 

reputation was assessed using items relating to a two-factor structure comprising dimensions of 

“performance,” and “character,” as does the measure developed herein. 

 
Unique contribution of the measure.  Given that the reputation measure used by 

Hochwarter et al. (2007) and Laird et al. (2012) also accounts for beliefs about character and 

performance, it is necessary to illustrate how the development of the present measure represents a 

substantive contribution to the literature.  Specifically, how does the measure expand the breadth 

of the construct without the inclusion of a subscale for favorability? 
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In answering this question, it should be noted that (a) Hochwarter et al.’s (2007) measure 

is the only published example that is based upon the dimensional structure of reputation most 

recently proposed within the literature (i.e., performance/results, and character/integrity: see Ferris 

et al., 2014; Zinko et al., 2007); and (b) their measure was not developed using a rigorous process, 

such as those suggested by Hinkin (1998) and Churchill (1979).  These factors alone indicate the 

need for further scale development in the area; however, the present measure of sports team 

reputation also includes a subscale that captures organizational prominence.  Despite not being 

considered a dimension of reputation per se (Ferris et al., 2014).  Other scholars (e.g., Lange et al., 

2011; Rindova et al., 2005) have noted the importance of prominence to the understanding of 

reputation.  Namely, the actions of social actors that are more or less prominent will affect the 

magnitude of attitudes that subsequently form.  In other words, more prominent actors are judged 

more extremely than those that are less prominent.  This notion is supported by Fiske and Taylor’s 

(1991) work on social cognition, in which they refer to the disproportionate celebration and/or 

condemnation of salient actors.  To date, no other measure of organizational reputation has 

included a subscale for prominence. 

In summary, the internal validity of the measure was not compromised by the removal of 

the favorability subscale, provided its use is limited to capturing reputational beliefs.  The breadth 

of the measure is limited on one hand, to the extent that it cannot account for reputational 

favorability. However, on the other hand, the inclusion of the prominence subscale increases the 

breadth of the measure, in that the construct is necessary for understanding the relationships 

between reputational beliefs and attitudinal outcomes.  As such, the developed scale represents a 

step forward in the measurement of organizational reputation, as it can be used to capture more of 

the related phenomena than those that came before it. 
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Measurement Model 

 

As Diamantopoulos et al. (2008) noted, scholars seeking to measure latent constructs in 

the social sciences have often defaulted to the use of reflective measurement models.  However, 

some scholars (e.g., Rindova, 2010) have recommended the use of formative measures for 

measuring reputation, as the indicators will articulate to specific attributes (e.g., commitment to 

charitable causes, innovation potential, and stability of market presence: Helm, 2005). In this 

regard, formative measures provide managers with specific information about which activities 

helps or hurts the organization’s reputation, and make it easier to develop subsequent strategy. 

Although it is hoped that measures constructed in the social sciences have practical utility 

for industry stakeholders, I would argue that utility should not be the factor that determines the 

selection of a measurement model.  Rather, the development of measures to address a particular 

construct should be governed by the nature of the construct itself, and the extent to which it can be 

accurately represented.  Thus, to ascertain which type of measurement model would provide the 

most appropriate grounds for measurement in the present context, I reviewed the nature of the 

reputation construct against the six criteria proposed by Coltman et al. (2008): (1) whether 

reputation exists independent of the measures used to capture it; (2) the direction of causality 

between the reputation construct and the items/indicators used to measure it; (3) whether there is 

a common theme between items/indicators; (4) whether there is intercorrelation between 

items/indicators; (5) the relationship between items/indicators and antecedents and consequences 

of reputation; and (6) how measurement error and collinearity are treated.  Upon considering these 

factors, I decided to implement a reflective measurement model (see Chapter Two for detailed 

discussion).  In doing so, a tradeoff was made between the extent to which items articulated to 
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specific organizational actions, and the extent to which they sufficiently represented reputation 

phenomena. 

A related concern was noted by members of the expert panel during the item generation 

phase.  It was suggested that items related to organizational performance were somewhat general, 

and did not articulate to particular types of performance (e.g., win-loss record, aesthetics of 

performance, managerial prowess of front office).  While specifying performance types would 

point directly to areas of perceived strength and/or weakness (Rindova, 2010), this would also 

compromise the extent to which the items remain true to the nature of the phenomena. As 

reputation is a perceptual construct (Rao, 1994; Rindova & Martins, 2012), scholars should avoid 

relating items to closely defined behaviors/actions, as the perceptions of external audiences might 

not be limited to those factors alone.  Additionally, to do so would presuppose that every 

behavior/action that could affect the organization’s reputation is accounted for, thus “forming” the 

latent construct (Bollen & Lennox, 1991).  Instead, items were deliberately general in order to 

allow the respondent to determine the factors that contributed to his/her perceptions about 

performance or character. 

It is worth clarifying that previously developed formative measures of corporate reputation, 

such as that of Helm (2005), are not necessarily invalid within their intended context.  Provided 

scholars are aware of all factors upon which individuals base their reputational beliefs, formative 

measurement models can be instructive.  Within the present context, however, different 

stakeholders will consider a multitude of different images upon which they base their beliefs about 

sports teams; thus, it would be impossible to encapsulate them within a single measure.  

Development of the present measure, therefore, represents a contribution to the discussion of 

reputation within the context of sports teams (where multiple, contradicting stakeholder groups 
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form collective perceptions), and offers a measure that can be used to capture the phenomena 

across such groups. 

 
Structural Model 

 
After deciding upon a reflective measurement model, items reflecting the 

dimensions/latent constructs were developed.  This enabled the empirical testing of the structural 

model proposed in Figure 8, with the exception of the relationship between prominence and 

favorability (due to the removal of the latter subscale).  In this section I discuss the results of the 

present study in relation to existing literature, and provide explanation for what was observed. 

 The arrangement of the latent constructs in Figure 8 is based upon the causal order of 

beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behavior laid out by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975).  Per Money and 

Hillenbrand (2006), “Fishbein and Ajzen conceptualize beliefs as the fundamental building blocks 

of their conceptual chain… [in which] beliefs determine people's attitude toward an object” (p. 4).  

As such, the extent to which an organization is prominent would be based upon the audience’s 

beliefs about its performance and/or character.  Empirical support for this assertion has been 

provided by Boyd et al. (2010), who found that the prominence of U.S. business schools was 

significantly predicted by a composite score of performance metrics (including perceived quality, 

media ranking, and degree prestige). 

 Two relationships were investigated through the structural models that were tested using 

both Sample 1 and Sample 2: (1) performance � prominence; and (2) character � prominence.  

The structural models using each sample produced very similar results, providing empirical 

support for the nature of each relationship.  Namely, the path from performance to prominence 

was β = .92 (p < .001) for Sample 1, and β = .96 (p < .001) for Sample 2; while the path from 

character to prominence was β = -.28 (p < .001) for Sample 1, and β = -.24 (p < .001) for Sample 
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2.  From this, it appears that the extent to which organizations become prominent is driven 

predominantly by performance (i.e., high performance = high prominence), and to a lesser extent, 

character (i.e., low character = high prominence). 

 The significant strong positive relationship between performance and prominence not only 

corroborates the findings of previous scholars (e.g., Boyd et al., 2010), but also aligns with what 

one would intuitively expect—that the best teams are more salient and receive more attention 

(Fiske & Taylor, 1991), thus becoming more visible to external audiences.  For example, the 

television audience for NFL Super Bowl 50 averaged 111.9 million viewers (Pallotta & Stelter, 

2016), while the average for a regular season game from the same season was just under 21 million 

(Deitsch, 2016).  Similarly, of the ten NBA teams that appeared most often on national television, 

eight reached the playoffs the previous year (Weitzman, 2015).  These examples pertain to win-

loss record, and it is possible that beliefs about performance are largely founded upon this basis.  

However, as a perceptual construct, reputation could be equally informed by misinformation about 

wins and losses (e.g., outdated or inaccurate information, incorrect recollection, etc.) as by a team’s 

actual win-loss record. In either case, it is important to investigate in the future the extent to which 

beliefs about performance, particularly with a sports team as the focal objects, are predicated on 

thoughts about win-loss. 

From a social cognition perspective, it is also likely that media coverage extends beyond 

the disparate promotion of high- and low-performing teams as stimuli.  Teams deemed to be high 

performing—whether by virtue of win-loss record, aesthetic value of performances, or 

performance relative to available resources—are usually attributed importance within media 

narratives.  In other words, the best teams are the ones to which consumers are encouraged to pay 

attention.  As such, projected images are primed as being “relevant” to viewers, increasing the 
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likelihood that they are selected as a basis for the formation of reputational beliefs (Grunig & Hunt, 

1984; Rindova, 1997).  Referring again to the directional relationships inferred in Fishbein and 

Ajzen’s (1975) causal framework, these beliefs about performance would subsequently affect 

organizational prominence, or “being known” (Lange et al., 2011).  

 The significant negative relationship between character and prominence suggests that 

sports organizations become more prominent when projected images pertain to low character, as 

opposed to high character.  This could lead one to assume that organizations’ prosocial behaviors 

do not affect their reputation.  A similar question was raised by Walker and Kent (2009), who 

asked whether or not fans care about teams’ CSR initiatives (such initiative have often been used 

as indicators of prosocial behavior within the literature: Bolino et al., 2008; Aguinas & Glavas, 

2012).  Walker and Kent (2009) found that respondents had generally favorable attitudes toward 

both philanthropic and environmental initiatives conducted, and that team identification moderated 

the relationships between (a) perceptions of CSR and team reputation, and (b) perceptions of CSR 

and patronage intentions.  If consumers (or at least some consumers—i.e., fans) do care about 

CSR, how can the negative relationship found in the present study be explained? 

 First, CSR scholars have often assumed that their respondents have an awareness of the 

initiatives about which they are being asked (Du, Bhattacharya, & Sen, 2010), as was the case in 

Walker and Kent’s (2009) study.  One can fairly safely assume that people will have a favorable 

view of organizations’ prosocial behaviors, but these images can only affect the formation of 

beliefs if they are received by the audience.  Ergo, I cannot base my beliefs about organizational 

character on actions/behaviors of which I am unaware. This is compounded by a number of 

scholars who have indicated that communication of CSR initiatives to external audiences is 
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typically low (Bhattacharya et al., 2008; Du et al., 2007; Sen et al., 2006), limiting the positive 

impact these actions can have on reputational beliefs about character, and thus prominence. 

 While communication of prosocial (high character) behaviors is often poor, the low 

character behaviors of athletes, sports teams, leagues, and other actors are often highly publicized.  

In Chapter One, I referred to recent examples of instances in which the reputations of sports 

organizations have been damaged by scandals and/or transgressions reported in the mainstream 

media, leading to negative external perceptions.  It is a common complaint that “bad news” seems 

to receive considerably more media attention than positive events (of which CSR activities would 

be examples).  Writing on this subject, Lull and Hinerman (1997) noted, 

Scandals are pervasive today. They have become the dominant feature of tabloid 

journalism, have vaulted tabloid values to the forefront of mainstream news practice, and 

define topic after topic on that staple of American daytime television, the talk show.  The 

prevalence of scandals can be seen as a distinctive sign of the “Murdochization” of modern 

media, where shocking stories are packaged to appeal to the prurient interests, star-gazing 

curiosities, and moral requirements of a global audience (p. 1). 

 For the purposes of the current discussion, it is immaterial whether one attributes this 

negative media focus to “Murdochization” or a public predilection for salacious news. What is 

important is the acknowledgement that, where reputational character is concerned, there is a heavy 

weighting of negative team-related images projected to external audiences. Therefore, it is 

unsurprising that the present results support the conclusion that organizations are more likely to 

become prominent for their misdeeds than their good deeds. 

 As an interesting aside, structural models with (a) self-identified fans (n = 109), and (b) 

self-identified non-fans (n = 191) from Sample One revealed the same relationship between 
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character and prominence—i.e., significant negative relationships.  The Cha � Pro path 

coefficient for the “fan group” was β = -.41, p < .01, and β = -.28 for the “non-fan group.”  This is 

interesting, as it indicates that the prominence of a sports team is driven by negative assessments 

of character to a greater extent among its fans than other (general) external stakeholder groups.  

This is consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of reputation discussed in Chapter Two. 

First, in relation to Rindova’s (1997) reputation formation process (see Figure 2), images 

projected by the team are more likely to be used as a basis for reputational beliefs if they are 

perceived as being personally relevant to the recipient.  As such, images pertaining to negative 

organizational character are likely to have greater implications for fans due to their emotional and 

symbolic connection to their team (Funk & James, 2001), and the ways in which fan identities are 

constituted in relation to the team (Heere & James, 2007).  Second, the concept of prominence is 

based on the “salience” of stimuli, as explained in social cognition theory (Fiske & Taylor, 1991).  

On the basis that salience is predicated upon stimuli being “distinctive in relation to other factors 

in the perceiver’s context” (Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p. 250), it is probable that fans will be more 

likely to attribute importance to character-related team actions than other audiences to whom the 

team is of less concern.  Understanding how prominence among members of different stakeholder 

groups would presumably be of great importance to sport managers, particularly if it can be linked 

to positive and/or negative attitudinal outcomes in future research. 

 In summary, the new measure offers means through which reputational beliefs about sports 

organizations can be assessed, which also enables empiricization of the relationship between 

dimensions of performance and character to organizational prominence.  The results appear to 

align with those found in previous empirical studies, and with social psychological (social 

cognition theory: Fiske & Taylor, 1991) and sociological theories (impression management: 
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Goffman, 1959; Tedeschi & Reiss, 1981) that can provide a basis for what was observed.  In 

addition to the theoretical and conceptual contributions made through this work, there are a number 

of managerial implications emanating from the present research, which I discuss in the following 

section. 

 
Practical Implications 

 

Reputation management has become one of the primary tasks for organizations in all 

industries (Hutton et al., 2001), and managers must try to ensure that images projected to external 

audiences are congruent with brand directives (Brandon-Lai et al., in press).  These individuals 

must therefore have a detailed understanding of how different types of reputations—or reputations 

for different things—affect external perceptions.  To this end, the results of the present study are 

instructive for those within sports organizations in two principal areas: (1) for understanding the 

primacy of organizational performance in becoming prominent; (2) for understanding how positive 

and negative external assessments of character each affect prominence. 

Admittedly, there is little that most employees within sports teams—particularly 

marketers—can do to affect on-field performance (Neale & Funk, 2006).  This is obviously not a 

novel observation; however, the results of the present study do enable a comparison of the relative 

contribution of performance- and character-related images to organizational prominence.  Notably, 

the magnitude of the disparity would suggest that there is less rationale for sports teams to try to 

build their (overarching) reputation on anything besides performance, unlike in other industries 

where prosocial behavior has been used as a brand cornerstone or strategic position (e.g., the shoe 

manufacturer Toms). 

Additionally, it is unlikely that such endeavors will sway general public sentiments, given 

the lack of attention received by CSR initiatives/activities in mainstream media coverage.  On this 
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basis, it is recommended that prosocial behaviors are used to cultivate beliefs about organizational 

character within specific stakeholder groups.  This is also likely to circumvent consumer 

skepticism as to the motives behind these activities (Forehand & Grier, 2003), particularly if the 

audience benefit more directly (e.g., through community development, local programs, etc.).  

Prosocial behavior has been conceptualized as a “defensive” tactic within the impression 

management literature (i.e., one used in response to negative perceptions: Bolino et al., 2008; 

Mohamed, Gardner, & Paolillo, 1999); however, I recommend that managers be assertive in 

establishing positive reputational beliefs among community members.  This will help to build 

prominence within local markets upon a foundation of positive beliefs, likely generating good will 

amongst an important consumer segment (Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001). 

The generality of the wording of items also enables the measure to be used in the study of 

various types of sports organizations, in addition to teams.  Given the consistency of reputation 

phenomena across contexts and levels of analysis (Ferris et al., 2014), the dimensions of 

performance and character (in addition to organizational prominence) would presumably be 

equally applicable to non-profit sports organizations, governing bodies and/or sports leagues, 

commercial sports orgaizations, and so forth.  It is worth noting that there are existing measures 

that are appropriate for the study of corporate organizations inside or outside the sport industry 

(e.g., Helm, 2005).  Some of these measures, most notably those comprising a list of formative 

indicators relating to elements of corporate performance, might provide more specific information 

for managers than the present reflective measure; however, this does not mean that reflective 

measurement of corporate sports organizations cannot be informative.  Moreover, such 

measurement would provide a viable means of comparing the reputations of organizations of 

different types. 
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Limitations and Future Research 

 

Although the present research represents a significant contribution to the study of 

reputation in sport management, it is not without limitations.  First, I believe that failure to establish 

discriminant validity between the favorability and character constructs is related to the items that 

were generated during the scale development process, as opposed to being an indication that the 

two latent constructs are not conceptually distinct.  This issue and its implications are discussed 

earlier in this chapter, but should also be referred to here when noting the limitations of the 

research. 

It is possible that the high correlation between responses to character and favorability items 

were the result of priming.  Items pertaining to the two constructs were presented simultaneously; 

thus, being asked about an organization’s character might have biased respondents’ subsequent 

assessment of favorability (see Tulving & Schacter, 1990).  For example, Respondent A is asked 

about Team X’s character, which he/she deems to be high.  When respondent A is then asked 

whether he/she likes Team X, he/she is considering the character-related beliefs that were accessed 

as a result of the previous question.  These beliefs might not have been accessed were the 

favorability items presented first or on their own.  Therefore, if scholars wish to try and 

differentiate between character and favorability, data collection should be conducted in mind of 

this issue. 

Second, using structural equation modeling as the basis for scale development is well 

established in the social sciences (Hinkin, 1998), yet using these methods means that only linear 

relationships between latent variables can be studied.  In this case, although a strong significant 

relationship existed between performance and prominence, anecdotally we know that not only the 

highest performing teams are prominent.  In fact, some teams and other organizations become 
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prominent as a result of failure.  In recent decades, the Chicago Cubs have remained one of the 

most storied franchises in Major League Baseball, in part due to their perennial failure.  Similar 

examples can be found across professional sports in North America, where teams like the NFL’s 

Cleveland Browns, the NBA’s Philadelphia 76ers, and the NHL’s Edmonton Oilers have all 

received more attention for their failure than others have for their success.  In light of this, I 

recommend that future research is conducted to investigate non-linear relationships between 

beliefs about performance and organizational prominence. 

Similarly, a non-linear relationship might exist between character and prominence.  It 

would appear from the present results that the only way to become prominent (for reasons 

associated with character) is to be seen as having low character—the villain.  We know this to be 

untrue, evidenced by people who have become extremely well-known for their good deeds—the 

heroes.  Those whose character is neither particularly high or particularly low are likely to be less 

prominent, as they are neither the heroes nor the villains.  With specific reference to sports teams, 

the larger effect of of low versus high character is likely driven by the aforementioned lack of 

communication of/interest in team’s prosocial behavior, but high publicization of/interest in team-

related transgressions. 

Third, a reflective measurement model was preferred to a formative measurement model 

due to the nature of the reputation construct, and due to the multitude of stiumuli that could be 

used as the basis for reputational beliefs (see Chapter Two for a detailed discussion).  As noted, 

reflective measurement provides a more accurate representation of reputation phenomena, but is 

not as instructive as formative measurement in identifying specific bases for assessments (e.g., a 

lack of investment in prosocial behavior).  As such, use of the new measure of sports team 

reputation could be supplemented with interviews and/or open-ended questions to ascertain the 
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factors that respondents considered when completing the questionnaire.  This would increase the 

utility for sport managers, and shed more light on what stimuli are most important in the formation 

of reputational beliefs among different stakeholder groups. 

Finally, the scope of the project did not include replication of results—the sixth and final 

step in Hinkin’s (1998) scale development process.  Here, replication refers to the use of the 

measure to investigate relationships between reputational beliefs and dependent variables of 

interest.  At various stages in this dissertation, I have alluded to my ultimate intention of using the 

new measure to investigate consumer outcomes deemed to be of interest to sport managers within 

previous literature (e.g., psychological connection: Funk & James, 2001; consumer loyalty: 

Gladden & Funk, 2004; team identification: Wann, 1993).  As such, I anticipate that conducting 

empirical investigations of these outcomes will be my next step as I continue this research line, 

and that the subsequent results will be of use to sport management scholars and practitioners alike. 

 
Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, there is a need for sport management scholars to expand the study of 

reputation within the field, both as it pertains to individuals (e.g., athletes, coaches, league 

officials) and organizations (e.g., teams, governing bodies, sporting goods manufacturers).  Aside 

from a handful of exceptions (e.g., Agyemang & Williams, 2013; Mason et al., 2015; Walker & 

Kent, 2009), the construct has been largely ignored, despite decades of research within parent 

disciplines such as management, marketing, and economics (see Walker, 2010).  Given the 

importance of long-term strategy, organizational communication, and brand-building for 

organizations within the sport industry, it is imperative that this gap is addressed. 
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If this line of research is to be undertaken, it is first necessary to understand how the 

reputation construct operates within the context of the sport industry, and how the reputations of 

social actors manifest.  Through the present research, I have developed and validated a measure of 

sports team reputation that can be used to quantitatively capture external beliefs about 

organizational performance and character, as well as prominence, facilitating future empirical 

study linking reputation to organizational outcomes.  This, in turn, will allow scholars to better 

understand the value of reputations, not only as intangible assets at the abstract level (Rindova et 

al., 2010), but also in relation to measurable performance. 

Reputation has been described as an “intuitive” construct (Ferris et al., 2014); however, I 

do not take this to mean that the phenomena are in some way obvious or not worth studying.  

Rather, I believe it is paramount importance to conduct research in which scholars operationalize 

constructs that articulate most closely to decision-making processes in everyday life.  As such, I 

anticipate that the new measure of sports team reputation has considerable potential for utility, 

both for sport management scholars, and those directly involved in the management of sports teams 

and other organizations.   
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APPENDIX A 

 

IRB APPROVAL LETTER 

 
 

The Florida State University 
Office of the Vice President For 
Research Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-

4392 APPROVAL 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: 4/21/2015 

To: Simon Brandon-Lai 

[sab13f@my.fsu.edu] Address: 912 Delores 

Drive 
Dept.: SPORT MANAGEMENT 

 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Development of a measure of reputation at multiple levels of analysis 

 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member of 
the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR Â§ 
46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 

 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 

 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 

 
If the project has not been completed by 4/19/2016 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
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renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, 
federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 

 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. 
The Assurance Number is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 

 
Cc: Jeffrey James, 
Advisor HSC No. 
2015.15309 
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APPENDIX B 

 

CONSTRUCT MAPS OF REPUTATION DIMENSIONS 
 

Dimension I: Performance 

Direction of increasingly positive perception of performance/results 

Respondents  Responses 

Consumers that perceive the 

[individual/group/organization] 

to perform extremely well. 

 
[Individuals/groups/organizations] that have good reputations are 

perceived to be highly competent, possess a high level of 

expertise, perform effectively in their required tasks/roles, and 

produce desired results. 
  

  

[Individuals/groups/organizations] that have an moderate 

reputations are perceived to be neither particularly competent, nor 

incompetent, possess a moderate level of expertise, perform their 

roles/tasks to a satisfactory level, and produce satisfactory results. 

Consumers that perceive the 

[individual/group/organization] 

to perform neither particularly 

well, nor particularly poorly. 

 

  

  
[Individuals/groups/organizations] that have bad reputations are 

perceived to be incompetent, possess a low level of expertise, 

perform ineffectively in their required tasks/roles, and fail to 

produce desired results. 

Consumers that perceive the 

[individual/group/organization] 

to perform extremely poorly. 

 

Direction of increasingly negative perception of performance/results 
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Dimension II: Character 

Direction of increasingly positive perception of character/integrity 

Respondents  Responses 

Consumers that perceive the 

[individual/group/organization] 

as possessing extremely high 

integrity. 

 

[Individuals/groups/organizations] that have good reputations are 

perceived to have high character, to be trustworthy and 

dependable, and as possessing a high level of integrity. 

  

  

[Individuals/groups/organizations] that have moderate reputations 

are perceived to have neither high nor low character, to be neither 

trustworthy and dependable, nor untrustworthy and 

undependable, and as possessing neither high nor low integrity. 

Consumers that perceive the 

[individual/group/organization] 

as possessing neither high nor 

low integrity. 

 

  

  

[Individuals/groups/organizations] that have bad reputations are 

perceived to have low character, to be untrustworthy and 

undependable, and as possessing a low level of integrity. 

Consumers that perceive the 

[individual/group/organization] 

as possessing extremely low 

integrity. 

 

Direction of increasingly negative perception of character/integrity 
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APPENDIX C 

 

SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE (ADMINISTRATION 1) 

 

 

Page 1  
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APPENDIX D 

 

INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS 
 

Performance 

Table 16: Inter-item correlations for Performance items 

Items 
PER

1 

PER

2 

PER

3 

PER

4 

PER

5 

PER

6 

PER

7 

PER

8 

PER

1 

The [name] is a high-performing 
organization 

1.00 .61 .67 .56 .64 .63 .62 .60 

PER

2 

The [name] organization gets the job 
done .61 1.00 .78 .69 .77 .76 .78 .76 

PER

3 

The [name] organization performs 
well 

.67 .78 1.00 .78 .78 .80 .81 .75 

PER

4 

The general performance of the 
[name] organization is good 

.56 .69 .78 1.00 .72 .74 .75 .72 

PER

5 

The [name] is an organization that is 
good at what it does 

.64 .77 .78 .72 1.00 .80 .79 .80 

PER

6 

The [name] organization is one that 
performs well 

.63 .76 .80 .74 .80 1.00 .76 .76 

PER

7 

The [name] organization does its job 
well 

.62 .78 .81 .75 .79 .76 1.00 .83 

PER

8 

The [name] organization is good at its 
job 

.60 .76 .75 .72 .80 .76 .83 1.00 

CHA

1 

The [name] organization operates 
with moral integrity 

.11 .07 .14 .18 .09 .12 .12 .12 

CHA

2 

I associate the [name] organization 
with high character 

.12 .12 .12 .18 .08 .13 .15 .14 

CHA

3 

The [name] organization has good 
character 

.09 .10 .10 .18 .11 .13 .12 .15 

CHA

4 

The [name] organization 
demonstrates good morals 

.11 .09 .14 .19 .09 .12 .15 .13 

CHA

5 

The [name] organization takes 
responsibility for its actions 

.15 .15 .17 .16 .18 .19 .16 .18 

CHA

6 

The [name] organization does the 
right thing 

.13 .12 .15 .24 .15 .13 .15 .17 

CHA

7 

The [name] is a socially responsible 
organization 

.17 .22 .22 .18 .30 .19 .22 .25 

CHA

8 

The [name] organization has high 
integrity 

.13 .12 .16 .19 .17 .13 .16 .20 

CHA

9 

The [name] organization conducts 
itself with integrity 

.11 .10 .12 .15 .13 .10 .16 .15 

CHA

10 

The [name] organization does good 
things for others 

.21 .31 .26 .25 .32 .32 .32 .34 

CHA

11 

The [name] organization puts others 
first 

.08 .09 .09 .13 .11 .13 .13 .13 

CHA

12 

The [name] organization cares about 
others 

.12 .23 .19 .15 .24 .17 .21 .21 

CHA

13 

The [name] organization conducts 
itself responsibly 

.19 .20 .19 .17 .18 .22 .22 .21 
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Table 16 (continued) 

FAV

1 

I think favorably about the [name] 
organization 

.16 .20 .20 .26 .18 .19 .20 .20 

FAV

2 

The [name] is one of my favorite 
organizations 

.16 .21 .18 .27 .15 .17 .22 .18 

FAV

3 

I have a positive opinion of the 
[name] organization 

.15 .16 .15 .22 .16 .15 .16 .17 

FAV

4 

When I think about the [name] 
organization, I think positive thoughts 

.16 .16 .17 .21 .20 .19 .18 .19 

FAV

5 

My overall evaluation of the [name] 
organization is good 

.18 .18 .20 .24 .19 .19 .20 .19 

FAV

6 

My opinion of the [name] 
organization is a positive one 

.20 .18 .22 .25 .20 .22 .21 .20 

FAV

7 
I appreciate the [name] organization .23 .25 .23 .26 .21 .23 .28 .26 

PRO

1 
The [name] organization is prominent .58 .61 .59 .54 .60 .57 .56 .56 

PRO

2 

Lots of people know about the [name] 
organization 

.34 .38 .44 .31 .41 .32 .34 .33 

PRO

3 

The [name] is a well-known 
organization 

.30 .37 .48 .43 .41 .40 .34 .34 

PRO

4 

The [name] organization is noticeable 
to the general public .52 .45 .52 .47 .52 .46 .44 .45 

PRO

5 

The [name] organization is very 
recognizable 

.46 .48 .54 .47 .56 .45 .47 .48 

PRO

6 

The [name] organization is highly 
visible 

.41 .40 .42 .42 .50 .44 .42 .46 

PRO

7 
The [name] is a famous organization .46 .44 .46 .37 .49 .51 .37 .44 

PRO

8 

The [name] organization is in the 
public eye 

.38 .34 .36 .37 .38 .45 .27 .34 

PRO

9 

The [name] organization receives a 
lot of attention 

.46 .52 .54 .48 .55 .50 .52 .49 

PRO

10 

The [name] is one of the best-known 
organization 

.49 .58 .61 .54 .59 .54 .57 .57 

PRO

11 

People pay attention to the [name] 
organization 

.36 .40 .42 .38 .45 .49 .37 .40 

PRO

12 

The majority of people are familiar 
with the [name] organization 

.36 .44 .44 .42 .49 .42 .38 .45 

Note: Correlations bolded if r ≥ .4 and p < .01 
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Character 

Table 17: Inter-item correlations for Character items (CHA1-7) 

Items 
CHA

1 

CHA

2 

CHA

3 

CHA

4 

CHA

5 

CHA

6 

CHA

7 

CHA

1 

The [name] organization operates with 
moral integrity 1.00 .80 .81 .88 .73 .83 .64 

CHA

2 

I associate the [name] organization with 
high character 

.80 1.00 .84 .82 .71 .75 .62 

CHA

3 

The [name] organization has good 
character 

.81 .84 1.00 .82 .68 .77 .69 

CHA

4 

The [name] organization demonstrates 
good morals 

.88 .82 .82 1.00 .67 .81 .64 

CHA

5 

The [name] organization takes 
responsibility for its actions 

.73 .71 .68 .67 1.00 .68 .63 

CHA

6 

The [name] organization does the right 
thing 

.83 .75 .77 .81 .68 1.00 .67 

CHA

7 

The [name] is a socially responsible 
organization 

.64 .62 .69 .64 .63 .67 1.00 

CHA

8 

The [name] organization has high 
integrity 

.85 .81 .79 .84 .74 .85 .75 

CHA

9 

The [name] organization conducts itself 
with integrity 

.86 .83 .80 .86 .75 .82 .72 

CHA

10 

The [name] organization does good 
things for others 

.46 .48 .52 .50 .51 .55 .60 

CHA

11 

The [name] organization puts others 
first 

.51 .46 .52 .53 .48 .60 .49 

CHA

12 

The [name] organization cares about 
others .50 .47 .51 .54 .49 .58 .57 

CHA

13 

The [name] organization conducts itself 
responsibly 

.72 .72 .67 .72 .72 .75 .75 

FAV

1 

I think favorably about the [name] 
organization 

.67 .68 .64 .71 .51 .68 .53 

FAV

2 

The [name] is one of my favorite 
organizations 

.59 .58 .56 .61 .48 .58 .42 

FAV

3 

I have a positive opinion of the [name] 
organization 

.71 .76 .78 .74 .58 .71 .63 

FAV

4 

When I think about the [name] 
organization, I think positive thoughts 

.74 .77 .75 .73 .61 .75 .63 

FAV

5 

My overall evaluation of the [name] 
organization is good 

.63 .65 .60 .67 .49 .65 .52 

FAV

6 

My opinion of the [name] organization 
is a positive one 

.71 .78 .70 .74 .58 .74 .57 

FAV

7 
I appreciate the [name] organization .61 .62 .58 .64 .46 .64 .56 

PRO

1 
The [name] organization is prominent .09 .12 .11 .11 .15 .06 .17 

PRO

2 

Lots of people know about the [name] 
organization 

-.01 -.01 -.03 .00 -.03 .01 .14 

PRO

3 

The [name] is a well-known 
organization 

.01 -.02 -.07 .01 -.04 .03 .09 

PRO

4 

The [name] organization is noticeable to 
the general public 

.03 .01 .04 .06 .04 .08 .13 
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Table 17 (continued) 

PRO

5 

The [name] organization is very 
recognizable 

.06 .07 .04 .11 .08 .15 .23 

PRO

6 

The [name] organization is highly 
visible 

.04 .05 .10 .06 .09 .12 .15 

PRO

7 
The [name] is a famous organization .03 .12 .08 .08 .14 .07 .21 

PRO

8 

The [name] organization is in the public 
eye 

.01 .00 .05 .03 .04 .08 .12 

PRO

9 

The [name] organization receives a lot 
of attention 

-.04 -.02 -.01 .01 .06 .02 .17 

PRO

10 

The [name] is one of the best-known 
organization 

.01 .00 .04 .05 .02 .06 .19 

PRO

11 

People pay attention to the [name] 
organization 

.04 .03 .05 .07 .04 .04 .18 

PRO

12 

The majority of people are familiar with 
the [name] organization 

.00 .03 .06 .02 .07 .05 .17 

Note: Correlations bolded if r ≥ .4 and p < .01 
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Table 18: Inter-item correlations for Character items (CHA8-13) 

Items CHA1 CHA2 CHA3 CHA4 CHA5 CHA6 

CHA

1 

The [name] organization operates with 
moral integrity 

.85 .86 .46 .51 .50 .72 

CHA

2 

I associate the [name] organization with 
high character 

.81 .83 .48 .46 .47 .72 

CHA

3 

The [name] organization has good 
character 

.79 .80 .52 .52 .51 .67 

CHA

4 

The [name] organization demonstrates 
good morals 

.84 .86 .50 .53 .54 .72 

CHA

5 

The [name] organization takes 
responsibility for its actions 

.74 .75 .51 .48 .49 .72 

CHA

6 

The [name] organization does the right 
thing 

.85 .82 .55 .60 .58 .75 

CHA

7 

The [name] is a socially responsible 
organization 

.75 .72 .60 .49 .57 .75 

CHA

8 

The [name] organization has high 
integrity 

1.00 .92 .56 .54 .58 .78 

CHA

9 

The [name] organization conducts itself 
with integrity 

.92 1.00 .56 .54 .58 .78 

CHA

10 

The [name] organization does good 
things for others 

.56 .56 1.00 .51 .64 .59 

CHA

11 
The [name] organization puts others first 

.54 .54 .51 1.00 .75 .59 

CHA

12 

The [name] organization cares about 
others 

.58 .58 .64 .75 1.00 .57 

CHA

13 

The [name] organization conducts itself 
responsibly 

.78 .78 .59 .59 .57 1.00 

FAV 

1 

I think favorably about the [name] 
organization 

.67 .69 .50 .44 .47 .62 

FAV 

2 

The [name] is one of my favorite 
organizations 

.56 .57 .46 .40 .40 .54 

FAV 

3 

I have a positive opinion of the [name] 
organization 

.73 .75 .50 .49 .48 .67 

FAV 

4 

When I think about the [name] 
organization, I think positive thoughts 

.77 .76 .51 .51 .48 .67 

FAV 

5 

My overall evaluation of the [name] 
organization is good 

.68 .67 .46 .50 .48 .63 

FAV 

6 

My opinion of the [name] organization is 
a positive one 

.77 .75 .50 .50 .49 .69 

FAV 

7 
I appreciate the [name] organization .62 .63 .58 .49 .52 .64 

PRO

1 
The [name] organization is prominent 

.10 .11 .20 .04 .08 .20 

PRO

2 

Lots of people know about the [name] 
organization 

.04 -.01 .10 -.10 .00 .00 

PRO

3 
The [name] is a well-known organization 

.04 -.03 .09 -.10 -.01 -.04 

PRO

4 

The [name] organization is noticeable to 
the general public 

.07 .02 .18 -.08 .03 .03 

PRO

5 

The [name] organization is very 
recognizable 

.16 .09 .20 .02 .14 .10 

PRO

6 
The [name] organization is highly visible 

.12 .10 .24 .08 .10 .08 
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Table 18 (continued) 

PRO

7 
The [name] is a famous organization 

.09 .06 .21 -.03 .07 .14 

PRO

8 

The [name] organization is in the public 
eye 

.05 -.03 .18 .06 .01 .05 

PRO

9 

The [name] organization receives a lot of 
attention 

.02 .00 .20 -.07 .04 .04 

PRO

10 

The [name] is one of the best-known 
organization 

.04 .03 .20 .00 .13 .08 

PRO

11 

People pay attention to the [name] 
organization 

.04 .00 .21 -.04 .00 .07 

PRO

12 

The majority of people are familiar with 
the [name] organization 

.03 -.02 .13 .01 .06 .05 

Note: Correlations bolded if r ≥ .4 and p < .01 
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Favorability 

Table 19: Inter-item correlations for Favorability items 

 Items 
FAV 

1 

FAV 

2 

FAV 

3 

FAV 

4 

FAV 

5 

FAV 

6 

FAV

7 

FAV

1 

I think favorably about the [name] 
organization 1.00 .78 .87 .82 .74 .84 .81 

FAV

2 

The [name] is one of my favorite 
organizations 

.78 1.00 .74 .71 .58 .71 .73 

FAV

3 

I have a positive opinion of the [name] 
organization 

.87 .74 1.00 .88 .73 .84 .77 

FAV

4 

When I think about the [name] 
organization, I think positive thoughts 

.82 .71 .88 1.00 .74 .88 .75 

FAV

5 

My overall evaluation of the [name] 
organization is good 

.74 .58 .73 .74 1.00 .80 .67 

FAV

6 

My opinion of the [name] organization is 
a positive one 

.84 .71 .84 .88 .80 1.00 .77 

FAV

7 
I appreciate the [name] organization .81 .73 .77 .75 .67 .77 1.00 

PRO

1 
The [name] organization is prominent .23 .19 .21 .23 .20 .23 .22 

PRO

2 

Lots of people know about the [name] 
organization 

.08 .02 .04 .05 .09 .04 .07 

PRO

3 
The [name] is a well-known organization .08 .02 -.05 .01 .09 .06 .06 

PRO

4 

The [name] organization is noticeable to 
the general public 

.15 .12 .07 .05 .11 .10 .13 

PRO

5 

The [name] organization is very 
recognizable 

.17 .08 .08 .11 .19 .18 .19 

PRO

6 
The [name] organization is highly visible .18 .15 .18 .17 .14 .13 .18 

PRO

7 
The [name] is a famous organization .10 .03 .10 .10 .12 .14 .13 

PRO

8 

The [name] organization is in the public 
eye 

.16 .08 .11 .11 .11 .11 .14 

PRO

9 

The [name] organization receives a lot of 
attention 

.07 .04 .04 .03 .04 .02 .11 

PRO

10 

The [name] is one of the best-known 
organization 

.10 .08 .04 .05 .11 .04 .12 

PRO

11 

People pay attention to the [name] 
organization 

.12 .07 .11 .08 .05 .05 .14 

PRO

12 

The majority of people are familiar with 
the [name] organization 

.06 .04 .05 .03 .04 .03 .08 

Note: Correlations bolded if r ≥ .4 and p < .01 
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Prominence 

Table 20: Inter-item correlations for Prominence items (PRO1-6) 

  Items 
PRO

1 

PRO

2 

PRO

3 

PRO

4 

PRO

5 

PRO

6 

PRO 

1 
The [name] organization is prominent 1.00 .39 .38 .48 .46 .45 

PRO 

2 
Lots of people know about the [name] organization .39 1.00 .69 .58 .68 .43 

PRO 

3 
The [name] is a well-known organization .38 .69 1.00 .68 .73 .39 

PRO 

4 

The [name] organization is noticeable to the general 
public .48 .58 .68 1.00 .71 .56 

PRO 

5 
The [name] organization is very recognizable .46 .68 .73 .71 1.00 .59 

PRO 

6 
The [name] organization is highly visible .45 .43 .39 .56 .59 1.00 

PRO 

7 
The [name] is a famous organization .39 .54 .55 .59 .61 .54 

PRO 

8 
The [name] organization is in the public eye .33 .51 .54 .57 .54 .54 

PRO 

9 
The [name] organization receives a lot of attention .46 .63 .63 .66 .70 .62 

PRO 

10 
The [name] is one of the best-known organization .45 .58 .58 .58 .68 .53 

PRO 

11 
People pay attention to the [name] organization .37 .53 .51 .54 .52 .54 

PRO 

12 

The majority of people are familiar with the [name] 
organization 

.38 .56 .56 .59 .66 .57 

Note: Correlations bolded if r ≥ .4 and p < .01 
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Table 21: Inter-item correlations for Prominence items (PRO7-12) 

  Items 
PRO

7 

PRO

8 

PRO

9 

PRO

10 

PRO

11 

PRO

12 

PRO 

1 
The [name] organization is prominent .39 .33 .46 .45 .37 .38 

PRO 

2 
Lots of people know about the [name] organization .54 .51 .63 .58 .53 .56 

PRO 

3 
The [name] is a well-known organization .55 .54 .63 .58 .51 .56 

PRO 

4 

The [name] organization is noticeable to the general 
public 

.59 .57 .66 .58 .54 .59 

PRO 

5 
The [name] organization is very recognizable .61 .54 .70 .68 .52 .66 

PRO 

6 
The [name] organization is highly visible .54 .54 .62 .53 .54 .57 

PRO 

7 
The [name] is a famous organization 1.00 .56 .67 .64 .59 .65 

PRO 

8 
The [name] organization is in the public eye .56 1.00 .66 .52 .70 .52 

PRO 

9 
The [name] organization receives a lot of attention .67 .66 1.00 .70 .74 .69 

PRO 

10 
The [name] is one of the best-known organization .64 .52 .70 1.00 .64 .66 

PRO 

11 
People pay attention to the [name] organization .59 .70 .74 .64 1.00 .65 

PRO 

12 

The majority of people are familiar with the [name] 
organization 

.65 .52 .69 .66 .65 1.00 

Note: Correlations bolded if r ≥ .4 and p < .01 
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APPENDIX E 

 

FACTORABILITY PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 
 

Table 22: Diagonal values from anti-image correlation matrix, and extracted communalities 

Item Anti-image Diagonal Correlations Communalities 

CHA1 .951 .842 
CHA2 .954 .815 
CHA3 .940 .773 
CHA4 .964 .820 
CHA5 .959 .653 
CHA6 .974 .785 
CHA7 .946 .666 
CHA8 .952 .882 
CHA9 .955 .892 

CHA10 .954 .573 
CHA11 .899 .614 
CHA12 .902 .790 
CHA13 .953 .732 
FAV1 .952 .894 
FAV2 .956 .658 

FAV3 .939 .853 

FAV4 .955 .841 

FAV5 .980 .644 

FAV6 .955 .862 

FAV7 .966 .763 

PER1 .943 .511 

PER2 .968 .751 

PER3 .945 .818 

PER4 .942 .702 

PER5 .937 .803 

PER6 .925 .770 

PER7 .926 .820 

PER8 .951 .772 

PRO2 .941 .579 

PRO3 903 .616 

PRO4 .943 .619 

PRO5 .936 .696 

PRO7 .928 .598 

PRO8 .896 .539 

PRO9 .930 .763 

PRO10 .930 .673 

PRO11 .894 .585 

PRO12 .932 .619 
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APPENDIX F 

 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FACTORS 
 

Table 23: Correlations between factors extracted from principal components analysis using 
oblique oblimin rotation (constrained to four factors) 

Component Favorability Performance Prominence Character 

Favorability 1.00 .22 .12 .77 

Performance .22 1.00 .59 .20 

Prominence .12 .59 1.00 .09 

Character .77 .20 .09 1.00 
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APPENDIX G 

 

MODIFICATION INDICES FOR MEASUREMENT MODEL (SAMPLE 1) 
 

Table 24: Modification indices (M.I.) for items removed following confirmatory factor 
analysis (Sample 1, Measurement Model 1): Total M.I. by latent construct 

Item 
Total M.I. with other constructs 

PER CHA PRO FAV 

Performance     

The New England Patriots organization does its job well 0.000 10.599 0.000 17.936 
The New England Patriots are a high-performing 
organization 

0.000 14.984 18.671 4.726 

Character     

The New England Patriots organization has high integrity 5.924 0.000 14.813 15.399 
The New England Patriots organization takes responsibility 
for its actions 

15.847 12.314 6.11 17.435 

Prominence     

The New England Patriots organization is in the public eye 10.941 10.112 15.464 22.114 
People pay attention to the New England Patriots 
organization 

14.389 0.000 55.62 13.318 

Favorability     

I think favorably about the New England Patriots 
organization 

15.399 5.654 17.639 8.037 

I appreciate the New England Patriots organization 33.139 17.147 4.246 0.000 

Notes: Totals include covariances between individual items, and between items and latent constructs. 
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APPENDIX H 

 

ANALYSIS OF REPUTATION AMONG DIFFERENT SOCIAL GROUPS 

 
Table 25: Comparison of organizational reputation among male (n = 108) and female 
(n = 192), and fan (n = 109) and non-fan (n = 191) groups (Sample 1): Intraclass correlation 
coefficients, means, standard deviations, and between-group comparisons. 

Comparison of Male and Female Groups 

 ICC M SD Between Groups 

Performance 

Male .68* 5.51 1.05 
.000* 

Female .79* 4.99 1.20 

Character 

Male .89* 4.45 1.75 
.260 

Female .86* 4.23 1.56 

Prominence 

Male .56* 5.83 .82 
.006* Female .66* 5.53 .97 

Comparison of Fan and Non-fan Groups 

 ICC M SD Between Groups 
Performance 

Fan .74* 5.84 .85 
.000* 

Non-fan .71* 4.79 1.17 
Character 

Fan .77* 5.64 1.05 
.000* 

Non-fan .82* 3.56 1.42 
Prominence 

Fan .57* 6.01 .69 
.000* Non-fan .63* 5.43 .98 

Notes: * = p < .01; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient; M = mean; SD = standard deviation 
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