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Latinos are both the largest ethnic group in the United States and the fastest growing 

ethnic minority group in the U.S. Over a five year period (2000–2004), Latino sport fandom in 

the United States has increased for some sports, and this growth is expected to continue as the 

Latino population in the U.S. grows. While an escalating amount of consumer research within 

the marketing literature has studied the Latino population, the sport marketing and management 

field has neglected to study this particular market segment. This research has four main purposes 

that were encapsulated in three studies. In the first study, the Models of Sport Spectator Conative 

Loyalty (Models A, B, & C) were tested on a Latino and Non-Latino population to examine the 

models on these two market segments. For the second purpose, additional constructs (ethnic 

identity, identification with the dominant group, vicarious achievement, and past behaviors) were 

added to the Models of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (Model A & B) in order to see if any 

additional variance was explained in conative loyalty by the addition of these constructs to the 

original models. In the second study for the third purpose, data from four subgroups (Cubans, 

Puerto Ricans, Columbians, and Non-Latinos) were compared to determine if differences exist 

among Latino subgroups and Non-Latinos on identification with specific sports (American 

football, baseball, basketball, hockey, and soccer) and on sport consumer behaviors (attendance, 
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media, and merchandise). In the third study for the fourth purpose, pre and post differences in 

participants’ conative loyalty were examined before and after a sporting event to determine the 

effect of the outcome of the game (win v. loss) on conative loyalty while controlling for 

identification with a team. Comprehensively, the results indicated differences do exist not only 

between Latinos and Non-Latinos, but also among Latino subgroups. This study provided the 

first stage of sport management research into the Latino market segments. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Growth of the Latino Population 

The Latino population in the United States was estimated to be 42.7 million, constituting 

approximately 14% of the nation’s total population as of July 1, 2005. Moreover, Latinos are 

both the largest ethnic group in the United States and the fastest growing ethnic minority group. 

It is projected that the Latino population will grow to 106.7 million by July 1, 2050. With this 

rate of growth, Latinos will constitute approximately 24% of the nation’s total population by 

2050 (U.S. Census, 2006). Consequently, this growth will lead to an increase in buying power 

for Latinos. 

Not only did Latinos control over $700 billion in spending power in 2005, but over a 20-

year period (1990–2010), their purchasing power is anticipated to increase 413% to $1,087 

billion (Humphreys, 2005). The buying power of Latinos living in the United States will also 

grow faster than any of the following minority groups: African American (222%), Asian 

Americans (251%), and Native American (397%). In 2010, Latinos will account for 

approximately 9.2% of the total buying power in the United States (Humphreys). 

The median income of Latino households was $35,967 in 2005 which is 38% less than 

the national median income ($57,278; Humphreys, 2005). However, Latinos spend more money 

on average than Non-Latinos on “groceries, telephone services, furniture, major appliances, 

men’s and boy’s clothing, and footwear” (p. 8) and less money than Non-Latinos on “health care, 

entertainment, education, and personal insurance” (p. 8). These figures are based on Latinos as a 

whole; however, spending patterns may differ based on a Latino’s country of origin 

(Humphreys).  
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Subsequently, marketers have become increasingly aware of the growth and purchasing 

power of the Latino consumer (Berkowitz, Bao, & Allaway, 2005; Mulhern & Williams, 1994). 

Therefore, numerous United States’ companies have begun to increase their marketing 

campaigns directed toward the Latino market in an effort to capture their attention (Berkowitz et 

al., 2005).  

Growth of the Latino Sport Fan 

Over a five year period (2000–2004), Latino sport fandom in the United States has 

increased for some sports, and this growth is expected to continue as the Latino population in the 

U.S. grows (“The changing,” 2006). For example, Latino fandom for collegiate football and 

collegiate basketball has increased 3.1% and 4.4% respectively over the past year. However, 

some sports have seen a decrease in the percentage of U.S. Latinos indicating that they are fans 

[e.g., National Basketball Association (NBA) 4.6% decrease, professional boxing 6.4% 

decrease]. As a whole in 2006, 36% of all Latinos reported themselves as avid fans of at least 

one sport compared to 29.8% of the total population (“World Congress,” 2006, pp. 34-35).  

Sport Marketers focusing on the Latino Market 

Recognizing this potential market segment, professional sports have been actively 

marketing to the Latino population. For example, National Association for Stock Car Auto 

Racing (NASCAR) has been aggressively recruiting the Latino fan base with promotional 

activities and incentives. Additionally, NASCAR has been recruiting Latino drivers, employees, 

and business partners (Smith, 2006). For the 2006 World Baseball Classic, Major League 

Baseball (MLB) developed different marketing strategies to target Latinos from multiple Latin 

American countries (King, 2006). In order to attract the Latino market, National Football League 

(NFL) teams celebrated Hispanic Heritage Month with festivities at multiple games (NFL News, 
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2006). For a grassroots marketing initiative, the NBA has partnered with McDonalds® and 

Discovery Kids en Español to help tackle childhood obesity (Hispanic PR Wire, 2006).  

Professional teams are also using Spanish to market to Latinos. MLB has not only 

doubled their Spanish-language websites (Fisher, 2006), but they also have White Sox manager, 

Ozzie Guillen, speaking in Spanish on a Comcast SportNet Chicago radio program (Marchand, 

2006). In order to expand into the Spanish language television market in the U.S., Major League 

Soccer (MLS) committed to an eight year, $80 million deal with Univision in 2006 (Mickle, 

2006). However, using Spanish to communicate to consumers should not be the only 

consideration when sport organizations are sending marketing messages to Latinos. 

Marketing to Latinos 

From a sociological perspective, Dávila (2001) argued that “Hispanic marketing” in the 

early 1970s stemmed from the ideas within corporate America to market to the “Hispanic” 

population. The profitability of the Latino market has dictated an accompanying increase in 

marketing campaigns toward Latinos, thus numerous Hispanic advertising agencies have 

developed within large Hispanic populations (Dávila). Based on her exploration of the political 

and economic implications of marketing to Latinos, Dávila argued that current marketing 

practices to Latinos as a homogeneous group and using stereotypical representations will 

inevitably perpetuate marketing campaigns stereotyping ethnic consumers.  

Even though Latinos are labeled through common names (i.e., Latinos, Hispanics), they 

are a very heterogeneous group with multiple cultural and geographical backgrounds (Dávila, 

2001; Oboler, 1998; Torres-Saillant, 2005). The larger ethnic group of Latinos is comprised of 

different nuances, which can be broken into numerous categories (e.g., culture, religion, music, 

family values, attitudes, holidays) based on their nationality (Braus, 1993), and these differences 

may dictate their marketing preferences and potential identification with specific sports or teams. 
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Because Latinos are a complex, heterogeneous group, sport marketers and managers should 

strive to understand the cultural distinctions between the subgroups within the Latino community 

(e.g., Cubans, Puerto Ricans, Mexicans, Dominicans) that have distinctive cultural backgrounds, 

national histories, demographic profiles, and levels of progress (Valdés, 2000). Braus (1993) 

stated that many marketers attempt to place all Latinos into one target market, while neglecting 

the fact that considerable cultural and demographic diversity exist.  

Typically, marketers will use Spanish as a common dominator when marketing to Latinos 

as a homogeneous group (Korzenny & Korzenny, 2005). Nevertheless, the Latino market 

segment is more than a group of individuals that speak a common language, and marketers 

should find better ways to understand Latinos and market to them accordingly. The content of 

the marketing message should be tailored to the Latino segment and any specific Latino 

subgroups.  

Lack of Sport Marketing Research Pertaining to Latinos 

As companies have increasingly recognized the need to market to Latinos, marketing 

research efforts have consequently increased (Deshpande, Hoyer, & Donthu, 1986; Mulhern & 

Williams, 1994; Shepherd, Tsalikis, & Seaton, 2002). While an escalating amount of consumer 

research within the marketing literature has studied the Latino population (e.g., Berkowitz et al., 

2005; Donthu & Cherian, 1994; Korgaonkar, Karson, & Lund, 2000; Mulhern & Williams, 1994; 

Torres & Briggs, 2005; Torres & Gelb, 2002), the sport marketing and management field has 

neglected to study this particular market segment.  

Overview of the Research Problem 

When searching through the EBSCOhost Research Database, specifically in Academic 

Search Premier, Business Source Premier, and SPORTDiscus Select, using any combination of 

the search terms Hispanic, Latino, consumer, and sport, not one academic journal article is 
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available in the search results. A lack of sport research examining the Latino fan is evident. This 

study would be the first comprehensive study that examined Latino sport consumption behavior. 

Additionally, this study attempts to examine the conative loyalty of the Latino fan by testing the 

Models of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (MSSCL; Trail, Anderson, & Fink, 2005) on a 

Latino sample and to compare the sport consumption behaviors among Latinos subgroups and 

Non-Latinos.  

Purpose 

This research has four main purposes that were encapsulated in three studies. In the first 

study, the Models of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (MSSCL Models A, B, & C; Trail et al., 

2005) were tested on a Latino and Non-Latino population to examine the models on these two 

market segments. For the second purpose, additional constructs (ethnic identity, identification 

with the dominant group, vicarious achievement, and past behaviors) were added to the Models 

of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (Model A & B) in order to see if any additional variance 

was explained in conative loyalty by the addition of these constructs to the original models. In 

the second study for the third purpose, data from four subgroups (Cubans, Puerto Ricans, 

Columbians, and Non-Latinos) were compared to determine if differences exist among Latino 

subgroups and Non-Latinos on identification with specific sports (American football, baseball, 

basketball, hockey, and soccer) and on sport consumer behaviors (attendance, media, and 

merchandise). In the third study for the fourth purpose, pre and post differences in participants’ 

conative loyalty were examined before and after a sporting event to determine the effect of the 

outcome of the game (win v. loss) on conative loyalty while controlling for identification with a 

team. 



 

17 

Theory Development 

The results of this study would contribute to theory development by further examining 

and testing previous theories including identity theory, self-esteem theory, social identity theory, 

and acculturation theory. The MSSCL was developed by combining the different perspective of 

both identity theory and satisfaction theory (Trail et al., 2005), while the additional variables in 

the revised models are explained through acculturation theory, self-esteem theory, and social 

identity theory. The results of this research would support the development of these theories in 

two ways: (1) verify the structure of the theories, and (2) explain sport consumption behaviors 

through the tested models. By combining these theories and developing new models, the results 

of this study could help to explain more variance in sport consumption behaviors, thus 

supporting the theories.   

Development of Sport Consumer Behavior Research 

This research would contribute to the sport management literature in four primary ways. 

First, the MSSCL would be replicated using an additional population, moreover the replicated 

population would represent a minority segment in the United States (Latinos). The findings 

would not only test the MSSCL psychometrics and model fit, but the model would also facilitate 

the understanding of conative loyalty for Latino sport consumers. Second, in an effort to extend 

the previous research by Trail et al. (2005), additional variables would be added to the MSSCL 

(Models A & B), thus attempting to increase the variance explained in conative loyalty. Third, 

Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) suggested future research should segment the Latino population 

and test Latino subgroups in order to examine the possible differences in sport identification and 

sport consumption among these groups. The findings of the subgroup comparisons would be the 

first of its kind within the sport management literature, and the results would facilitate the 

understanding of group differences among different subgroups within one ethnic group. Fourth, 
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the pre and posttest of conative loyalty would provide researchers with a guide to understanding 

the relationship between the outcome of the game (win or loss) and an individual’s sport 

consumption intentions while controlling for an individual’s identification with a specific team. 

To further the sport management literature, this study would test the relationships among 

the numerous variables (confirmation/disconfirmation of expectancies, positive affective 

responses, negative affective responses, satisfaction, BIRGing, CORFing, identification with a 

team, conative loyalty, past behaviors, vicarious achievement, ethnic identity, and identification 

with the dominant group). By understanding these relationships and by further testing models of 

conative loyalty (MSSCL & modified MSSCL), this study would expand the knowledge and 

theory development of the sport management and marketing literature.   

Practical Implications 

Sport marketers and managers have been blindly marketing to the Latino sport fan based 

on demographic information. Because previous sport management researchers (Fink, Trail, 

Anderson, 2002; Funk, Ridinger, & Moorman, 2003; Robinson & Trail, 2005; Trail, Robinson, 

Dick, & Gillentine, 2003; Wann, Schrader, & Wilson, 1999) have explained more variance in 

sport identification and fan identification using variables other than demographics (e.g., motives 

and psychographics), the findings of this study would provide sport marketers with more 

effective tools for marketing strategies.  

Sport managers would possess an efficient way of determining the relationships as to 

why Latinos consume sport and a more appropriate model to follow when marketing to this 

ethnic group. As managers market to their Latino segments more appropriately, the potential for 

revenue growth also increases. Additionally, the results of this study would enable sport 

marketers to have a better understanding of the differences between Latinos, their subgroups, and 

Non-Latinos. 
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Delimitations 

This study was delimited to the disconfirmation/confirmation of expectations, 

identification with a team, mood, self-esteem responses, conative loyalty, ethnic identity, 

identification with the dominant group, motives, and past behaviors of Latino/a and Non-

Latino/a students at one southeastern National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division 

I university. Therefore, the results of the study may not be generalizable to other students or 

individuals in the United States. Because the sample was collected before and after one 

collegiate football game, the results may not be generalizable to other sporting events. In 

addition, other factors (e.g., gender, income) may influence the differences between or within the 

groups. 

Limitations 

As with any type of survey-based research, limitations are inevitable. The convenience 

sample approach for the students in the study is a limitation of this study, such that the Latino/a 

and Non-Latino/a students were members of Latino organizations, Latin American Studies 

classes, and the College of Health and Human Performance. The results of this study may differ 

from other universities. The Latino participants in the study were representative of the Latino 

community in Florida; however, it may not be representative of the entire U.S. Latino 

population. A low response rate from emails sent to university students may have harmed the 

results of the group comparisons within the Latino sub-groups.  

Definitions of Terms 

As all of the terms tested in this study are numerous and complex, the definitions for the 

terms are placed in Chapter 2. Confirmation/disconfirmation of expectancies, positive affective 

responses, negative affective responses, satisfaction, self-esteem responses such as BIRGing and 

CORFing, identification with a team, conative loyalty, past behaviors, vicarious achievement, 
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ethnic identity, and identification with the dominant group are defined in detail in the following 

chapter. 

Overview 

Chapter 1 introduces the scope of the study. This chapter contains background 

information on the Latino sport market in the United States, the lack of sport marketing research 

of the Latino population, and the purpose of the study.  

In Chapter 2, the theoretical framework for the study is presented. Initially, the theories 

supporting the Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty are discussed. A thorough literature 

review of social identity theory, identity theory, self-esteem theory, and acculturation theory is 

included. Then, each construct of the MSSCL is examined including the relevant sport 

management literature. Subsequently, the constructs that will be added to the original MSSCL 

model are explained including ethnic identity, identification with the dominant group 

(acculturation), vicarious achievement, and past behaviors. Lastly, group differences among 

Latino subgroups and differences between Latinos and Non-Latinos are discussed along with the 

pre and post testing of conative loyalty. 

The material and methods of the research are located in Chapter 3. The participants, 

instrumentation, procedures, and data analysis for each of the three studies are presented. The 

statistical analysis procedures for each study includes descriptive statistics of the participants and 

psychometric properties of the scales including the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the 

measurement model, the construct reliability, internal consistency, and discriminant validity of 

the constructs. For the first study, the model fit for the original Model of Sport Spectator 

Conative Loyalty (Models A, B, & C) on the samples and the model fit for the modified Model 

of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (Models A and B) on the samples are presented. For the 

second study, a MANOVA to compare the sport identification and sport behaviors among the 
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subgroups is included. For the third study, the methods section includes an ANCOVA to 

compare the pre and post test results for conative loyalty on the total sample while controlling for 

team identification. 

In Chapter 4, the results of the statistical analysis are presented. The first section contains 

the results of the first study including the psychometric properties of the scales, the confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) of the measurement model, the construct reliability, internal consistency, 

discriminant validity of the constructs, and the model fit for the original Model of Sport 

Spectator Conative Loyalty (Models A, B, & C) on the Latino and Non-Latino sample. The 

second section contains the results for purpose 2 including the psychometric properties of the 

scales, the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the measurement model, the construct 

reliability, internal consistency, discriminant validity of the constructs, and the model fit for the 

modified  Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (Models A and B) on the Latino and Non-

Latino sample. In the third section, the results for the second study, the comparisons of sport 

identification and sport behaviors among the subgroups, are presented. Finally, the fourth section 

contains the results of the third study, the pre and post test results for conative loyalty on the total 

sample.  

The final chapter, Chapter 5, contains the discussion of the results. Additionally, the 

recommendations for future research and practical applications for sport managers are included. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

The goal of Chapter 2 is to provide the reader with a thorough background of the research 

and theory related to the four main purposes of this study. This literature review begins with the 

theoretical background of the MSSCL including identity theory, satisfaction theory, and self-

esteem theory along with the relevant social identity theory. Then, a detailed explanation of the 

MSSCL (Models A, B, and C) is explained along with the pertinent sport management literature. 

Next, the results of Trail, Anderson, and Fink’s (2005) original study are provided, along with 

the revised MSSCL (Models A and B) including the additional constructs (ethnic identity, 

dominant identity, vicarious achievement, and past behaviors) added to the models. After that, 

the need to examine group differences among Latino subgroups and differences between Latinos 

and Non-Latinos was explored. Finally, the need for pre and post testing of conative loyalty are 

explained. 

Theoretical Background for the Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (Study 1/ 
Purpose 1) 

Trail et al. (2005) proposed and tested three distinct, but related, sport consumption 

behavior models (Models A, B, & C) that depicted the relationships among 

disconfirmation/confirmation of expectancies, identification with a team, mood, self-esteem 

responses, and conative loyalty. Their research and models were based on three primary theories: 

identity theory, self-esteem theory, and consumer satisfaction theory. This literature review 

begins with a thorough exploration of the theoretical framework of the original models and the 

related theory of social identity theory. Trail et al. (2005) did not utilize social identity theory 

when forming their models. However, the discussion of social identity theory within this 

literature review is due to the commonalities between social identity theory and identity theory, 
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the use of both in the sport consumer literature, and the confusion created by the distinction 

between the two theories. 

Social Identity Theory 

Tajfel and Turner (1986) defined social groups “as a collection of individuals who 

perceive themselves to be members of the same social category, share some emotional 

involvement in this common definition of themselves, and achieve some degree of social 

consensus about the evaluation of their group and of their membership in it” (p. 15). Tajfel and 

Turner (1986) argued that social groups provide their members with a way of identifying 

themselves based on the social dynamics of the group and facilitate a way for their members to 

create and define their place in society. Originally developed by Tajfel and Turner (1979), social 

identity theory (SIT) deals specifically with how individuals become members of a group, how 

individuals see themselves in that group, and how individuals in one group compare themselves 

with another group (Brown, 2000; Stets & Burke, 2000). Tajfel (1981) described social identity 

“as that part of an individual’s self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his 

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

attached to that membership” (p. 255). The framework of social identity theory contained several 

stipulations regarding group membership: (a) individuals maintain or seek out memberships in 

social groups if these groups provide a positive aspect to the individual’s social identity (self-

esteem); (b) an individual may leave a group if his/her membership does not satisfy a need for 

positive identity; (c) if an individual can not depart from a group membership, then he/she will 

adapt, justify a lower status, or simply accept the situation; and (d) all groups in society live 

among other groups (Tajfel, 1981, p. 256).  

Originally, SIT was explored and developed as a supplemental theory to Sherif’s (1967) 

realistic group conflict theory (RCT; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Tajfel and Turner argued that RCT 
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did not examine the identification with the in-group, thus failing to explain the process of 

development and maintenance of group identity. Therefore, this neglect of RCT perpetuated 

inconsistencies in the theory and empirical research of social group theories. Tajfel and Turner 

proposed SIT as a way to explain the psychological aspects of social psychology and social 

conflict. Moreover, they attempted to answer the question of psychological processes involved in 

the development of positive group identity along with the question of the conditions involved 

with the enhancement or reduction of group conflict.  

Within social groups, intergroup behaviors exist. These intergroup behaviors are defined 

as “any behavior displayed by one or more actors toward one or more others that is based on the 

actors’ identification of themselves and the others as belonging to different social categories” 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 15). According to Brown (2000), this concept of intergroup behaviors 

and dynamics developed by Sherif (1967) and Tajfel and Turner (1986) has made significant 

contributions to SIT in the form of relevant research in response to inequality between groups, 

ingroup bias, stereotyping, and changing attitudes as contact with other groups increases. 

Tajfel (1981) stipulated that through these social memberships and relationships, an 

individual strives to achieve a favorable level of self-esteem or self-image. Additionally, a 

favorable group comparison between ingroups and outgroups can promote higher levels of self-

esteem as long as the comparisons are made between comparable groups (Brown, 2000).  

Social identity theory and identity theory are related such that both theories deal with the 

self within a social context. Moreover, Stryker and Burke (2000) and Stets and Burke (2000) 

hypothesized that these two theories were connected and overlapped due to their connection with 

the overall concept of the self. 
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Identity Theory 

Stryker and Burke (2000) defined identity as the meanings that individuals attach to the 

multiple roles that are played in a contemporary society. Burke (2003) stated that “identities are 

the meanings that individuals hold for themselves – what it means to be who they are” (p. 196). 

Identity theory can be traced back to Mead’s (1934) framework and formulas stating that society 

shapes “self” and that each person shapes social behavior. Originally, identity theory was 

developed as a way to conceptualize the ideas of “society” and “self” and to develop ways to 

research these concepts (Stryker & Burke, 2000). As one accepts Mead’s hypothesis that “self 

reflects society,” then self would be considered “multifaceted, made up interdependent and 

independent, mutually reinforcing and conflicting parts” (Stryker & Burke, p. 286).  

The first assumption when examining identity is that there is a reciprocal relationship 

between society and the self (Stryker, 1980). An individual influences society through actions 

and through “creation of groups, organizations, networks, and institutions. Reciprocally, society 

influences the self through its shared language and meanings that enable a person to take the role 

of the other, engage in social interaction, and reflect on oneself as an object” (Stets & Burke, 

2003, p. 128). This interaction between self and society requires researchers to not only 

understand the self, but also study and understand the parts of self (identities) within the context 

and influences of society as a whole (Stryker, 1980).  

Burke and Tully (1977) stated that identities are based on the meanings that an individual 

attributes to himself/herself as an object in a social role or social situation. Moreover, these 

meanings to the roles occur through interaction with others. Within identity theory, Stets and 

Burke (2000) suggested the essence of “identity is the categorization of the self as an occupant of 

a role, and the incorporation” (p. 225) of the meanings associated with that role. They further 

explained that as an individual has a particular role identity a need exists ensuring that the 
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individual will fulfill the expectations associated with that role. Therefore, researchers can use 

the concept of identity to examine individuals in terms of each network of relationships or roles 

in which an individual occupies.  

Based on the concepts of “self” and “society,” Stryker and Burke (2000) stated that 

previous identity theory research examined identity from two different perspectives or strands: 

how social interactions affect one’s identities and the process of internal self-verification of 

one’s identity. They suggested that identity theory is based on both internal self-verification 

processes and social constructs. Interactions between individuals are typically not between all 

aspects of a “whole person,” rather interactions between individuals are between specific aspects 

of each person within the context of a particular role or group membership (Stets & Burke, 

2003). That is, the interaction is between each person’s role identity specific to that situation 

(e.g., an interaction between an individual in the role identity of teacher and an individual in the 

role identity of student).  

Individuals have multiple role identities at the same time (McCall, & Simmons, 1978; 

Stryker, 1980; Stets & Burke, 2003), and these multiple roles may be good for the self (Stets & 

Burke, 2003). McCall and Simmons (1978) suggested that multiple role identities provide an 

individual with a sense of meaning and purpose, therefore providing a positive aspect to his/her 

life. However, the kinds of role identities may have an effect on their positive influence on the 

self (Stets & Burke, 2003). For example, stressful role-identities may not be beneficial to the 

self, whereas a role-identity as a friend with little or no stress would be beneficial.  

In society, identities are organized in a hierarchical fashion, such that the salience of the 

identity dictates the importance of the identity (Burke & Tully, 1977; Stryker & Burke 2000). 

Based on the situation, an individual will possess a particular identity and act accordingly. 
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Identity is an internal process, whereas a role is an external component. An individual may 

internalize the expectations and meanings of specific roles. Moreover, social situations can 

connect multiple roles based on the situation and the social group (Stryker & Burke, 2000). For 

example, students partake in numerous roles simultaneously through interaction in numerous 

networks including social groups with other students, interaction with professors, interaction 

with their local communities, and other social groups connected to their university, all at the 

same time.  

Moreover, researchers hypothesized that as the level of salience increases for a particular 

identity, behavioral decisions attached to that particular identity will also increase (Stryker & 

Burke, 2000). These different roles may elicit different magnitudes of identification. For 

example, students may have stronger ties to their universities than to their local communities. 

Previous research found that individuals with higher levels of commitment to a particular group 

maintained their identity with the group and worked harder to maintain their identity (Burke & 

Reitzes, 1991).  

Stryker and Burke (2000) stated that the goal of identity research should be to examine 

and improve the knowledge concerning the relationships between society and self. Additionally, 

they suggested that emotions and mood needed to be explored within identity research.  

Identity Theory and Social Identity Theory 

Identity theory and social identity theory are similar in many respects and recently have 

been combined to create one inclusive theory of the self. Stets and Burke (2000) stated that in 

both social identity theory and identity theory an individual can classify, categorize, or name 

himself/herself in relation to other social groups, and both theories deal specifically with 

structured societies. Within social identity theory, this process is called self-categorization 

(Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), while in identity theory this process is 
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called identification (McCall & Simmons, 1978). Moreover, an identity is formed through the 

processes of self-categorization or identification (Stets & Burke, 2000). Stryker and Burke 

(2000) along with Stets and Burke (2000) hypothesized that these two theoretical strands were 

related and converged at the behavioral level and during interactions with others. Burke (2000) 

combined three primary concepts/theories on identity to define the essence of identity: (a) role 

identities or roles that an individual plays (e.g., being a teacher, a student, or a friend); (b) social 

identities or social group memberships that provide meaning to an individual’s identity (e.g., 

being a college graduate or an American); (c) personal identities or personal characteristics that 

are not necessarily shared with others (e.g., being honorable, confident, or responsible). 

Furthermore, Burke expressed a need for a unification of these three theoretical identity sources 

(role, social, and personal), thus serving as a better measurement of identity. Additionally, due to 

the broader concept of the self, researchers (Ervin & Stryker, 2001; Owen & Serpe, 2003; 

Stryker & Burke, 2000) have expressed the need for a linkage between identity theory and self-

esteem theory. 

Self-Esteem Theory 

Rosenberg (1979) defined self-esteem as the “positive or negative evaluation of the self” 

(p. 31). Rosenberg, Schooler, Schoenbach, and Rosenberg (1995) expressed self-esteem in terms 

of an attitude containing two main distinctions. First, they postulated that self-esteem was an 

attitude, such that individuals have attitudes about objects as a whole (global self-esteem) and 

specific attitudes about that the characteristics of the objects (specific self-esteem). Secondly, 

they stated that attitudes have both cognitive and affective elements. In addition, as with other 

attitudes, Rosenberg et al. also stated that self-esteem may contain both negative and positive 

elements.  
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The current views on self-esteem theory were developed primarily from the theories of 

self-concept developed in the late 1970s by Morris Rosenberg (Elliott, 2001). Rosenberg (1979) 

defined self-concept as “the totality of the individual’s thoughts and feelings having reference to 

himself as an object” (p. 7). Furthermore, self-concept was defined using three broad concepts: 

“the extant self (how an individual sees himself); the desired self (how he would like others to 

see himself; and the presenting self (how he shows himself to others)” (p. 9). Elliott (2001) 

argued that Rosenberg’s theoretical and empirical studies were the most influential of all self-

esteem theorists in the second half of the twentieth century. 

Three main principles define self-esteem theory: (a) individuals want to be happy with 

themselves and increase their self-esteem; (b) individuals want to maintain a consistent self-

image, even if this image is negative; and (c) thoughts about oneself and feelings about oneself 

are intertwined concepts (Ervin & Stryker, 2001). During self examination, self-esteem refers to 

the affective responses to oneself, such that an individual evaluates who they are (Rosenberg, 

1979; Rosenberg et al., 1995). Self esteem stabilizes a group, because individuals are motivated 

to maintain relationships that ultimately verify identities (Cast & Burke, 2002).  

More recently, Rosenberg et al. (1995) conducted a longitudinal study of high school 

students in order to examine the nature of self-esteem as containing both a global and specific 

self-esteem (academic self-esteem) and in order to clarify previous self-esteem research. Their 

findings supported their claims that global and specific self-esteem are distinct and Non-

interchangeable, and the claims that specific self-esteem has a greater effect on the dependent 

variable than does global self-esteem. Therefore, because self-esteem is an attitude, self-esteem 

specific to a role, as apposed to global self-esteem, should more accurately predict relevant 

behavior (Rosenberg et al., 1995). 
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Rosenberg (1965) designed a self-esteem scale (Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale: RSES) 

that was meant to measure self-esteem as a unidimensional model. His measurement model was 

designed to be easily administered, to be economic and efficient, to contain face validity, and to 

be unidimensional (Owen & King, 2001). However, through examining previous research, Owen 

and King (2001) argued that self-esteem contains both a positive dimension and negative 

dimension and have shown that a bidimensional measurement model of self-esteem nearly 

always fits the data better than a unidimensional model. Through confirmatory factor analysis, 

they showed that a two-factor model fit the data better than a one-factor model. Owen and King 

concluded that self-esteem should be examined not as a strictly positive dimension, but should 

also include the negative dimension of self-esteem (e.g., happiness and unhappiness). This 

concept of bidimensional self-esteem models have also used to examine self-esteem responses 

within the sport literature.  

Link between Identity Theory and Self-Esteem Theory 

Previous researchers (e.g., Cast & Burke, 2002; Ervin & Stryker, 2001; Stryker & Burke, 

2000) have suggested that self-esteem theory can stem from the theoretical framework of identity 

theory. Additionally, Cast and Burke (2002) stated that self-esteem is an outcome of a successful 

self-verification process. Their findings supported the idea that self-esteem is a central 

component of the identity process, such that as individuals self-verify their social group identities 

they also build self-esteem. For example, as an individual self-verifies an identity then he/she 

subsequently produces a feeling of competency and worth, thus increasing self-esteem.  

Additionally, Ervin and Stryker (2001) suggested that self-esteem fits logically into 

identity theory formation and defined self-esteem as the affective attachment to one’s self and 

outlined an argument for this linkage. Ervin and Stryker (2001) argued that both self-esteem and 

identity are “aspects of self” (p. 32). They argued that identity theory has developed to include 
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the concepts of social interaction (interactional commitment) and the affective responses to those 

social interactions (affective commitment). Ervin and Stryker (2001) hypothesized that the 

concepts of identity lead to self-esteem constructs and role performance, while self-esteem 

constructs lead to identity salience and role performance. For example, highly identified sport 

fans increase their self-esteem through social interactions and self-verification, and this higher 

self-esteem leads to a stronger and more salient role as a sport fan. Overall, Cast and Burke’s 

results supported the notion that self-esteem should be incorporated into identity theory. 

As previously discussed, Trail and colleagues’ (2005) conative loyalty model was based 

on identity theory, self-esteem theory, and consumer satisfaction theory. Once an individual 

creates a fan role-identity and starts consuming a sport product, the next progression within the 

consumption behavior process would be the individual’s evaluation of that product and the 

subsequent satisfaction or dissatisfaction with his/her purchase of a good and/or service (Oliver, 

1997). 

Satisfaction Theory 

Based on the need to fully understand consumers’ needs and subsequently offer 

appropriate products and services, American businesses placed a high priority on the 

measurement of consumer satisfaction in the late 1990s (Vavra, 1997). However, within the 

business literature, consumer satisfaction began to develop as a legitimate field of study in the 

early 1970s (Churchill & Surprenant, 1982). Cardozo’s (1965) pioneering research into customer 

efforts, expectations, and satisfaction along with previous researchers in the early 1970s (e.g., 

Anderson, 1973; Olshavsky & Miller, 1972) formed the foundation of the first decade of the 

development of consumer satisfaction research (Vavra, 1997). Within the political arena, Pfaff 

(1972) reported the first measurement problems and opportunities of consumer satisfaction by 

developing the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Index of Consumer Satisfaction for policy 
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makers. Moreover, the majority of these initial research studies on customer satisfaction 

contained “the disconfirmation paradigm which holds that satisfaction is related to the size and 

direction of the disconfirmation experience, where disconfirmation is related to the person’s 

initial expectations” (Churchill & Surprenant, p. 491).  

A lack of consensus exists within consumer satisfaction research on an appropriate 

definition for satisfaction (Giese & Cote, 2000; Peterson & Wilson, 1992; Yu & Dean, 2001). At 

the beginning stages of consumer satisfaction research, Anderson (1973) defined 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction based on the levels of discrepancy between expectations and 

perceived performance of a product. Taking into consideration previous literature and research 

results, Oliver (1997) defined satisfaction as “the consumer’s fulfillment response. It is a 

judgment that a product or service feature, or the product or service itself, provided (or is 

providing) a pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfillment, including levels of under- or 

overfulfillment” (p. 13). This fulfillment implies that a goal exists and should be filled. Hence, 

fulfillment and satisfaction can be a judgment or a comparison by an individual with reference to 

some standard. Thus, satisfaction is a consumer’s response to a level of fulfillment that is 

unpleasant or pleasant (Oliver, 1997). Additionally, Giese and Cote (2000) found that previous 

research contained common elements when defining satisfaction. Three general components 

were “identified: 1) consumer satisfaction is a response (emotional or cognitive); 2) the response 

pertains to a particular focus (expectations, products, consumption experience, etc.); and 3) the 

response occurs at a particular time (after consumption, after choice, based on accumulated 

experience, etc.)” (Giese & Cote, p. 1). In an effort to provide a meaningful definition of 

satisfaction, Giese and Cote identified the concepts within satisfaction and proposed an outlined 

process of satisfaction, such that comparisons could be made across studies. Through a detailed 
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literature review and validation through group and personal interview data, Giese and Cote 

defined consumer satisfaction as a summary affective response of varying intensity, with a time-

specific point of determination, directed toward the focal aspects of product acquisition and/or 

consumption (p.14-15).  

Previous authors have defined satisfaction in two fundamental ways: as either an outcome 

or a process (Vavra, 1997). From an output perspective, Churchill and Surprenant (1982) defined 

satisfaction as “an outcome of a purchase and use resulting from the buyer’s comparison of the 

rewards and costs of the purchase in relation to the anticipated consequences” (p. 493). From a 

process perspective, Tse and Wilton (1988) defined satisfaction “as the consumer’s response to 

the evaluation of the perceived discrepancy between prior expectation” (p. 204) and actual 

performance after consumption. The core process of satisfaction is the comparison between what 

is expected by the consumer and the actual performance of the product (the 

confirmation/disconfirmation process; Vavra, 1997). Oliver (1980) was the first researcher to 

suggest that expectations served as a frame of reference for measuring a consumer’s experience 

(Vavra, 1997). Oliver’s (1997) cycle of satisfaction was comprised of four factors (a) 

performance (b) disconfirmation/confirmation of expectancies, (c) affective responses (positive 

attitude, negative attitude, and satisfaction), and (d) behavioral intentions (conative loyalty).  

Disconfirmation/Confirmation of Expectancies 

Expectations are important to the satisfaction response, because they provide a guideline 

for future judgments of product performances (Oliver, 1997). Expectancy 

disconfirmation/confirmation [(dis)confirmation] is defined as the result of a comparison 

between what an individual expects to happen and what is observed (Oliver, 1997). 

(Dis)confirmation has three components: the event, probability of occurrence, and its 

(un)desirability (Oliver). For example in sport, the event would be a sport competition outcome 
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(win vs. loss); the probability of occurrence would be the likelihood of a win or a loss (e.g., a 

very talented team competing against a less talented team); and the desire for a win or a loss 

based on previous experience or knowledge.  

Oliver (1981) defined disconfirmation as “a mental comparison of an actual state of 

nature with its anticipated probability. In common usage, these states of nature may be perceived 

as worse than expected (negative confirmation), better than expected (positive disconfirmation), 

or just as expected (zero disconfirmation)” (p. 35). Positive disconfirmation occurs when 

performance exceeds expectations. For example, a fan expects their preferred team to lose, but 

the team actually wins. Conversely, negative disconfirmation occurs when performance drops 

below expectations. For example, a fan expects their team to win, but the team actually loses. 

Zero confirmation occurs when high-probability events take place and low-probability events do 

not take place. For example, a fan expects their team to win, and the team wins. 

Vavra (1997) argued that Oliver’s (1980) use of “disconfirmation” to describe both 

instances when performance exceeds expectations and when performance falls below 

expectations is confusing. In an attempt to reduce misunderstanding and provide a clear 

definition of the disconfirmation/confirmation process, Vavra (1997) used the directional terms 

of “affirmed,” “confirmed,” and “disconfirmed” to express the size and directionality of the 

(dis)confirmation experience. Thus, “expectations will be considered as confirmed when 

perceived performance meets them; expectations will be considered affirmed (reinforced by 

positive disconfirmation) when perceived performance exceeds them; and expectations will be 

considered disconfirmed (failed by negative disconfirmation) when perceived performance falls 

short of them” (p. 42).  
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Previous research has shown that (dis)confirmation of expectancies correlates with an 

individual’s satisfaction (Oliver, 1997). Oliver (1980) tested the relationships between 

confirmation/disconfirmation and satisfaction, the relationship between satisfaction and attitude 

change, and the relationship between attitude and purchase intentions. His results within two 

samples supported the relationships of satisfaction influencing attitude, and attitude influencing 

intention. Additionally, the results along with theoretical satisfaction framework showed that 

(dis)confirmation appeared to influence satisfaction, attitude, and intention with the most 

immediate impact of (dis)confirmation influencing satisfaction. 

Oliver and Swan (1989) studied the disconfirmation effects of consumers on product 

satisfaction for the automobile industry. Their results showed that disconfirmation of 

expectancies with a salesperson were significantly related to satisfaction with a salesperson. In 

addition, they showed a significant relationship between disconfirmation of expectancies with a 

dealer and satisfaction with a dealer. Oliver and Swan stated that disconfirmation of expectancies 

was a significant predictor of satisfaction, thus strengthening previous research (Bearden & Teel, 

1983; Oliver, 1980; Oliver, Rust, & Varki, 1997). 

Affective Responses (Positive Affect, Negative Affect, and Satisfaction) 

Oliver (1997) believed that satisfaction should be placed with affect in terms of cognitive 

perspectives, such that research examining positive and negative affective states should also 

include an individual’s perspective on satisfaction. As defined by Oliver (1997), “affect refers to 

the feeling side of consciousness, as opposed to thinking, which taps the cognitive domain” (p. 

294). An affect state or feeling refers to a psychological sensation such as happiness, sadness, 

pleasure, or displeasure. Whereas, moods are a temporary state of affect and are based on their 

short duration. Satisfaction is a component of consumption that can result in an emotion or 

temporary mood. Previous research in both psychology and in consumer satisfaction has shown 
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that negative and positive affective orientations influence future affective judgments (Oliver, 

1997).  

Within the service management literature, previous researchers (Colgate & Stewart, 

1998; Hocutt, 1998; Patterson & Spreng, 1997) have found that consumer satisfaction is 

significantly related to consumer loyalty, however within these studies, satisfaction did not 

contain an affective component (Yu & Dean, 2001). Consequently, using a convenience sample 

from an undergraduate campus in Australia, Yu and Dean explored the role of emotions in 

customer satisfaction and re-tested the satisfaction-loyalty relationship while including the 

emotional component of satisfaction. Their results showed a significant relationship between the 

emotional component of satisfaction and consumer loyalty and suggested that the emotional 

component of satisfaction is a better predictor of consumer loyalty than the cognitive component 

(expectancy disconfirmation model) of satisfaction.  

Within the retailing industry, Oliver, Rust, and Varki (1997) tested the concept of 

“customer delight” at a wildlife theme park and symphony concert. They proposed and tested a 

Model of Delight and Satisfaction, and subsequently modified the original model in order to 

increase model fit. They found a significant relationship between (dis)confirmation and positive 

affect, such that 8% of the variance in positive affect was explained by (dis)confirmation. Their 

results for the modified model supported the relationship between disconfirmation of 

expectancies and positive affect.  

Conative Loyalty 

Oliver (1999) theorized that consumers first become loyal to a brand or product on a 

cognitive level, then on an affective level, then later on a conative level, and finally on a 

behavioral level. The first stage, cognitive loyalty, is based on recently acquired information 

(e.g., price, features) and is a shallow level of loyalty. The second stage, affective loyalty, is 
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determined by an attitude toward a brand based on previous satisfying usages (i.e., “I buy it 

because I like it,” p. 36). This stage contains both a level of cognition and affect; however it is 

also a shallow level of loyalty, thus consumers are subject to switching brands. The next stage, 

conative loyalty, is influenced by positive, repeated exposures to a brand and is considered 

loyalty to an intention to purchase. This stage involves a specific commitment to repurchase a 

particular brand and is similar to a motivation. However, an intention or desire to purchase a 

product does not always translate to an actual purchase. The final stage, action loyalty, occurs 

when intentions to purchase are transformed into actual purchases (Oliver, 1999).  

Morris, Woo, Geason, and Kim (2002) studied the relationships among cognitive, 

affective, and conative attitudes in response to numerous advertisements (television, radio, and 

print). The results of the structural equation modeling showed the model to have good fit 

(RMSEA = .03). A significant relationship existed between the affective attitude construct and 

conative loyalty construct, such that the affective construct explained 24% of the variance in the 

conative loyalty.  

Harris and Goode (2004) examined Oliver’s (1997) sequential loyalty chain (cognitive-

affective-conative-action) and tested a conceptual framework of loyalty, trust value, satisfaction, 

and service quality model. Data was collected for two groups through online data collection from 

individuals who purchased books and individuals who purchased online airline flights. 

Hypothesis 1 stated “that there are four sequential levels of loyalty (respectively; cognitive, 

affective, conative, and action loyalty; p. 146).” Using two data sets, Harris and Goode tested 

Oliver’s (1997) loyalty chain by analyzing 24 possible structural model combinations (48 models 

for the two data sets). Their results showed that the original model was the most robust and valid. 

Hypothesis 3 stated that “satisfaction would have a positive influence on loyalty” (p. 142). For 
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the online book consumers, a significant relationship existed between satisfaction and conative 

loyalty, such that 8% of the variance in conative loyalty was explained by satisfaction.  However, 

no significant relationship existed between satisfaction and conative loyalty for the online flight 

data. Even though these results are contradictory, Harris and Goode suggested that the findings 

from the online flight purchases may be attributed to the market dynamics of airplane flight 

purchases.  

Recently within the retail literature, Da Silva and Alwi (2006) examined the influence of 

satisfaction on loyalty intentions of consumers (online and within stores) at two bookstores. The 

loyalty intention construct was comprised of future purchases, recommendations to friends, and 

future business. They found a significant relationship between satisfaction and intentions, such 

that 19% of the variance in loyalty intentions was explained by satisfaction. 

The previous sections have reviewed the theoretical background of the MSSCL (Models 

A, B, and C). The following sections will explain the pertinent sport management literature 

pertaining to the Models including a discussion of the MSSCL variables (team identification, 

disconfirmation or confirmation of expectations, affective responses pertaining to positive affect, 

negative affect, and satisfaction, self-esteem responses pertaining to BIRGing and CORFing, and 

conative loyalty) along with the supporting sport management research.  

Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (Study 1/Purpose 1) 

Trail et al. (2005) used identity theory, self-esteem theory, and satisfaction theory to 

propose three different conative loyalty models (Models A, B & C). Model A (Figure 2-1) was 

theoretically justified through Oliver’s (1997) consumer satisfaction theory and Ervin and 

Stryker’s (2001) identity theory. Trail et al. (2005) postulated that in Model A (dis)confirmation 

of expectancies influenced the mood of an individual (satisfaction, negative mood, and positive 

mood), and mood influenced conative loyalty. Furthermore, the authors postulated that in Model 
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A, identification with a team lead to self-esteem responses (basking in reflected glory [BIRGing] 

and cutting off reflected failure [CORFing]) and then lead to conative loyalty. Similarly, Model 

B (Figure 2-2) was based on consumer satisfaction theory and identity theory, but additionally 

was guided by sport consumer behavior research. Model B “posited that (dis)confirmation leads 

to mood, then mood and identification both directly lead to self-esteem responses (BIRGing and 

CORFing), and self-esteem responses lead to conative loyalty” (p. 107). Using previous research 

(e.g., Kwon & Trail, 2001; Laverie & Arnett, 2000; Trail, Anderson, & Fink, 2002; Wakefield, 

1995) that tested the independent relationships between the variables in the models, Trail et al. 

(2005) also proposed and tested Model C (Figure 2-3), a direct effects model. Within Model C, 

they allowed all of the independent variables (disconfirmation/confirmation of expectancies, 

identification with a team, mood, and self-esteem responses) to lead directly to conative loyalty.  

Team Identification 

Within a sport context, previous researchers (Trail, Anderson, & Fink, 2000; Trail et al., 

2005) have used identity theory as a framework to study identification, in particular, team 

identification. However, some researchers have not specifically stated the theoretical genesis of 

their research, items, constructs, and ideas, but these concepts may stem from either social 

identity theory (e.g., Mahony, Howard, & Madrigal, 2000; Milne & McDonald, 1999) or identity 

theory (e.g., Wann, 2000). Trail, Anderson, and Fink (2000) defined “identification as an 

orientation of the self in regard to other objects including a person or group that results in 

feelings or sentiments of close attachment” (p.165-166). Moreover, Madrigal (1995) defined 

team identification as “the extent to which a person feels a psychological attachment to a 

particular sports team” (p. 269). In regard to sport consumer behavior, team identification is an 

important concept due to its moderating effects on cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses 

(Trail et al., 2000).  
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Researchers have shown that the level of team identification has moderated cognitive 

involvement such as the expectations of a team’s success (Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003; Wann, 

1994; Wann & Dolan, 1994). For example, Wann and Dolan showed that fans who were highly 

identified with their teams showed high levels of bias toward their preferred teams. The largest 

contrast between lowly and highly identified spectators was shown when the preferred team lost. 

Accordingly, spectators at a sporting event, who had differing levels of team identification (high 

versus low) perceived “different games,” and highly identified fans changed their attributes after 

a loss in order to protect their self esteem (Wann & Dolan, 1994). However, Trail, Fink, and 

Anderson found that team identification was not significantly related to expectancies about team 

performance or team success. 

A fan’s level of team identification has also been shown to have an influence on affective 

states before, during, and after a sporting event (Trail et al., 2000). Madrigal (1995) argued that 

team identification and a spectator’s disposition toward a specific team serve as a basis for an 

emotional reaction, thus satisfying a motive (e.g., achievement seeking, self-esteem) for 

watching sporting events. Moreover, he found that team identification, rather than 

disconfirmation/confirmation of expectancy or quality of opponent, explained the most variance 

(25%) in enjoyment (an affective state). Wann, Dolan, McGeorge, and Allison (1994) predicted 

that fans who were highly identified with their preferred teams would show more intense 

affective responses after a competitive performance. Highly identified fans were more likely to 

exhibit a significant increase in positive emotions when their preferred team won and a 

significant decrease in positive affect when their preferred team lost. Individuals with low levels 

of team identification exhibited minimal emotional changes after a win or a loss. 
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When examining team identification and self-esteem responses (BIRGing and CORFing), 

Madrigal (1995) found that team identification had a significant influence on the self-esteem 

response (BIRGing), such that 31% of the variance in BIRGing was explained through team 

identification. More recently, the relationship between team identification and self-esteem 

responses was studied by Trail et al. (2005), and they found that identification with a team 

explained 27% of the variance in self-esteem responses.  

The relationship between team identification and behavioral intentions or involvement 

might be the most important relationship in sport spectator consumption behavior (Trail et al., 

2000). However, Trail et al. (2005) found that team identification only explained 2% of the 

variance in conative loyalty, but Trail, Anderson, and Lee (2006) found that team identification 

explained a little less than 10% of the variance in attendance intentions. Wann and Branscombe 

(1993) showed that team identification had an influence on several sport consumption behaviors. 

For example, highly identified fans attended more home and away games than lower identified 

fans (Wann & Branscombe). 

Disconfirmation or Confirmation of Expectations within a Sport Context 

An affective response from a fan may be more intense when his/her expectations about 

the outcome of the game are disconfirmed, either positively or negatively (Madrigal, 1995). 

Based on Madrigal’s (1995) research, Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) stated that the 

(dis)confirmation process may be “conceptualized as a continuum with negative disconfirmation 

on one end, followed by negative confirmation, then positive confirmation, and anchored on the 

other end by positive disconfirmation” (p. 10). Thus, (dis)confirmation would influence the 

affective state of sport fans.  

Madrigal (1995) studied the cognitive and affective determinants of fan satisfaction by 

examining spectators at women’s Division I-A basketball games. He examined the relationship 
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between (dis)confirmation and enjoyment (mood/emotions), and found that (dis)confirmation 

explained 15% of the variance in enjoyment. Madrigal’s best fitting Model of Fan Satisfaction 

supported a disconfirmation-affect-satisfaction hierarchical model. More recently, Trail, Fink, 

and Anderson (2003) and Trail et al. (2005) tested the relationship between disconfirmation of 

expectancies and affective state (mood) and found much better results; (dis)confirmation 

explained 31% and 37%, respectively, of the variance in mood.  

Trail et al. (2000) stated that based on the level of disconfirmation or confirmation of 

expectations of a team’s performance or the outcome of a game, individuals may often respond 

with self-esteem behaviors such as basking in reflective glory (BIRGing) or cutting off reflected 

failure (CORFing). Madrigal (1995) examined the relationship between (dis)confirmation and 

BIRGing and found that only 6% of the variance in BIRGing was explained by 

(dis)confirmation. More recently, Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) tested the relationship 

between (dis)confirmation and self-esteem responses and found a non-significant relationship, 

such that only 2% of the variance in self-esteem responses was explained by (dis)confirmation.  

Affective Responses (Positive Affect, Negative Affect, and Satisfaction) within a Sport 
Context 

In order to examine affective responses as a one complete construct, Trail et al. (2005) 

utilized Oliver, Rust, and Varki’s (1997) findings of a significant relationship between 

satisfaction and positive affect. The MSSCL combined the variables of positive affect, negative 

affect and satisfaction into one affective state (mood). Moreover, Madrigal (1995) also believed 

that enjoyment and satisfaction should be measured at the same time but as distinct constructs 

that measure an affective state. 

Madrigal (1995) hypothesized a fan satisfaction model based on the research conducted 

by Oliver (1993) and Westbrook (1987) on consumer satisfaction. He found a significant 
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relationship between affective responses (enjoyment) and satisfaction, such that enjoyment 

(mood/emotions) explained 12% of the variance in satisfaction. Based on Madrigal’s results, 

Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) tested the relationship of affective state on intention behaviors, 

and their results showed that affect only explained 11% of the variance in future fan behavior. In 

order to further explain more variance in self-esteem responses and to correct the “theoretical 

and empirical deficiencies” (p.99) with Trail, Fink, and Anderson’s (2003) model, Trail et al. 

(2005) hypothesized and tested the relationship between affective state (mood) and self-esteem 

responses. Their results showed that mood explained 27% of the variance in self-esteem 

responses. 

Recently, Caro and García (2006) tested the framework of the consumer satisfaction 

process after a sporting event. They tested the relationship between emotions and satisfaction and 

between satisfaction and conative loyalty. After modifications to the original model of the 

satisfaction process, the model fit was adequate (RMSEA = .078), and their results showed a 

significant relationship between the emotion construct (pleasure) and satisfaction, and a 

significant relationship between satisfaction and loyalty. These previous results from a sport 

context confirm the relationships within the MSSCL.  

Self-esteem Responses (BIRGing and CORFing) 

Generally, previous research examining self-esteem behavior was focused on the 

achievement seeking theory of sport spectating. Based on the situation or outcome of the game, 

some sport fans watch sports to fulfill achievement needs or to feel more apart of the team. 

However, some fans may distance themselves from a team when their teams are not successful 

(Trail et al., 2000). On the basis on self-esteem theory, in order to increase self-esteem an 

individual may want to associate with a winning team (e.g., bask in another’s success) or in order 
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to maintain self-esteem an individual may want to cut off an association with an unsuccessful 

team (e.g., cut off all association).  

Basking in reflective glory (BIRGing) refers to the phenomena where an individual will 

publicize an association or connection with another person or organization that is successful. 

“That is, people appear to feel that they can share in the glory of a successful other with whom 

they are some way associated; one manifestation of this feeling is the public trumpeting of the 

association” (Cialdini et al., 1976, p. 366). Moreover, BIRGing can occur even if an individual 

has no influence on the other’s success (e.g., sports fans). 

Cutting off reflected failure (CORFing) refers to the behavior where an individual 

distances himself from another person or organization that is not successful (Snyder, Higgins, & 

Stucky, 1983). CORFing “can be understood as an image protection tactic: that is, the severing 

of association with others who have failed, in the interest of avoiding a negative evaluation by 

others (and oneself)” (Snyder, Lassegard, & Ford, 1986, p. 383).  

Previous sport consumer researchers (Madrigal, 1995; Wann & Branscombe, 1990, 1993; 

Wann, Dolan, McGeorge, & Allison, 1994) have examined BIRGing and CORFing, but only 

recently have researchers examined the relationship between the concepts of self-esteem 

responses (BIRGing and CORFing) and conative loyalty (purchase intentions). Trail et al. (2000) 

hypothesized that BIRGing and CORFing behaviors were influenced by achievement motive, 

team identification, and disconfirmation of expectancy, while BIRGing and CORFing influenced 

affective state and future behavior intentions. Recently, Trail et al. (2005) tested the relationship 

between self-esteem responses and purchase intentions, and found that 48% of the variance in 

purchase intentions was explained by self-esteem responses. The relationship between mood and 

conative loyalty is mediated by self-esteem responses (Trail et al., 2005).  
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Conative Loyalty within a Sport Context 

Previous sport researchers (Kwon, Trail, & Anderson, 2005; Miloch & Lambretcht, 2006; 

Trail et al., 2005; Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003; Wann & Branscombe, 1993) have examined 

numerous variables (e.g., team identification, self-esteem responses, and affective responses) on 

conative loyalty (behavioral intentions/purchase intentions). Due to the difficulty of 

longitudinally studying behavioral loyalty of sport consumers, the present study focused on the 

conative loyalty stage of consumer behavior.  

Typically, the best predictor of consumption is behavior intentions (Trail et al., 2005). 

Trail, Anderson, and Lee (2006) proposed a sport consumption model in which preseason 

purchase intentions lead to consumption behaviors (attendance). Their results showed a 

significant relationship between purchase intentions and attendance, such that 45% of the 

variance in attendance was explained by preseason purchase intentions. 

Results of the Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty  

As previously discussed the MSSCL (Models A, B, & C) was hypothesized based on 

consumer satisfaction theory, identity theory, and sport consumer research. Trail and colleagues’ 

(2005) focus was to study three competing models of conative loyalty using sport spectators. The 

results of the CFA showed that the measurement model fit the data well (RMSEA = .055), and 

each of the items loaded significantly onto its designated factor. The Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients for each factor exceeded .70 indicating satisfactory internal consistency for social 

science subscales (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).  

Model A showed fair, but not close fit (RMSEA = .065); Model B showed close fit 

(RMSEA = .060); and Model C had fair fit as well (RMSEA = 0.78). Model B explained more 

variance in conative loyalty (49%) than Model A (41%) and Model C (35%). Based on the 

RMSEA values and the much lower amount of variance explained by Model C, Trail et al. 
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(2005) chose to eliminate it from further analysis. Although Models A and B did not differ 

significantly, Trail et al. suggested that because Model B intertwined identity theory and 

satisfaction theories with sport spectator consumption behavior, it might be the better model.  

Trail et al. (2005) indicated that future research should test both Models A and B using 

additional data. Based on the authors’ suggestions and the need to understand the conative 

loyalty of Latinos in the United States, this study tested both Models A and B on the Latino 

population.  

Revised Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty (Study 1/Purpose 2) 

As previously stated, the variables of ethnic identity, identification with the dominant 

group (acculturation), vicarious achievement, and past behaviors were added to Models A and B 

in an effort to increase the variance explained in conative loyalty. Trail et al. (2005), the authors 

of the original MSSCL, noted that 51% of the variance of conative loyalty was not explained in 

the model. They suggested future research should study variables that could be added to the 

model. Thus, in the newly proposed models, both Model A and B contain a direct path from 

ethnic identity to conative loyalty and from identity with the dominant culture to conative loyalty 

(Figures 2-4 & 2-5). Past behaviors are depicted to have a direct path to identification with a 

team and to vicarious achievement, while vicarious achievement is depicted to have a direct path 

to team identification (Figures 2-4 & 2-5). The theoretical justification for the four additional 

variables (ethnic identity, dominant identity, vicarious achievement, and past behaviors) added to 

the MSSCL (Models A & B) is presented in the next section. 

Ethnic Identity 

Ethnic identity has been defined in numerous ways by many authors (Phinney, 1990). 

Isajiw (1992) defined ethnic identity as an individually experienced phenomenon where an 

individual identifies with an ethnic group. When defining an ethnic group, Bernal, Knight, 
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Ocampo, Garza, and Cota (1993) recognized the need to acknowledge a personal ownership and 

knowledge about one’s ethnic group. For this study, ethnic identity was defined as an 

individual’s identification with an ethnic group or ethnicity (Bernal et al., 1993; Isajiw, 1992; 

Phinney, Horenczyk, Liebkind, & Vedder, 2001), while an ethnic group referred to the members 

of the non-dominant group in the society (Phinney, 1996). Moreover, Phinney et al. (2001) stated 

the need for future research to examine various aspects of ethnic identity “including self-

identification, feelings of belongingness and commitment to a group, a sense of shared values, 

and attitudes toward one’s own ethnic group” (p. 496). Individuals may identify with more than 

one social or ethnic group (Korzenny & Korzenny, 2005; Phinney, 1990; Tsai, Ying, & Lee, 

2000) and therefore have more than one ethnic identity. 

Based on social identity theory (Tajfel, 1981) and Erikson’s (1968) development theories, 

Phinney (1992) examined the concepts of ethnic identity across diverse ethnic groups. She 

suggested that future ethnic identity research should examine ethnic identity as a psychological 

construct not merely a demographic variable (Phinney, 1996). Moreover, individuals seeking an 

identity with their ethnic group and a social group identity will inevitably strive for a positive 

self-esteem (Phinney, 1992) leading to the linkage of ethnic identity with self-esteem theory. 

Phinney et al. (2001) expressed the need for research to delve into the various aspects of 

ethnic identity “including self-identification, feelings of belongingness and commitment to a 

group, a sense of shared values, and attitudes toward one’s own ethnic group” (p. 496). 

Researchers hypothesized that ethnic identity contains “various aspects including a sense of 

belonging, positive evaluation of the group, preference for the group, ethnic interest and 

knowledge, and involvement in activities associated with the group” (Phinney, 1996, p. 923), 

commitment to the group, positive attitudes toward the group (Phinney et al., 2001), ethnic 
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origin, and sense of shared values (Naylor, 1997). These concepts are precursors to ethnic 

identity and are necessary antecedents for ethnic identity to form. Additionally, Gacio Harrolle 

and Trail (2007) proposed ethnic identity is a cognitive commitment to one’s ethnicity. 

Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) examined the relationships among ethnic identity, 

acculturation (dominant identity), and sport identification to provide insight into the sport 

identification of Latinos in the U. S. In an effort to clarify the constructs related to ethnic 

identity, acculturation, and sport identification, Gacio Harrolle and Trail provided detailed 

definitions of the previously mentioned terms and the terms of nationality, racial identity, 

culture, and ethnicity. They concluded that ethnic identity was the most appropriate way to 

examine an individual’s level of identification with their ethnic group (e.g., Latinos). Gacio 

Harrolle and Trail used the affirmation-belonging-commitment factor of the revised Multigroup 

Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM; Roberts et al., 1999), originally developed by Phinney (1992), 

to examine ethnic identity of Latinos in the U.S. Their findings stated that participants studied 

were highly identified with their self-identified ethnic group. However, ethnic identity did not 

influence their identification with sports in general or identification with specific sports (e.g., 

American football, baseball, basketball, hockey, and soccer).  

Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) suggested that future research look into the relationships 

between ethnic identity and sport consumption behaviors or intentions. Additionally, Asbridge, 

Tanner, and Wortley’s (2005) results showed ethnic identity had an influence on consumption 

behaviors for youth. Thus, an attachment to an ethnic group may influence one’s sport consumer 

behaviors. The addition of ethnic identity to the modified MSSCL (models A & B) is based on 

this previous research. 
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Identification with the Dominant Society (Acculturation) 

Stephenson (2000) defined acculturation as “a complex, multidimensional process of 

learning that occurs when individuals and groups come into continuous contact with different 

societies” (p. 77). Furthermore, individuals may form additional group identities as they come in 

constant contact with other social groups (e.g., dominant society; Berry, 2001). Acculturation 

theory as discussed by Berry (2001) suggests that an individual’s exposure to a dominant culture 

will influence their role-identities, and subsequently this identity may influence their 

consumption behaviors. Acculturation is based on identification with the dominant or larger 

group/society; however, it does not limit identification with an ethnic group (Berry, 2001). Over 

days, weeks, years, and even generations (Berry & Kim, 1988), the acculturation process may 

involve transformations in identities (Greenland & Brown, 2005). An individual may have a 

strong identification with the dominant culture while also maintaining a strong identification 

with an ethnic group. The relationship between these two identities is not negatively correlated, 

such that the identification may be related but are independent of each other (Berry, 2001). For 

example, an increase in identification with the dominant American society may not necessarily 

cause a decrease in an individual’s identification with his/her ethnic group. As individuals 

interact with the dominant society, an identity with the dominant American society may begin to 

develop (i.e., acculturation).  

Recently, acculturation theorists have begun to study a bidimensional model of 

acculturation as apposed to a unidimensional model (LaFromboise, Coleman & Gerton, 1993; 

Phinney, 1990; Zea, Asner-Self, Birman, & Buki, 2003). Within the past decade, previous 

research examining acculturation has measured numerous minority groups in a variety of distinct 

ways including identity, language competence, and cultural competence (Zea et al., 2003); 

cultural domains of language, social affiliation, activities, attitudes, media, exposure, and food 
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(Tsai et al., 2000); ethnic versus dominant immersion (Stephenson, 2000); comfort with 

dominant and non-dominant language, food, media, and traditions (Gomez & Fassinger, 1994); 

and language ability and perceived cultural distance (Greenland & Brown, 2005). If an 

individual who is identified with an ethnic group is also identified with the dominant 

culture/societal group (i.e., the culture in the United States), this individual’s level of 

identification with both groups may have an influence on identification as a sport fan in general 

and identification with certain sports (Pons, Laroche, Nyeck, & Perreault, 2001). 

Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) tested the relationships between ethnic identity and 

identification with the dominant culture (acculturation) and found that a moderate relationship 

existed between ethnic identity and acculturation (r = .412). Within their sample, Gacio Harrolle 

and Trail (2007) also found that Latinos in the Southeastern U.S. were highly identified with the 

dominant culture (acculturated). Their results defended the theoretical justification for a bi-

dimensional acculturation model. 

Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) suggested that future research include both ethnic 

identity and acculturation variables when examining ethnic groups in the U.S. Their results 

showed that level of identification with the dominant culture did not influence identification with 

sports in general or with specific sports. Therefore, they recommended that future research 

examine the relationships between identification with the dominant culture and sport 

consumption behaviors or intentions. Additionally, Asbridge and colleagues’ (2005) results 

showed acculturation had an influence on consumption behaviors for youth. Thus, identification 

with the dominant group may influence one’s sport consumer behaviors. The addition of 

acculturation to the modified MSSCL (Models A & B) is based on this previous research. 
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Vicarious Achievement 

Vicarious achievement is defined as a need to gain success or feelings of accomplishment 

vicariously through another (Sloan, 1989). Based on Maslow’s (1970) hierarchy of needs, Sloan 

(1989) stated that individuals seeking a need to obtain prestige may engage in sports 

spectatorship to fill these needs. Thus, spectators may increase self-esteem through vicarious 

achievement of a successful team (Fisk, 1992). In order to fulfill an achievement need, Cialdini 

et al. (1976) suggested that fans could fulfill a need to achieve through basking in the reflected 

glory of their vicarious teams.  

Vicarious achievement stems from self-esteem theory such that as individuals want to be 

happy and increase their self-esteem they also want to associate with a successful other in order 

to increase or maintain a consistent self-image. Sloan (1989) argued that through an association 

with a successful sport team fans may seek out vicarious achievement. The concept of vicarious 

achievement may provide a fan with an avenue for building self-esteem thorough an association 

with a successful other.  

Within sport management literature, previous researchers have examined vicarious 

achievement as a motive for being a fan (e.g., Fink et al., 2002; Funk, Mahony, & Ridinger, 

2002; Mahony, Nakazawa, Funk, James, & Gladden, 2002; Trail et al., 2005; Trail & James, 

2001; Wann, 1994). Wann (1994) found a significant correlation between self-esteem responses 

(success through others) and other motives for fandom. Mahony et al. (2002) measured the 

vicarious achievement of spectators at a Japanese Professional Soccer League game. Their 

results showed that vicarious achievement was positively associated with number of games 

attended. 

Recently, Trail, Kwon, and Lee (2007) looked beyond vicarious achievement as a motive 

and have examined the relationships among vicarious achievement, team identification, and 
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BIRGing/CORFing. Data were collected before and after the 2003 MLB World Series. They 

found that vicarious achievement explained approximately 15% of the variance in team 

identification. Vicarious achievement was also found to be positively correlated with CORFing 

in a failure situation (losing team – New York Yankees). However, vicarious achievement was 

hypothesized to be positively correlated with BIRGing in the success situation (winning team – 

Florida Marlins), but this relationship was not evident in the data. The variable of vicarious 

achievement was added to Models A and B based on identity theory, self-esteem theory, and 

previous vicarious achievement research (Sloan, 1989; Trail et al., 2007; Figure 2-4 & 2-5). 

Past Behaviors 

Recently, Trail et al. (2006) have shown that past behaviors influenced team 

identification and conative loyalty. Based on identity theory and previous research, Trail et al. 

(2006) proposed a model in which past attendance predicted preseason team identification, 

preseason intentions to attend, and actual attendance during the season. Their model (Figure 2-6) 

contained a path from past behaviors (number of games attended previous years) to preseason 

team identification and purchase intentions (number of games planning to attend this year). Past 

behaviors predicted 21% of the variance in team identification and 24% of the variance in 

purchase intentions. Based on this previous research, the revised MSSCL (Models A & B) were 

tested to see whether more variance could be explained in behavioral intentions when past 

behaviors influenced both team identification and purchase intentions (Figures 2-4 & 2-5).  

Differences among Latinos Subgroups and Non-Latinos (Study 2/Purpose 3) 

Gacio Harrolle and Trail’s (2007) findings showed that ethnic identity and identity with 

the U. S. American society explained very little variance in identification with sports in general 

or identification with specific sports (e.g., American football, baseball, basketball, hockey, and 

soccer). Previous researchers (Berkowitz et al., 2005; Gacio Harrolle & Trail, 2007) suggested 
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that future research should focus on specific subgroups within the Latino ethnic group (e.g., 

Puerto Ricans, Columbians, Cubans, etc.) instead of the Latino population as a whole to 

determine if market segmentation would be the most appropriate marketing strategy. 

Additionally, Gacio Harrolle and Trail suggested that a comparison should be made between the 

various ethnic groups of Latinos and Non-Latinos to see if any significant differences existed in 

terms of identification with specific sports (American football, baseball, basketball, boxing, 

hockey, and soccer) and sport consumer behaviors (attendance, media, and merchandise). 

Previous research (Singh, Kwon, & Pereira, 2003) within the field of marketing and 

psychology examined group differences among three ethnic groups (Asian Americans, 

Hispanics, and African Americans) in terms of personal and media influences. They found that 

for young adults significant differences existed for their socialization influences. When 

Berkowitz et al. (2005) studied differences between Hispanic and Non-Hispanic consumers, they 

found no significant differences in terms of store brand versus national brand purchases. 

However, their results showed a significant difference existed between Hispanics and Non-

Hispanics when buying specific product types (i.e., utilitarian versus hedonistic). Previous sport 

consumer research has not looked at the differences among ethnic groups or between ethnic 

groups. 

This study examined the differences among the subgroups of Latinos and between 

Latinos and Non-Latinos. Four hypothesizes were proposed: (a) significant differences would 

exist among the subgroups of Latinos on identification with specific sports; (b) significant 

differences would exist between Latinos and Non-Latinos on identification with specific sports; 

(c) no significant differences would exist among the subgroups of Latinos on sport consumption 
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behaviors; and (d) significant differences would exist between Latinos and Non-Latinos on sport 

consumption behaviors. 

Pre and Post Testing of Conative Loyalty (Study 3/Purpose 4) 

Within the advertising and business literature, numerous researchers (e.g., Chandon, 

Morwitz, & Reinartz, 2004; Da Silva & Alwi, 2006; Morris et al., 2002) have examined purchase 

intentions, however very few have examined pre and post effects on repurchase intentions. 

Within the field of advertising, Tipps, Berger, and Weinberg (2006) studied pre and post effects 

of advertising exposure on conative loyalty. Their results showed that level of involvement with 

a publication lead to more favorable perceptions and a greater likelihood of being persuaded by 

the advertisement. A positive significant difference existed between the pre and posttest results 

on purchase intentions, thus the participants purchase intentions of the product increased 

significantly after being exposed to an advertisement. Conversely, within the restaurant industry, 

Kwun and Oh (2004) tested pre and post behavioral intentions and did not find a significant 

difference in behavioral intentions for the participants. Their results showed that attending the 

restaurant (independent variable) did not have a significant effect on future intentions to attend 

the restaurant. These conflicting results showed that repurchase intentions may or may not be 

affected by initial purchase behavior.  

Similarly within the sport literature, researchers (e.g., Miloch & Lambrecht, 2006; Trail 

et al., 2005; Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003) have examined purchase intentions, however 

previous sport consumer research has not examined conative loyalty before and after a sporting 

event. The results of this study will provide further understanding of the effects of watching a 

game on purchase intentions. Additionally, this study hypothesized that based on the outcome of 

the game (win vs. loss) individuals with low levels of team identification would be more likely to 
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show a larger increase or decrease in conative loyalty than those with high levels of team 

identification.  
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Figure 2-1. Model A: Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty 
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Figure 2-2. Model B: Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty

Affective 
Responses 

(post game) 

Self-
Esteem 

Team ID 

Dis 
(confirmation)

Conative 
Loyalty 

(Behavior Intentions) 

BIRGING 

CORFING 

Negative 

Positive 

Satisfaction 



 

58 

 
 
Figure 2-3. Model C: Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty
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Figure 2-4.  Modified Model A: Revised Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty 
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Figure 2-5.  Modified Model B: Revised Model of Sport Spectator Conative Loyalty 
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Figure 2-6.  Sport Attendance Model 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

Study 1 

Participants 

The participants were comprised of Latinos and Non-Latinos [N = 313; Latinos (n = 127 

and Non-Latinos (n = 186)]. The total sample exceeded the recommended value of 195 to 

achieve a power of .80 for structural equation modeling (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 

1996). The participants were attendees of a professional Major League Baseball game in Florida. 

The sample consisted of 54% (n = 169) male respondents and 46% (n = 144) female respondents. 

The average age of the participants was 44 years-old, and 65% were married. During the 

collection process, 80 individuals declined to participate in the study, and 108 individuals did not 

completely fill out the questionnaire, resulting in a 62.5% completion rate.  

Procedure  

Using an intercept method, all attendees at three out of six entrances of the stadium were 

asked to fill out the questionnaire. Attendees were asked to complete selected sections of the 

survey before and after the baseball game. After agreeing to participate in the study, participants 

were given brief instructions on which specific sections to fill out before and after the game. 

Participants were asked to complete the first portion of the questionnaire (demographic 

information, Points of Attachment Index, Team Identification Index, Vicarious Achievement 

Index, Ethnic Identity Scale, Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure, Abbreviated Multidimensional 

Acculturation Scale, Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale, and Past Behaviors) 

before the baseball game. Participants were also instructed to complete the second portion of the 

survey [Team Identification Index, (Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale, Affective State 

Index, Self-Esteem Maintenance Behavioral Scale, Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior 
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Scale, and Estimated Future Sport Consumption Behaviors] at the conclusion of the baseball 

game. Surveys were collected at the stadium exits starting at the end of the seventh inning, so 

that participants could turn in their surveys.  

The purpose of the study and the instructions for completing the questionnaire were 

included in the questionnaire. In accordance with the IRB approval process at the university, the 

participants had an opportunity to decline to participate in the questionnaire at any time. No 

known physical or psychological risks were associated with completing the survey. 

Instrumentation 

 The questionnaire was comprised of the following ten scales: Team Identification Index 

(TII; Trail & James, 2001), (Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale (DCES; Trail et al., 2005), 

Affective State Index (ASI; Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003), Self-Esteem Maintenance 

Behavioral Scale (SEMBS; Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003), Intentions for Sport Consumption 

Behavior Scale (ISCBS; Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003), Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure 

(MEIM; Roberts et al., 1999), Abbreviated Multidimensional Acculturation Scale (AMAS; Zea 

et al., 2003), Vicarious Achievement Subscale (VAS; Trail & James, 2001), Points of 

Attachment Index (PAI; Robinson & Trail, 2005), and Past Behaviors and Estimated Future 

Sport Consumption Behaviors Index. Eight of the ten scales had a 7-point response format 

ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1), to “Neutral” (4), to “Strongly Agree” (7): Team 

Identification Index, Affective State Index, Self-Esteem Maintenance Behavioral Scale, 

Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale, Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure, 

Abbreviated Multidimensional Acculturation Scale, Vicarious Achievement Subscale, and Points 

of Attachment Index. The items for each of these scales were measured using the same response 

format and were randomly placed in sections on the corresponding pre and post surveys. The 

(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale had a 7-point response format ranging from “Much 



 

64 

worse than I expected” (1), to “As expected” (4), to “Much better than I expected” (7); therefore, 

the scale was placed in a separate section of the questionnaire. The Past Behaviors and Estimated 

Future Sport Consumption Behavior Index were comprised of open-ended questions and were 

placed in separate sections on the survey. At the end of the questionnaire, various demographic 

variables (e.g., ethnicity, age, gender) were also included (Table 3-1). 

Points of Attachment Index and Team Identification Index 

The complete Points of Attachment Index, developed by Trail, Robinson, et al. (2003) 

was based on the Team Identification Index originally developed by Trail and James (2001) as a 

test of concurrent validity for motivation items (the actual TII items were first reported in Trail, 

Fink, & Anderson, 2003). The Team Identification Index, a subscale of the PAI, was comprised 

of three items (Table 3-2) and measures an individual’s level of attachment with a specific team. 

Fink et al. (2002) defined identification with a particular sport team (e.g., Gators) as “the 

orientation of self in regard to other objects (the team) that results in feeling of close attachment” 

(p. 198). Previous research results (Fink et al., 2002; Robinson & Trail, 2005; Trail et al., 2005; 

Trail & James, 2001; Trail, Robinson, et al., 2003) have shown that the TII has good construct 

reliability (AVE values ranging from .62 to .69) and internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha 

values ranging from .83 to .88). This scale was measured before and after the sporting event 

occurred to examine any possible pre and post differences in the TII. 

The PAI measures seven constructs: identification with the players, the coach, the 

community, the sport, the university, the team (the TII), and the level of the sport (e.g., 

intercollegiate not professional). This study used two dimensions of the PAI in addition to the 

TII (Table 3-3): overall attachment to sports (e.g., “I am a fan of sports”) and the attachment to a 

specific sport for six different sports (American football, basketball, baseball, boxing, soccer, 

and hockey). Previous authors (Gacio Harrolle & Trail, 2007; Robinson & Trail, 2005; Trail, 
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Robinson, et al., 2003) showed that attachment to a particular sport, a subscale of the PAI, had 

good internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .75 to .94) and had good Average 

Variance Extracted values as well (AVE = .50 - .84). Gacio Harrolle and Trail found that 

identification as a sport fan in general had good internal consistency (α = .80) and construct 

reliability (AVE = .67). Due to the fact that these items were not based on the outcome of the 

game, they were tested before the game occurred. 

(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale 

Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) first developed the (Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies 

Scale based on Madrigal’s (1995) two expectancy disconfirmation items measuring the play and 

quality of the game. The response format for the items [“much worse than I expected” (1) to 

“much better than I expected” (7)] used by Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) and Madrigal 

(1995) was originally developed by Oliver (1980; 1981). Previous researchers (Trail et al., 2005; 

Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003) have shown the scale to have construct reliability (AVE ranging 

from .60 to .67) and internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .81 to.91).  

Gacio Harrolle, Trail, and Anderson (2007) revised the DCES and divided the scale into 

two subscales (quality of the play and outcome of the game). The latest version of the DCES 

(Table 3-4) contains three new items measuring quality of play (“the quality of the game”; “the 

overall quality of play”; and “the performance of the teams”) and two additional items measuring 

the outcome of the game (“the outcome of the game” and “the conclusion of the game”). Both 

subscales, quality of play (AVE = .67; α = .86) and outcome of the game (AVE = .91; α = .97) 

had good internal consistency and construct reliability. Additionally, the participants were either 

confirming or disconfirming what they expect to happen at the game, therefore this scale was 

tested after the sporting event occurred. 



 

66 

Affective State Index 

 The Affective State Index originally developed by Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) was 

comprised of three subscales: positive mood, negative mood, and satisfaction.  The subscales 

were based on Madrigal’s (1997) three items which measured overall satisfaction with a decision 

to attend a sporting event. Trail, Fink, and Anderson’s (2003) original subscales were each 

comprised of three items respectively. Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) showed that the positive 

affect (AVE = .83; α = .93) and negative affect (AVE = .69; α = .87) had good construct 

reliability and internal consistency. However, satisfaction had adequate internal consistency (α = 

.63), but the construct reliability value fell below the recommended .50 (AVE = .47). After Trail, 

Anderson, and Fink (2005) modified the satisfaction subscale, the Cronbach’s alpha increased to 

.75, and the AVE value increased to .57. 

 Trail, Fink, and Anderson’s (2003) three subscales were revised by Gacio Harrolle et al. 

(2007) in an effort to increase the reliability and validity of the scales. The modified Positive 

Affect subscale (Table 3-5) contained five items and has shown good internal consistency (α = 

.91) and construct reliability (AVE = .70). The modified Negative Affect subscale (Table 3-5) 

also contained five items and has shown good internal consistency (α = .89) and construct 

reliability (AVE = .65). The modified Satisfaction (Table 3-5) subscale was divided into two 

subscales (Satisfaction with Play and Satisfaction with the Outcome). These two new subscales 

have shown a vast improvement in internal consistency (Satisfaction with Play: α = .89; 

Satisfaction with the Outcome: α = .93) and construct reliability (Satisfaction with Play: AVE = 

.69; Satisfaction with the Outcome: AVE = .84). By revising the Affective State Index into four 

subscales, Gacio Harrolle et al. have improved the overall measurement of the construct. In 
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addition, these subscales measure the affective state of the participant after the outcome of the 

game, and thus were tested after the game. 

Self-Esteem Responses 

 Previous researchers (Trail et al., 2005; Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003) have studied self-

esteem responses by examining BIRGing and CORFing. The Self-Esteem Maintenance Behavior 

Scale (Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003) was comprised of two subscales with three items for each 

subscale and were generated from Madrigal’s (1995) one item measuring BIRGing and one item 

measuring CORFing. Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) found that the subscales both had 

adequate internal consistency (BIRGing: α = .80; CORFing: α = .79) and construct reliability 

(BIRGing: AVE = .58; CORFing: AVE = .56). However, Trail et al. (2005) found that the 

subscales were not as internally consistent (BIRGing: α = .77; CORFing: α = .72), and the AVE 

scores were very close to or below the accepted .50 value (BIRGing: AVE = .54; CORFing: 

AVE = .46). 

 In order to increase the reliability and validity of the subscale, Trail et al. (2007) added 

one additional item for BIRGing (“I would like to let others know about my association with the 

team”) and two new items for CORFing (“I do not want to be associated with the team” and “I 

do not wish to be a fan of the team”). These new subscales (Table 3-6) have improved internal 

consistency (BIRGing: α = .91; CORFing: α = .87) and construct reliability (BIRGing: AVE = 

.78; CORFing: AVE = .71). In addition, the participants either BIRG or CORF depending on the 

outcome of the game, therefore, this scale was tested after the sporting event occurred. 

Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale 

 Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003), as a means to measure future intentions to consume 

sport, developed the Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale (Table 3-7). This scale 
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attempted to measure the conative loyalty of sport consumers and included items measuring 

future behavior to consume merchandise, future attendance at sporting events, and future overall 

support of a particular team examined. Previous research (Trail et al., 2005; Trail, Fink, & 

Anderson, 2003) has shown this scale to have good construct reliability (AVE ranging from .58 

to .59) and internal consistency (α = .84). 

 The participants in this study were watching the football game on television, therefore an 

additional item measuring future intention to watch more football games (i.e., “I am more likely 

to watch future games”) was added to the scale. This scale was tested before and after the game 

in order to see if the outcome of the game changed an individual’s conative loyalty. 

Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure 

 The Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure, originally developed by Phinney (1992), 

measured an individual’s ethnic identity. Higher scores indicated stronger levels of ethnic 

identity. Previous researchers (Phinney, 1992; Roberts et al., 1999) have shown this scale to be 

internally consistent (Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .81 to .90). Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) 

used the affirmation-belonging-commitment factor (Roberts et al., 1999) to examine ethnic 

identity and initially tested six items of the MEIM. However, due to high kurtosis values (2.8 to 

10.4) three items were eliminated from their final analysis. The final three items of the ethnic 

identity measure had good construct reliability (AVE = .65) and internal consistency (α = .89). 

This current study tested the six original items (Table 3-8) tested by Gacio Harrolle and Trail 

(2007) in order to reexamine all six ethnic identity items for internal consistency, kurtosis, and 

reliability. These items were measured before the game. 
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Abbreviated Multidimensional Acculturation Scale 

 One portion of the Abbreviated Multidimensional Acculturation Scale (Zea et al., 2003) 

represented the level of identity with the United States and was originally developed from the 

American Identity Questionnaire (Phinney & Devich-Navarro, 1997). Zea and colleagues’ results 

showed that the six items had good factor loadings for the sample (β = .78 to .89) and internal 

consistency (α = .96). Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) tested the six items (Table 3-9) measuring 

identity with American society. Their results showed that two of the identity with American 

society items (e.g., “I am proud to be a U.S. American” and “I feel good about being a U.S. 

American”) had high kurtosis values and were eliminated from their final analysis. The final 

questionnaire contained four items that showed good construct reliability (AVE = .61) and 

internal consistency (α = .88). Additionally, Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) found that higher 

levels of identity with the U.S. indicated higher levels of acculturation. Before the game 

occurred, this study tested the six original items tested by Gacio Harrolle and Trail (2007) in 

order to reexamine the internal consistency, kurtosis, and reliability of all items measuring 

identity with U.S. America. 

Vicarious Achievement Subscale 

 Trail and James (2001) originally developed the vicarious achievement items from 

Sloan’s (1989) theories on sport fan behavior and needs for achievement. These items constituted 

the Vicarious Achievement Subscale (Table 3-10) and measured an individual’s need to 

associate with a successful team. Moreover, the VAS is a subscale of the Motivation Scale for 

Sport Consumption (Trail & James, 2001). Previous researchers (James & Ridinger, 2002; 

Robinson & Trail, 2005; Trail & James, 2001; Trail, Robinson et al., 2003) have shown the VAS 
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to have good construct reliability (AVE ranging from .59 to .74) and internal consistency 

(Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .82 to .89). These items were tested before the game occurred.   

Past Behaviors and Estimated Future Sport Consumption Behaviors Index 

The Past Behaviors and Estimated Future Sport Consumption Behavior Index (Table 3-

11) were comprised of open-ended questions measuring an individual’s past and future sport 

consumption behaviors. The items asked for information about previous sport consumption 

behaviors (media, attendance, and merchandise) and future intentions to consume sport (media 

consumption, attendance, and merchandise consumption). The media and attendance 

consumption items were measured by number of games, while the items measuring the 

consumption of merchandise were measured by dollar amounts. The past behaviors were asked 

before the game, and the future behaviors were asked after the game concluded. 

Data Analysis 

The descriptive statistics of the participants’ demographic and socio-demographic 

variables were calculated using SPSS 14.0 (George & Mallery, 2003). The Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM) technique, available in EQS 6.1 (Bentler & Wu, 1995), was used to test the fit 

of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the measurement model, to calculate the construct 

reliability (average variance extracted: AVE) and to test the discriminant validity (correlations). 

SPSS 14.0 was used to test internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha coefficients: α). When 

examining internal consistency for social science subscales, alpha coefficients greater than .70 

are assumed to be adequate (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), while AVE values greater than .50 are 

good (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2002) and correlations between constructs less than .85 

indicate discriminant validity for the constructs (Kline, 2005). 

 After the CFA was conducted on the measurement model, the five structural models 

[original MSSCL (Models A, B, and C) and the revised MSSCL (Models A and B)] were tested 
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for goodness of fit using EQS (2005). The chi-square test statistic per degrees of freedom (χ2/df) 

and the root-mean-square-error (RMSEA, represented by εa) were used. The RMSEA fit index 

and associated confidence intervals were used to compare the revised Model A and the revised 

Model B. Other fit indices (e.g., CFI and TLI) were not included in the analysis, because large 

numbers of items and/or factors in models deleteriously affect the majority of goodness-of-fit 

indices except for RMSEA and chi-square test statistic per degrees of freedom (Cheung & 

Rensvold, 2002).  

RMSEA values equal to or less than .06 indicates close fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999), while 

values between .06 and .08 indicate reasonable fit, values between .08 and .10 indicate mediocre 

fit, and values greater than .10 indicate poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1992). If the model fits the 

data exactly, then the RMSEA value will equal zero. To indicate whether the model would fit 

well within the population and because RMSEA is a point estimate, Browne and Cudeck (1992) 

suggested that the 90% confidence interval should be used. Bollen (1989) suggested that 

acceptable values for chi-square per degree of freedom should range from 2.0 to 3.0, however 

there is no consensus on what constitutes an acceptable value and an acceptable value can be as 

large as 5.0. When less than 10% of the residuals are greater than .10, Bagozzi and Yi (1988) 

suggested that the model has adequate fit. 

Study 2 

Participants 

Cubans (31.1%) and Puerto Ricans (18.0%) are the largest Latino groups in the State of 

Florida (U.S. Census, 2006) and in the university [Cubans (49.0%), Columbians (33.0%), and 

Puerto Ricans (15%); L. Martinez, University of Florida Institute of Hispanic-Latino Cultures, 

personal communication, April 1, 2007]. Mexicans, the highest percentage (66.9%) of Latinos 
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within the total United States population, account for only 13.6% of the Latinos in the state of 

Florida (U.S. Census, 2006) and approximately 8% of the Latino students associated with the 

Latino student organizations at the university (L. Martinez, University of Florida Institute of 

Hispanic-Latino Cultures, personal communication, April 1, 2007). Due to the composition of 

the population at the university and in the state of Florida, Mexicans were not included in the 

group comparisons. The participants for study 2 were comprised of Latinos [N = 353; 

Columbians (n = 105), Cubans (n = 139), and Puerto Ricans (n = 109)] and Non-Latino (N = 

231) participants, which exceeded the recommended value of 284 to achieve a power of .95 for a 

MANOVA with four groups and five dependent variables (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, in 

press). The age of the participants ranged from 18 to 75 with an average age of 27.15.  Among 

the participants, university students represented 62.9% [Latinos (N = 176): Puerto Ricans (n = 

50), Cubans (n = 84), and Columbians (n = 42), and Non-Latinos (N = 187)] of the participants 

and individuals from the general population represented 37.8% (n = 221) of the total data set for 

study 2. Forty-five percent of the participants were male, and 55% were female. Ages of the 

participants ranged from 18 to 75 years, with a mean of 27.15.  Based on participants’ answers to 

demographic questions (ethnicity, ethnic group, country of birth, and parents’ country of birth), 

participants were place into appropriate groups (Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Columbians, and Non-

Latino). During the collection process, 2295 individuals were sent emails requesting 

participation in the study, and 405 were approached to fill out the questionnaire. Of the emails 

sent, 1,478 individuals did not respond, 32 declined to participate in the study, and 519 of the 

questionnaires were not completely filled out, resulting in a 22% completion rate. 

Procedure 

Among the student participants, Latino students were recruited from the Hispanic student 

organizations at the university and students registered for Latin American Studies and Spanish 
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classes. The Non-Latino participants were recruited from the general student population at the 

university. Using the Hispanic Student Organization email database, email databases on campus, 

and email addresses from participants who signed-up for the study, students received an email 

containing a website link to the Internet address for an online survey. The participants were 

asked to fill out the following scales/items: demographic information, Points of Attachment 

Index (identification with American football, baseball, basketball, hockey, and soccer) and Past 

Sport Consumption Behaviors.  

Data collection for the non-students took place in various community locations in Florida 

including a Latino outdoor music festival, three Latino style restaurants, and a Latino doctor’s 

office waiting room. The general population participants were asked to fill out demographic 

information and Points of Attachment Index (identification with American football, baseball, 

basketball, hockey, and soccer).  

The purpose of the study and the instructions for completing the questionnaire were 

included in the questionnaire. In accordance with the IRB approval process at the university, the 

participants had an opportunity to decline to participate in the questionnaire at any time. No 

known physical or psychological risks were associated with completing the survey. 

Data Analysis 

The descriptive statistics of the participants’ demographic and socio-demographic 

variables were calculated using SPSS 14.0 (George & Mallery, 2003). The Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM) technique, available in EQS 6.1 (Bentler & Wu, 1995), was used to test the fit 

of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the measurement model, to calculate the construct 

reliability (average variance extracted: AVE) and to test the discriminant validity (correlations). 

SPSS 14.0 was used to test internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha coefficients: α) and to 
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conduct a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) to compare the identification with 

specific sports (American football, baseball, basketball, hockey, and soccer) among the 

subgroups (Cubans, Puerto Ricans, Columbians, and Non-Latinos) of the total sample and to 

compare sport consumption behaviors (media, attendance, and merchandise) among the student 

population subgroups.  

Study 3 

Participants 

The participants (N = 114) in study 3 were comprised of Latinos (12%), Caucasians 

(68%), Asians (6%), African Americans (10%), and others (4%) which exceeds the 

recommended value of 54 to achieve a power of .95 for a repeated measures ANCOVA (Faul, 

Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, in press). The Latino participants (n = 14) were students recruited 

from the Hispanic student organizations at the university and students registered for Latin 

American Studies and Spanish classes. The Non-Latino (n = 100) participants were recruited 

from the general student population at the university. A large majority of the participants were 

single (96.5%) with an average age of 21.4. 

Marketers have begun marketing to the next big group of consumers, Generation Y (i.e., 

Echo Boomers and Millennium Generation), who were born between 1979 and 1995. Generation 

Y is very similar to the Baby Boomers in size and purchasing power, however they are different 

in almost every other way. They are a more diverse group (i.e., one in three is Non-Caucasian), 

where one in three lives with one parent and three out of four have a working mother. With such 

large consumption potential, companies need to understand the nuances of this market 

(Neuborne & Kerwin, 1999). As college students constitute approximately the upper 60% of the 

Generation Y spectrum, university students are an appropriate sample for this study.  
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Additionally, the Generation Y students are Internet savvy and spend hours a day on the 

computer (Neuborne & Kerwin), and this worked well for this study conducted online.   

Procedure 

Students were asked to complete the survey before and after a collegiate football game. 

Using the Hispanic Student Organization email database and email addresses from participants 

who signed-up for the study, students received an email containing a website link to the Internet 

address for the online survey one week before the game occurred. The first portion of the 

questionnaire (demographic information, Team Identification Index, and Intentions for Sport 

Consumption Behavior Scale) was posted as an online survey before the football game. Three 

days before the game, emails with the survey’s web address were sent out reminding students to 

complete the survey before the game. After the participants completed the survey, they received 

a thank you notice and a reminder to complete the second portion of the questionnaire after the 

game finished. At the conclusion of the game, the second portion of the survey [Points of 

Attachment Index (Team Identification Index) and Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior 

Scale] was posted as an online survey on a network, and emails with the survey’s web address 

were again sent out to participants asking them to complete the second portion of the 

questionnaire. After the participants completed the second portion of the survey, they received a 

thank you notice. After the participants completed the surveys, the data were stored on the 

network and later downloaded at the completion of the data collection. 

The purpose of the study and the instructions for completing the questionnaire were 

included in the emails and on the online survey. In accordance with the IRB approval process at 

the university, the participants had an opportunity to decline to participate in the survey at any 

time during the questionnaire. No known physical or psychological risks were associated with 

completing the online survey. 
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Data Analysis 

The descriptive statistics of the participants’ demographic and socio-demographic variables 

were calculated using SPSS 14.0 (George & Mallery, 2003). The psychometric properties of the 

scales were tested in the previous studies. A repeated Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was 

conducted using SPSS 14.0 to compare the pre and posttest results for conative loyalty on the 

total sample while controlling for team identification. 
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Table 3-1. Demographic Items 
Demographic Items 
Ethnicity 
Gender 
Age 
Marital status 
Highest level of education 
Household income 
Marital Status 
Number of Children 
Country of Origin 
Country of Origin for Mother 
Country of Origin for Father 
Years in the United States 
Generation in the United States 
Ethnic Group 
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Table 3-2. Team Identification Index  
Team Identification Index  
I consider myself to be a real fan of the (specific sport) team 
I would experience a loss if I had to stop being a fan of the team 
Being a fan of the (specific sport) team is very important to me 
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Table 3-3. (Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale  
(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale  
Quality of Play 

The quality of the game 
The overall quality of play 
The performance of the teams 

Outcome of the Game 
The result of the game 
The outcome of the game 
The conclusion of the game 
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Table 3-4. Points of Attachment Index  
Points of Attachment Index  
American Football 

First and foremost I consider myself an American football fan.
American football is my favorite sport. 
Of all sports, I prefer American football. 

Baseball 
First and foremost I consider myself a baseball fan. 
Baseball is my favorite sport. 
Of all sports, I prefer baseball. 

Basketball 
First and foremost I consider myself a basketball fan. 
Basketball is my favorite sport. 
Of all sports, I prefer basketball. 

Hockey 
First and foremost I consider myself a hockey fan. 
Hockey is my favorite sport. 
Of all sports, I prefer hockey. 

Soccer 
First and foremost I consider myself a soccer fan. 
Soccer is my favorite sport. 
Of all sports, I prefer soccer. 
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Table 3-5. Affective State Index 
Affective State Index  
Positive Mood 

I feel happy 
I feel cheerful 
I feel delighted 

Negative Mood 
I feel disappointed 
I feel upset 
I feel irritated 

Satisfaction – with Play 
I am satisfied with the quality of (name of sport) played in the (game, series, etc.) 
I was satisfied with the overall quality of play 
I am satisfied with the performance of both teams 

Satisfaction – with Outcome 
I was satisfied with the result of the (game, series, etc.) 
I am satisfied with the outcome of the (game, series, etc.) 
I was satisfied with the conclusion of the (game, series, etc.) 
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Table 3-6. Self-Esteem Maintenance Behavioral Scale  
Self-Esteem Maintenance Behavioral Scale 
BIRGing 

I would like to let others know about my association with the (name of the team) 
I plan to discuss the game with other people 
I would like to publicize my connection with (the name of the team) 
I would like to tell others about my association with this team 

CORFing 
I do not want to be associated with the (name of the team) 
I do not wish to be a fan of the (name of the team) 
I plan to avoid talking about the game with others 
I would like to disconnect myself from (the name of the team) 
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Table 3-7. Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale  
Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale  
I am more likely to attend future games. 
I am more likely to purchase the team’s merchandise. 
I am more likely to buy (team name) clothing. 
I am more likely to support the (team name). 
I am more likely to watch games highlights with other people. 
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Table 3-8. Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure  
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure  
I am happy that I am a member of my ethnic group. 
I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group. 
I understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership means to me. 
I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group and its accomplishments. 
I feel a strong attachment to my own ethnic group. 
I feel good about my cultural or ethnic background. 
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Table 3-9. Abbreviated Multidimensional Acculturation Scale  
Abbreviated Multidimensional Acculturation Scale  
I think of myself as being U.S. American. 
I feel good about being U.S. American. 
Being U.S. American plays an important part of my life.
I feel that I am a part of U.S. American culture. 
I have a strong sense of being U.S. American. 
I am proud of being a U.S. American. 
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Table 3-10. Vicarious Achievement Scale  
Vicarious Achievement Index  
I feel personal sense of achievement when the team does well 
I feel like I have won when the team wins 
I feel proud when the team plays well 
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Table 3-11. Past Behaviors & Estimated Future Sport Consumption Behaviors Index 
Past Behaviors & Estimated Future Sport Consumption Behaviors 
Please estimate the total number of (name of team) games that you intend to watch on television 

this season: 
Please estimate the total number of (name of team) games that you expect to attend this season: 
How many (name of team) games (if any) have you already watched on television during this 

season? 
How many (name of team) games (if any) have you already attended during this season? 
Please estimate the total dollar amount (if any) that you have spent already this season on (name 

of team) merchandise and paraphernalia for yourself.             $ __ 
Please estimate the total dollar amount (if any) that you expect to spend this season on (name of 

team) merchandise and paraphernalia for yourself.  $ __ 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Model Results (Study 1/Purpose 1) 

Psychometric Properties of the Scales (Measurement Model for MSSCL Models A, B, & C) 

The results of the CFA on the measurement model for Models A, B, and C (Table 4-1) 

showed close fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.062; CI = 0.057, 0.067; χ2/df = 1072.64/482 = 2.22). 

Additionally, only 7.7% of the residuals in the residual matrix exceeded .10, indicating that the 

actual sample correlations and the reproduced correlation matrix for the items differed only 

slightly. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were good for all constructs in all ten scales ranging 

from .75 to .95, and the AVE values ranged from .47 to .86 (Table 4-2). For all subscales, each 

manifest variable loaded significantly onto its first-order latent variable and all factor loadings 

ranged from .578 to .942 (Table 4-2). The means and standard deviations for the subscales of the 

total, Latino, and Non-Latino groups are presented in Table 4-3. The correlations among the 

variables did not exceed .85 (-.40 to .79; Table 4-4), therefore showing discriminant validity. 

MSSCL Model A 

When the total sample was studied, the structural model for Model A (Table 4-5) showed 

reasonable fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.073; CI = 0.068, 0.077; χ2/df = 1312.36/510 = 2.57), but 27.1% 

of the residuals in the residual matrix exceeded .10 indicating that the fit could be improved 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). When the Latino sample was studied, the structural model for Model A 

showed mediocre fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.094; CI = 0.086, 0.102; χ2/df = 967.72/510 = 1.90) and 

21.1% of the residuals exceeded .10. When the Non-Latino sample was studied, the structural 

model for Model A showed reasonable fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.076; CI = 0.069, 0.082; χ2/df = 

1044.77/510 = 2.05) and 31.1% of the residuals exceeded .10. 
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Latent Variable Relationships in MSSCL Model A 

For the total, Latino, and Non-Latino samples in Model A, all of the first-order latent 

variables loaded significantly on the second order latent variables except for the relationship 

between Satisfaction (third-order latent variable) and Affective Responses (second-order latent 

variable) which had a boundary parameter violation (β = 1.0). For the total sample (Figure 4-1), 

Team Identification explained 32.5% of the variance in Self-Esteem, and (Dis)confirmation 

explained 66.4% of the variance in Affective Responses. The latent variables Self-Esteem (β = 

.69) and Affective Responses (β = .18) were significantly associated with Conative Loyalty and 

51.2% of the variance in Conative Loyalty was explained by the variables in the model. For the 

Latino sample (Figure 4-2), Team Identification explained 23.2% of the variance in Self-Esteem, 

and (Dis)confirmation explained 63.5% of the variance in Affective Responses. The latent 

variables Self-Esteem (β = .83) and Affective Responses (β = .14) were significantly associated 

with Conative Loyalty and 71.2% of the variance in Conative Loyalty was explained by 

variables in the model. For the Non-Latino sample (Figure 4-3), Team Identification explained 

46.5% of the variance in Self-Esteem, and (Dis)confirmation explained 64.5% of the variance in 

Affective Responses. The latent variables Self-Esteem (β = .65) and Affective Responses (β = 

.14) were significantly associated with Conative Loyalty and 44.1% of the variance in Conative 

Loyalty was explained by variables in the model. 

MSSCL Model B 

When the total sample was studied, the structural model for Model B (Table 4-5) showed 

reasonable fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.072; CI = 0.067, 0.076; χ2/df = 1306.57/510 = 2.56), but 21.0% 

of the residuals in the residual matrix exceeded .10 indicating that the fit could be improved 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). When the Latino sample was studied, the structural model for Model B 

showed mediocre fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.094; CI = 0.085, 0.101; χ2/df = 957.58/510 = 1.88) and 
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17.3% of the residuals exceeded .10. When the Non-Latino sample was studied, the structural 

model for Model B showed reasonable fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.075; CI = 0.068, 0.081; χ2/df = 

1041.22/510 = 2.04) and 25.2% of the residuals exceeded .10. 

Latent Variable Relationships in MSSCL Model B 

For the total, Latino, and Non-Latino samples in Model B, all of the first-order latent 

variables loaded significantly on the second order latent variables except for the relationship 

between Satisfaction (third-order latent variable) and Affective Responses (second-order latent 

variable) which had a boundary parameter violation (β = 1.0). For the total sample (Figure 4-4), 

(Dis)confirmation explained 65.8% of the variance in Affective Responses. Affective Responses 

(β = .37) and Team Identification (β = .52) explained 39.6% of the variance in Self-Esteem. The 

latent variable Self-Esteem (β = .76) was significantly associated with Conative Loyalty and 

57.2% of the variance in Conative Loyalty was explained in the model. For the Latino sample 

(Figure 4-5), (Dis)confirmation explained 62.7% of the variance in Affective Responses. 

Affective Responses (β = .34) and Team Identification (β = .50) explained 32.6% of the variance 

in Self-Esteem. The latent variable Self-Esteem (β = .86) was significantly associated with 

Conative Loyalty and 73.5% of the variance in Conative Loyalty was explained in the model. 

For the Non-Latino sample (Figure 4-6), (Dis)confirmation explained 64.0% of the variance in 

Affective Responses. Affective Responses (β = .37) and Team Identification (β = .61) explained 

50.8% of the variance in Self-Esteem. The latent variable Self-Esteem (β = .67) was significantly 

associated with Conative Loyalty and 44.5% of the variance in Conative Loyalty was explained 

by variables in the model. 

MSSCL Model C 

When the total sample was studied, the structural model for Model C (Table 4-5) showed 

mediocre fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.084; CI = 0.079, 0.088; χ2/df = 1640.46/510 = 3.22), but 35.4% of 
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the residuals exceeded .10, indicating poor fit (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). When the Latino sample 

was studied, the structural model for Model C showed poor fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.102; CI = 0.094, 

0.109; χ2/df = 1034.85/510 = 2.03) and 29.3% of the residuals in the residual matrix exceeded 

.10. When the Non-Latino sample was studied, the structural model for Model C showed 

mediocre fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.088; CI = 0.081, 0.094; χ2/df = 1284.61/510 = 2.52) and 39.0% of 

the residuals exceeded .10.  

Latent Variable Relationships in MSSCL Model C 

For the total, Latino, and Non-Latino samples in Model C, the relationships between 

Satisfaction and Affective Responses (β = 1.0) and between (Dis)confirmation with the Quality 

of the Game and the (Dis)confirmation latent construct (β = 1.0) had boundary parameter 

violations. For the total sample (Figure 4-7), Self-Esteem (β = .64), Team Identification (β = 

.10), (Dis)confirmation (β = .19), and Affective Responses (β = .05)  explained 45.8% of the 

variance in Conative Loyalty. For the Latino sample (Figure 4-8), Self-Esteem (β = -.71), Team 

Identification (β = .17), (Dis)confirmation (β = .20), and Affective Responses (β = -.02)  

explained 57.4% of the variance in Conative Loyalty. For the Non-Latino sample (Figure 4-9), 

Self-Esteem (β = .61), Team Identification (β = .03), (Dis)confirmation (β = .15), and Affective 

Responses (β = .10)  explained 40.0% of the variance in Conative Loyalty. 

Model Results (Study 1/Purpose 2) 

Psychometric Properties of the Scales (Measurement Model for Revised MSSCL Models A 
& B) 

The results of the CFA on the measurement model for Revised Models A and B (Table 4-

1) showed close fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.055; CI = 0.052, 0.059; χ2/df = 2329.68/1286 = 1.81). 

Additionally, only 5.9% of the residuals in the residual matrix exceeded .10. With the exception 

of the past behavior construct, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were good for 13 of the 14 
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constructs ranging from .75 to .97, and the AVE values ranged from .42 to .84 (Table 4-6). The 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the past behavior construct was .41, and the AVE was .12. 

With the exception of the past behavior construct, each manifest variable loaded significantly 

onto its first-order latent variable and all factor loadings ranged from .533 to .963 (Table 4-6). 

The factor loadings for the manifest variables explaining past behavior ranged from .437 to .179. 

Due to the poor construct validity of the Past Behavior latent variable and the data were collected 

at a home baseball game, only the manifest variable of past attendance was used to represent past 

behavior. The means and standard deviations of the subscales for the total, Latino, and Non-

Latino groups are presented in Table 4-3. The correlations among all of the variables did not 

exceed .85 (-.35 to .81), therefore indicating discriminant validity (Table 4-7). 

Revised MSSCL Model A 

When the total sample was studied, the structural model for Revised Model A (Table 4-5) 

showed good fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.060; CI = 0.057, 0.063; χ2/df = 2456.16/1152 = 2.13), but 

28.0% of the residuals exceeded .10 indicating that the fit could be improved (Bagozzi & Yi, 

1988). When the Latino sample was studied, the structural model for Revised Model A showed 

mediocre fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.091; CI = 0.085, 0.095; χ2/df = 1974.83/1152 = 1.71) and 26.0% of 

the residuals exceeded .10. When the Non-Latino sample was studied, the structural model for 

Revised Model A showed reasonable fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.074; CI = 0.068, 0.079; χ2/df = 

1697.23/1152 = 1.47) and 23.1% of the residuals exceeded .10. 

Latent Variable Relationships in Revised MSSCL Model A 

For the total, Latino, and Non-Latino samples in Revised Model A, the relationship 

between Satisfaction and Affective Responses (β = 1.0) had a boundary parameter violation. For 

the total sample (Figure 4-10), Team Identification (β = .21) and Vicarious Achievement (β = 
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.46) explained 40.1% of the variance in Self-Esteem, and (Dis)confirmation explained 66.3% of 

the variance in Affective Responses. Past attendance (β = -.01), Self-Esteem (β = .72), Ethnic 

Identity (β = -.01), U.S. Identity (β = .01), and Affective Responses (β = .16) explained 54.0% 

of the variance in Conative Loyalty. For the Latino sample (Figure 4-11), Team Identification (β 

= -.00) and Vicarious Achievement (β = .57) explained 32.3% of the variance in Self-Esteem, 

and (Dis)confirmation explained 63.3% of the variance in Affective Responses. Past attendance 

(β = .07), Self-Esteem (β = .77), Ethnic Identity (β = .01), U.S. Identity (β = .12), and Affective 

Responses (β = .12) explained 63.2% of the variance in Conative Loyalty.  For the Non-Latino 

sample (Figure 4-12), Team Identification (β = .53) and Vicarious Achievement (β = .17) 

explained 45.7% of the variance in Self-Esteem, and (Dis)confirmation explained 59.0% of the 

variance in Affective Responses. Past attendance (β = -.04), Self-Esteem (β = .72), Ethnic 

Identity (β = -.09), U.S. Identity (β = .04), and Affective Responses (β = .09) explained 53.0% 

of the variance in Conative Loyalty. 

Revised MSSCL Model B 

When the total sample was studied, the structural model for Revised Model B (Table 4-5) 

showed good fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.060; CI = 0.057, 0.063; χ2/df = 2441.24/1152 = 2.12), but 

26.0% of the residuals exceeded .10 indicating that the fit could be improved (Bagozzi & Yi, 

1988). When the Latino sample was studied, the structural model for Revised Model B showed 

mediocre fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.090; CI = 0.085, 0.095; χ2/df = 1964.26/1152 = 1.71) and 25.0% of 

the residuals exceeded .10. When the Non-Latino sample was studied, the structural model for 

Revised Model B showed reasonable fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.073; CI = 0.067, 0.079; χ2/df = 

1698.31/1152 = 1.47) and 21.3% of the residuals in the residual matrix exceeded .10. 
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Latent Variable Relationships in Revised MSSCL Model B 

For the total, Latino, and Non-Latino samples in Revised Model B, the relationship 

between Satisfaction and Affective Responses (β = 1.0) had a boundary parameter violation. For 

the total sample (Figure 4-13), Team Identification (β = .24) and Vicarious Achievement (β = 

.39) explained 43.2% of the variance in Self-Esteem; (Dis)confirmation explained 65.6% of the 

variance in Affective Responses; and Affective Responses explained 7.8% of the variance in 

Self-Esteem. Past attendance (β = -.02), Self-Esteem (β = .77), Ethnic Identity (β = .01), and 

U.S. Identity (β = .00) explained 59.4% of the variance in Conative Loyalty. For the Latino 

sample (Figure 4-14), Team Identification (β = .07) and Vicarious Achievement (β = .48) 

explained 36.2% of the variance in Self-Esteem; (Dis)confirmation explained 62.4% of the 

variance in Affective Responses; and Affective Responses explained 7.3% of the variance in 

Self-Esteem. Past attendance (β = .06), Self-Esteem (β = .79), Ethnic Identity (β = -.02), and 

U.S. Identity (β = .09) explained 63.2% of the variance in Conative Loyalty. For the Non-Latino 

sample (Figure 4-15), Team Identification (β = .52) and Vicarious Achievement (β = .13) 

explained 45.5% of the variance in Self-Esteem; (Dis)confirmation explained 57.8% of the 

variance in Affective Responses; and Affective Responses explained 5.7% of the variance in 

Self-Esteem. Past attendance (β = -.04), Self-Esteem (β = .74), Ethnic Identity (β = -.10), and 

U.S. Identity (β = .04) explained 55.0% of the variance in Conative Loyalty. 

Results (Study 2/Purpose 3) 

Psychometric Properties of the Scale (Points of Attachment Index) 

The results of the CFA on the measurement model for the group comparisons showed 

reasonable fit (RMSEA, εa = 0.063; CI = 0.055, 0.071; χ2/df = 264.70/80 = 3.31). Additionally, 

none of the residuals in the residual matrix exceeded .10. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were 

good for all of the constructs ranging from .89 to .95, and the AVE values ranged from .73 to .86 
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(Table 4-8). Each manifest variable loaded significantly onto its first-order latent variable and all 

factor loadings ranged from .758 to .947 (Table 4-8). The correlations among all of the variables 

did not exceed .28, therefore indicating discriminant validity (Table 4-9). 

MANOVA Results 

For the total sample in study 2, a MANOVA was conducted to examine group differences 

among four subgroup (Cubans, Puerto Ricans, Columbians, and Non-Latinos) on five dependent 

variables (identification with five specific sports: American football, baseball, basketball, 

hockey, and soccer). MANOVA results showed a significant difference among the groups on the 

combined set of dependent variables [Wilks’ Λ = .73, F (15, 1590.50) = 12.69, p < .001, η2 = 

.099]. Group differences were significant for identification with baseball [F (3, 580) = 10.923, p 

< .001, η2 = .053], for identification with basketball [F (3, 580) = 5.594, p = .001, η2 = .028], for 

identification with American football [F (3, 580) = 13.677, p < .001, η2 = .066], for identification 

with hockey [F (3,580) = 2.941, p = .033, η2 = .015], and for identification with soccer [F (3,580) 

= 32.111, p < .001, η2 = .142]. The group means, significant mean differences, and standard 

deviations for identification with each sport across groups are presented in Table 4-10. 

For the student sample in study 2, a MANOVA was also conducted to examine group 

differences among four subgroups (Cubans, Puerto Ricans, Columbians, and Non-Latinos) on 

three sport consumption behaviors: attendance, media, and merchandise. The multivariate results 

showed a significant difference among the groups on the combined set of dependent variables 

[Wilks’ Λ = .85, F (9, 869) = 6.901, p < .001, η2 = .054]. The univariate results indicated that 

group differences were significant for past attendance [F (3,359) = 16.356, p < .001, η2 = .120], 

but not for past media consumption [F (3,359) = .463, p = .708, η2 = .004] and for past 

merchandise consumption [F (3,359) = 1.382, p = .248, η2 = .011]. The group means, significant 
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mean differences, and standard deviations for past consumption behaviors across groups are 

presented in Table 4-11. 

Results (Study 3/Purpose 4) 

A repeated measures ANCOVA was conducted to examine Conative Loyalty (purchase 

intentions) across time, while controlling for Team Identification. The results showed no 

significant difference [F (1, 112) = 1.238, p = .268, η2 = .011] between the Conative Loyalty 

before the sporting event (Time 1; M = 6.06, SD = 1.25) and the Conative Loyalty after the 

sporting event (Time 2; M = 5.55, SD = 1.28), when controlling for Team Identification [F (1, 

112) = 5.127, p = .025, η2 = .044]. 
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Table 4-1. Fit Measures for Measurement Model (Original Model Data & Revised Model Data) 
Model df ε RMSEA CI χ2 χ2/df Res > .10 
Measurement Model (Original: 

A, B, & C) 482 .062 (.057,.067) 1072.64 2.22 7.7% 
Measurement Model (Revised 

A & B) 1286 .055 (.052,.059) 2329.68 1.81 5.9% 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; ε = RMSEA; RMSEA CI =90% confidence intervals for RMSEA; 
χ2 = chi square test statistic; χ2/df  = chi square divided by the degrees of freedom. 
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Table 4-2. Factor Loadings (β), Cronbach’s Alpha (α), and Average Variance Extracted Values 
(AVE) for Team Identification Index, (Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale, 
Affective State Index, Self-Esteem Maintenance Behavioral Scale, Intentions for 
Sport Consumption Behavior Scale 

Factor and Item β α AVE
Team Identification  .855 0.69 
I consider myself to be a real fan of the baseball team .833   
I would experience a loss if I had to stop being a fan of the team .774   
Being a fan of the baseball team is very important to me .884   
(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies (Outcome)  .945 0.86 
The result of the game .923   
The outcome of the game .928   
The conclusion of the game .925   
(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies (Quality)  .946 0.80 
The quality of the game .845   
The overall quality of play .897   
The performance of the teams .940   
Positive Affect  .800 0.60 
I feel happy .756   
I feel cheerful .809   
I feel delighted .766   
Negative Affect  .797 0.62 
I feel disappointed .652   
I feel upset .824   
I feel irritated .869   
BIRGing   .877 0.62 
I would like to let others know about my association with the (name of the 

team) 
.829   

I plan to discuss the game with other people .606   
I would like to publicize my connection with (the name of the team) .825   
I would like to tell others about my association with this team .874   
CORFing  .746 0.47 
I do not want to be associated with the (name of the team) .657   
I do not wish to be a fan of the (name of the team) .728   
I plan to avoid talking about the game with others .606   
I would like to disconnect myself from (the name of the team) .729   
Satisfaction with Quality  .866 0.70 
I am satisfied with the performance of both teams .766   
I am satisfied with the quality of baseball played in the game .818   
I was satisfied with the overall quality of play .914   
Satisfaction with Outcome  .931 0.81 
I am satisfied with the outcome of the game .868   
I was satisfied with the conclusion of the game .942   
I was satisfied with the result of the game .895   
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Table 4-2. Continued 
Factor and Item β α AVE
Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior  .861 0.59 
I am more likely to attend future games .588   
I am more likely to purchase the team’s merchandise .947   
I am more likely to watch the game highlights with other people .578   
I am more likely to buy (team name) clothing .950   
I am more likely to support the (team name) .690   
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Table 4-3. Means  and Standard Deviations (SD) for the Subscales [Team Identification Index, 
(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale, Affective State Index, Self-Esteem 
Maintenance Behavioral Scale, Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior Scale, 
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure, Abbreviated Multidimensional Acculturation 
Scale, Vicarious Achievement Subscale, and Past Attendance] for the Total, Latino, 
and Non-Latino groups 

 Total Sample Latinos Non-Latinos 
Team Identification 5.69(1.40) 5.90(1.37) 5.55(1.41) 
(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies (Outcome) 6.01(1.13) 6.19(1.07) 6.16(1.04) 
(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies (Quality) 5.94(1.02) 6.15(1.00) 6.01(.98) 
Positive Affect 6.27(.92) 6.42(.84) 6.17(.96) 
Negative Affect 1.59(1.12) 1.64(1.33) 1.56(.95) 
BIRGing  5.28(1.40) 5.60(1.31) 5.06(1.41) 
CORFing 1.69(1.18) 1.94(1.50) 1.51(.86) 
Satisfaction with Quality 6.12(.97) 6.27(6.40) 6.01(.98) 
Satisfaction with Outcome 6.25(1.05) 6.38(1.04) 6.16(1.05) 
Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior 5.29(1.38) 5.82(1.18) 4.93(1.39) 
Ethnic Identity  6.06(1.18) 6.38(.90) 5.84(1.29) 
US Identity 6.40(1.21) 6.47(1.06) 6.36(1.30) 
Vicarious Achievement 5.76(1.28) 6.14(1.19) 5.51(1.27) 
Past Attendance  12.02(17.11) 12.25(14.67) 11.86(18.63) 
Note: The subscales had a 7-point response format ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1), to 
“Neutral” (4), to “Strongly Agree” (7). There were 82 possible home games for Past 
Attendance.    
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Table 4-4. Correlation Matrix for the Latent Variables Included in the Measurement Model for Original Models A, B, & C 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 Team ID 1.0  
2 (Dis)confirmation of Outcome .275 1.0  
3 (Dis)confirmation of Quality .350 .756 1.0  
4 BIRGing .539 .245 .336 1.0  
5 CORFing -.395 -.114 -.095 -.270 1.0  
6 Conative Loyalty .451 .292 .411 .713 -.063 1.0  
7 Negative Affect -.111 -.213 -.200 -.088 .647 -.032 1.0 
8 Positive Affect .391 .514 .564 .434 -.278 .401 -.370 1.0
9 Satisfaction with Outcome .214 .684 .561 .292 -.230 .310 -.379 .737 1.0
10 Satisfaction with Quality .328 .618 .727 .398 -.210 .395 -.292 .794 .769 1.0
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Table 4-5. Fit Measures for Model A, Model B, Model C, Revised Model A, & Revised Model B 
for the Total Sample, Latino Sample, and Non-Latino Sample 

Model df ε RMSEA CI χ2 χ2/df Res > .10 
Model A      

Total sample 510 .073 (.068, .077) 1312.36 2.57 27.1% 
Latino sample 510 .094 (.086, .102) 967.72 1.90 21.1% 
Non-Latino sample 510 .076 (.069, .082) 1044.77 2.05 31.0% 

Model B     
Total sample 510 .072 (.067, .076) 1306.57 2.56 21.0% 
Latino sample 510 .094 (.085, .101) 957.58 1.88 17.3% 
Non-Latino sample 510 .075 (.068, .081) 1041.22 2.04 25.2% 

Model C      
Total sample 510 .084 (.079, .088) 1640.46 3.22 35.4% 
Latino sample 510 .102 (.094, .109) 1034.85 2.03 29.3% 
Non-Latino sample 510 .088 (.081, .094) 1284.61 2.52 39.0% 

Revised Model A     
Total sample 1152 .060 (.057, .063) 2456.16 2.13 28.0% 
Latino sample 1152 .091 (.085, .095) 1974.83 1.71 26.0% 
Non-Latino sample 1152 .074 (.068, .079) 1697.23 1.47 23.1% 

Revised Model B     
Total sample 1152 .060 (.057, .063) 2441.24 2.12 26.0% 
Latino sample 1152 .090 (.085, .095) 1964.26 1.71 25.0% 
Non-Latino sample 1152 .073 (.067, .079) 1698.31 1.47 21.3% 

Note. df = degrees of freedom; ε = RMSEA; RMSEA CI =90% confidence intervals for RMSEA; 
χ2 = chi square test statistic; χ2/df  = chi square divided by the degrees of freedom. 
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Table 4-6. Factor Loadings (β), Cronbach’s Alpha (α), and Average Variance Extracted Values 
(AVE) for Team Identification Index, (Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies Scale, 
Affective State Index, Self-Esteem Maintenance Behavioral Scale, Intentions for 
Sport Consumption Behavior Scale, Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure, 
Abbreviated Multidimensional Acculturation Scale, Vicarious Achievement Subscale, 
and Past Sport Consumption Behaviors Index 

Factor and Item β α AVE
Team Identification  .855 0.67 
I consider myself to be a real fan of the baseball team .839   
I would experience a loss if I had to stop being a fan of the team .752   
Being a fan of the baseball team is very important to me .869   
(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies (Outcome)  .945 0.87 
The result of the game .908   
The outcome of the game .956   
The conclusion of the game .934   
(Dis)Confirmation of Expectancies (Quality)  .946 0.78 
The quality of the game .829   
The overall quality of play .900   
The performance of the teams .925   
Positive Affect  .800 0.64 
I feel happy .763   
I feel cheerful .819   
I feel delighted .821   
Negative Affect  .797 0.60 
I feel disappointed .557   
I feel upset .844   
I feel irritated .878   
BIRGing   .877 0.65 
I would like to let others know about my association with the 

(name of the team) 
.855   

I plan to discuss the game with other people .653   
I would like to publicize my connection with (the name of the 

team) 
.796   

I would like to tell others about my association with this team .890   
CORFing  .746 0.42 
I do not want to be associated with the (name of the team) .667   
I do not wish to be a fan of the (name of the team) .626   
I plan to avoid talking about the game with others .533   
I would like to disconnect myself from (the name of the team) .745   
Satisfaction with Quality  .866 0.72 
I am satisfied with the performance of both teams .791   
I am satisfied with the quality of baseball played in the game .827   
I was satisfied with the overall quality of play .914   
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Table 4-6. Continued 
Factor and Item β α AVE
Satisfaction with Outcome  .931 0.83 
I am satisfied with the outcome of the game .859   
I was satisfied with the conclusion of the game .936   
I was satisfied with the result of the game .938   
Intentions for Sport Consumption Behavior  .861 0.62 
I am more likely to attend future games .611   
I am more likely to purchase the team’s merchandise .963   
I am more likely to watch the game highlights with other people .958   
I am more likely to buy (team name) clothing .699   
I am more likely to support the (team name) .622   
Ethic Identity  .926 0.72 
I feel good about my cultural or ethnic background .672   
I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group .843   
I feel a strong attachment to my own ethnic group .862   
I understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership means 

to me 
.868   

I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group and its accomplishments .910   
I am happy that I am a member of my ethnic group .918   
Acculturation (Dominant Identity)  .967 0.84 
I am proud of being a U.S. American .932   
I think of myself as being U.S. American .911   
I feel that I am a part of U.S. American culture .879   
Being U.S. American plays an important part of my life .866   
I feel good about being U.S. American .937   
I have a strong sense of being U.S. American .956   
Vicarious Achievement  .878 0.70 
I feel personal sense of achievement when the team does well .745   
I feel like I have won when the team wins .888   
I feel proud when the team plays well .872   
Past Behaviors  .407 0.12 
How many Marlins’ baseball home games (if any) have you 

already attended during this season? 
.337   

How many Marlins’ baseball away games (if any) have you 
already attended during this season? 

.179   

How many Marlins’ baseball games (if any) have you already 
watched on television during this season? 

.424   

How many Marlins’ baseball games (if any) have you already 
listened to on the radio during this season? 

.323   

Please estimate the total dollar amount (if any) that you have spent 
already this season on Marlins’ baseball merchandise and 
paraphernalia for yourself. 

.437   
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Table 4-7. Correlation Matrix for the Latent Variables Included in the Measurement Model for Revised Models A & B 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 Vic. Achievement 1.0  
2 Ethnic ID .381 1.0  
3 Team ID  .811 .316 1.0  
4 US ID .363 .566 .392 1.0  
5 Past Behavior .673 .323 .758 .306 1.0  
6 (Dis)con. of Outcome .312 .083 .236 -.011 .141 1.0  
7 (Dis)con. of Quality .351 .043 .261 -.022 .213 .774 1.0 
8 BIRGing .538 .125 .540 .077 .679 .236 .363 1.0
9 CORFing -.351 -.188 -.472 -.166 -.331 -.140 -.113 -.318 1.0
10 Conative Loyalty .456 .091 .445 .080 .551 .291 .442 .718 -.172 1.0
11 Negative Affect -.104 -.064 -.113 -.055 .040 -.157 -.133 -.102 .713 -.023 1.0
12 Positive Affect .399 .159 .295 .044 .342 .533 .606 .442 -.349 .406 -.352 1.0
13 Sat. with Outcome .262 .070 .157 -.028 .075 .702 .601 .302 -.233 .304 -.297 .797 1.0
14 Sat. with Quality .328 .084 .266 .012 .277 .635 .743 .427 -.277 .410 -.280 .827 .814 1.0
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Table 4-8. Factor Loadings (β), Cronbach’s Alpha (α), and Average Variance Extracted Values 
(AVE) for Points of Attachment Index 

Factor and Item β α AVE
Identification with American football  .940 .84 
First and foremost, I consider myself an American football fan. .885   
American football is my favorite sport. .928   
Of all sports, I prefer American football. .936   
Identification with baseball  .945 .85 
First and foremost, I consider myself a baseball fan. .915   
Baseball is my favorite sport. .919   
Of all sports, I prefer baseball. .933   
Identification with basketball  .916 .79 
First and foremost, I consider myself a basketball fan. .831   
Basketball is my favorite sport. .901   
Of all sports, I prefer basketball. .924   
Identification with hockey  .887 .73 
First and foremost, I consider myself a hockey fan. .758   
Hockey is my favorite sport. .906   
Of all sports, I prefer hockey. .893   
Identification with soccer  .947 .86 
First and foremost, I consider myself a soccer fan. .917   
Soccer is my favorite sport. .950   
Of all sports, I prefer soccer. .911   
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Table 4-9. Correlation Matrix for the Latent Variables Included in Study 2 (Group Comparisons) 
 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Identification with baseball 1.0  
2 Identification with basketball .190 1.0  
3 Identification with American football .179 .227 1.0  
4 Identification with hockey .226 .173 .180 1.0  
5 Identification with soccer .016 -.040 -.165 .279 1.0 
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Table 4-10. Mean Scores (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for Identification with American Football, Baseball, Basketball, Hockey, 
and Soccer across Each Group (Non-Latinos, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and Colombians)  

Factor Non-Latinos Puerto 
Ricans 

Cubans Colombians 

Identification with American football 4.74(1.87) a 4.03(2.12) b 4.33(1.90) a, b 3.33(1.83) c 
Identification with baseball 2.79(1.86) a 3.66(2.07) b 3.63(2.05) b 2.63(1.57) a 
Identification with basketball 3.53(1.86) a  4.00(1.79) a, b 3.46(1.71) a 3.01(1.66) a, c 
Identification with hockey 2.24(1.46) a 1.83(1.18) a 2.17(1.43) a 1.92(1.23) a 
Identification with soccer 2.97(1.91) a, b 2.48(1.62) b 3.20(1.90) a 4.81(2.03) c 
Note: Means with different superscripts are statistically different across each group at the .05 level.   
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Table 4-11. Mean Scores (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for Past Consumption Behaviors 
(Attendance, Media, and Merchandise) Across Each Group (Non-Latinos, Puerto 
Ricans, Cubans, and Colombians) 

Factor Non-Latinos Puerto Ricans Cubans Colombians 
Attending games 4.87(2.98) a 2.68(3.27) b 2.68(2.97) b 2.57(2.91) b 
Television consumption 4.97(3.16) a 4.66(3.34) a 4.76(2.89) a 4.36(4.03) a 
Merchandise purchases 58.53(77.28) a 74.54(110.56) a 75.69(94.40) a 50.95(55.55) a

Note: Means with different superscripts are statistically different across each group at the .05 
level.
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Figure 4-1. Model A for the Total Sample 
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Figure 4-2. Model A for the Latino Sample 
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Figure 4-3. Model A for the Non-Latino Sample 
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Figure 4-4. Model B for the Total Sample 
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Figure 4-5. Model B for the Latino Sample 
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Figure 4-6. Model B for the Non-Latino Sample 
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Figure 4-7. Model C for the Total Sample 
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Figure 4-8. Model C for the Latino Sample 
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Figure 4-9. Model C for the Non-Latino Sample 
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Figure 4-10. Revised Model A for the Total Sample 
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Figure 4-11. Revised Model A for the Latino Sample 
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Figure 4-12. Revised Model A for the Non-Latino Sample 



 

 

122 

Affective 
Responses 

(post game)

Self-
Esteem

Team ID

Dis
(confirmation)

Conative 
Loyalty

(Behavior Intentions)

BIRGING

CORFING

Negative

Positive

Satisfaction

Dis(con.) 
w/Outcome

Dis(con.)
w/Quality

.85.89

Sat. 
w/Quality

Sat. 
w/Outcome

.92

.85

.88

-.26

.77

.39

.85

-.36

1.0*

.81

.28

Past 
Attendance

VACH

Ethnic ID US ID

.16

.81

.24

.51

.01 .00

-.02

Affective 
Responses 

(post game)

Affective 
Responses 

(post game)

Self-
Esteem

Self-
Esteem

Team IDTeam ID

Dis
(confirmation)

Dis
(confirmation)

Conative 
Loyalty

(Behavior Intentions)

Conative 
Loyalty

(Behavior Intentions)

BIRGINGBIRGING

CORFINGCORFING

NegativeNegative

PositivePositive

SatisfactionSatisfaction

Dis(con.) 
w/Outcome

Dis(con.)
w/Quality

.85.89

Sat. 
w/Quality

Sat. 
w/Quality

Sat. 
w/Outcome

Sat. 
w/Outcome

.92

.85

.88

-.26

.77

.39

.85

-.36

1.0*

.81

.28

Past 
Attendance

VACHVACH

Ethnic IDEthnic ID US IDUS ID

.16

.81

.24

.51

.01 .00

-.02

 
 
Figure 4-13. Revised Model B for the Total Sample 
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Figure 4-14. Revised Model B for the Latino Sample 
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Figure 4-15. Revised Model B for the Non-Latino Sample 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

Due to the lack of research on Latinos within the sport management literature, the focus 

of this study was to provide an initial examination of the Latino market segment and conative 

loyalty. This study explored the conative loyalty of Latinos and Non-Latinos and made group 

comparisons among Latino subgroups and Non-Latinos. The MSSCL (Models A, B, & C) was 

tested on both Latino and Non-Latino samples, and additional constructs were included in a 

proposed revised MSSCL (Models A & B) in an effort to explain more variance in conative 

loyalty. Furthermore, identification with five sports and three sport consumption behaviors 

(attendance, media, and merchandise) were compared across four groups (Non-Latinos, 

Colombians, Cubans, and Puerto Ricans). In order to examine fully sport consumption 

intentions, conative loyalty was tested before and after a sporting event to determine the effects 

of the outcome of the game on conative loyalty. Through testing the models, comparing the 

groups, and testing the progression of conative loyalty, this study thoroughly investigated the 

Latino market segment and conative loyalty.   

Purpose 1/Study 1 

For the total, Latino, and Non-Latino samples, Model A and Model B were very similar 

in terms of model fit, and both fit reasonably well; however, the fit indices for Model C were 

worse. Additionally, the variance explained in Conative Loyalty in Model B was slightly higher 

than Model A, and both Model A and B were higher than Model C for all three samples. Based 

on these results and Trail and colleagues’ (2005) previous findings, Model C was removed from 

any further analysis. Model B was chosen for further analysis over Model A because of a greater 

theoretical justification and support for the relationships in previous sport research. However, 
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from a statistical standpoint, both Models A and B are good fitting models and are not 

statistically distinct in this data set. 

Oliver (1997) stated that within the satisfaction cycle, performance (e.g., outcome of the 

game) would lead to an individual’s disconfirmation/confirmation of expectancies then lead to 

affective responses. The significant relationship between (Dis)confirmation and Affective 

Responses (66.0% of the variance explained) supported Oliver’s satisfaction theory, Oliver and 

Swan’s (1989) previous research, and previous sport management research (Madrigal, 1995; 

Trail et al., 2005; Trail, Fink, & Anderson, 2003). After a spectator or fan disconfirms or 

confirms his/her expectations on the quality and/or outcome of the game, he/she has either a 

positive or a negative affective response, and a certain level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 

the quality and/or outcome of the game. 

The significant relationship between Affective Responses and Self-Esteem supported 

self-esteem theory and previous sport management research (Caro & García, 2006; Cialdini et 

al., 1976; Madrigal, 1995; Snyder et al., 1986; Trail et al., 2005; Trail et al., 2000). However, the 

variance explained in Model B (13%) was not as large as the variance (27%) explained in Self-

Esteem in the original MSSCL (Trail et al., 2005). Previous self-esteem researchers (Owen & 

King, 2001; Rosenberg, 1979; Rosenberg et al., 1995) have suggested that self-esteem is a 

bidimensional construct explained by both negative and positive responses. The moderate 

negative relationship between BIRGing and CORFing (r = -.32) supported the bidimensional 

model of self-esteem.  

Latinos and Non-Latinos both exhibited a strong relationship between Team 

Identification and the Self-Esteem Responses of BIRGing and CORFing, thus confirming Ervin 

and Stryker’s (2001) identity theory, which stated that self-esteem fits logically into identity 
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formation, and Cast and Burke’s (2002) self-esteem theory, in which individuals build self-

esteem through verifying their social group identities. These results are also consistent with the 

findings of Trail et al. (2005) and Madrigal (1995). 

Trail et al. (2005) hypothesized that self-esteem responses (BIRGing and CORFing) 

mediated the relationship between affective responses and conative loyalty (48% of the variance 

explained). By reproducing Trail and colleagues’ previous model results and explaining more 

variance in conative loyalty (57.2%) for the total sample, this research extended the research of 

Trail et al. (2005) and Madrigal (1995). In addition, the results supported Oliver’s (1997) stages 

of conative loyalty in which the affective stage of loyalty leads to conative loyalty (purchase 

intentions). 

Based on the significant relationship found between satisfaction and positive affect in 

Oliver and colleagues’ (1997) research, Trail et al. (2005) combined the variables of positive 

affect, negative affect, and satisfaction into the affective response latent variable. However, a 

parameter violation (β = 1.0) occurred between Satisfaction and Affective Responses. Two main 

reasons may explain the parameter violation. First, the low correlation between Negative Affect 

and Positive Affect (r = -.352) in this study has typically been shown to be much higher in 

previous research (e.g., r = -.83; Trail et al., 2005). Because of this low correlation, Satisfaction 

played a more central role in explaining Affective Responses, thus possibly causing the 

parameter violation. Second, the two first-order latent variables (Satisfaction with the Quality of 

Play and Satisfaction with the Outcome of the Game) loaded onto a second-order latent variable 

(Satisfaction) that loaded onto a third-order latent variable (Affective Responses). In statistical 

situations such as this, a parameter violation may occur. Future research should either add an 

additional first-order latent variable to explain Satisfaction or eliminate Satisfaction as a second-
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order latent variable and allow the two first-order latent variables (Satisfaction with the Quality 

of Play and Satisfaction with the Outcome of the Game) to load directly onto Affective 

Responses. 

Generally, the paths in Model B among the latent constructs for both the Latino and Non-

Latino samples were very similar except for the relationships between Self-Esteem and Conative 

Loyalty, and between Team Identification and Self-Esteem. Latinos (β = .86) demonstrated a 

stronger relationship between Self-Esteem and Conative Loyalty than Non-Latinos (β = .67). 

Non-Latinos (β = .61) demonstrated a stronger relationship between Team Identification and 

Self-Esteem than Latinos (β = .50). This may be due to the cultural differences between the 

groups. As a minority group, Latinos face racial prejudice and thus might posses lower self-

esteem (Wells, 2001), therefore Latinos may have a stronger need than Non-Latinos to increase 

their self-esteem through BIRGing. 

Interestingly, for Latinos the (Dis)confirmation of the Quality of Play (β = .94) was more 

central in explaining the (Dis)confirmation construct than (Dis)confirmation of the Outcome of 

the Game (β = .81). In addition, Satisfaction with the Quality of Play (β = .98) was more central 

in explaining the construct of Satisfaction than Satisfaction with the Outcome of the Game (β = 

.79). Conversely, for Non-Latinos the (Dis)confirmation of the Outcome of the Game (β = .89) 

was more central in explaining the (Dis)confirmation construct than (Dis)confirmation of the 

Quality of Play (β = .83). Furthermore, Satisfaction with the Outcome of the Game (β = .90) was 

slightly more central in explaining the construct of Satisfaction than Satisfaction with of the 

Quality of Play (β = .87). From a practical standpoint, sport managers should focus on 

controlling the quality of play by hiring talented, hard working players who will provide quality 
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entertainment through their athletic skills. When marketing to Latinos an appropriate slogan for 

advertising the quality of play could read, “We don’t give up until the final strike!” 

Purpose 2/Study 1 

For the total, Latino, and Non-Latino samples, the model fit analysis for Revised Model 

A and Revised Model B were almost exactly the same in terms of model fit. The variance 

explained in Conative Loyalty in Revised Model B was slightly higher than Revised Model A for 

the total sample (59.4% and 54.0%, respectively) and Non-Latino samples (55.0% and 53.0%, 

respectively). For the Latino sample, the variance explained in Conative Loyalty in the Revised 

Model A and Revised Model B were equal (63.2%). Because Model B was slightly better in 

terms of variance explained for the three samples, Model B was used in further analysis.  

Based on ethnic identity theory, acculturation theory, and Gacio Harrolle and Trail’s 

(2007) research, the additional constructs of ethnic identity and U.S. identity were added to Trail 

and colleagues’ (2005) original models. The non-significant relationships between Ethnic 

Identity and Conative Loyalty and between U.S. Identity and Conative Loyalty confirmed Gacio 

Harrolle and Trail’s (2007) results that showed ethnic identity and U.S. identity did not influence 

sport behavioral intentions. Conversely, these findings did not support Asbridge and colleagues’ 

(2005) previous research in which acculturation influenced consumption behaviors. Future 

models examining Latinos and sport consumption behaviors should not use ethnic identity or 

identity with the dominant culture as a predictive variable of sport fandom or conative loyalty. In 

the past fifteen years, acculturation research has developed a bidimensional model of 

acculturation (LaFromboise et al., 1993; Phinney, 1990; Zea et al. 2003). The strong correlation 

between Ethnic Identity and U.S. Identity (r = .60) within the findings confirmed the 

bidimensional model of acculturation and Gacio Harrolle and Trail’s (2007) previous research.  
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The strong positive relationships between Vicarious Achievement and Team 

Identification and between Vicarious Achievement and Self-Esteem supported self-esteem 

theory and previous sport management research (Sloan, 1989; Trail et al., 2007). The addition of 

vicarious achievement to the revised model contributed significantly to the additional variance 

explained in Conative Loyalty, thus extending the research of Trail et al. (2005). 

The past behaviors variable was added to the models based on Trail and colleagues’ 

(2006) findings that showed past behaviors influenced both identification with the team and 

conative loyalty. The relationship between past behaviors (i.e., attendance) and conative loyalty 

was not significant (only 3% variance explained) in the Revised Model B, thus contradicting 

Trail and colleagues’ (2006) previous findings that showed past attendance accounted for 24% of 

the variance in purchase intentions. This study was conducted during a special Hispanic weekend 

event; consequently, this may have been the only game participants attended this season, thus 

distorting the findings. Past attendance should be included in future research to test these 

relationships.      

When comparing the Latino and Non-Latino samples on Revised Model B, generally the 

paths between the latent constructs were very similar except for the relationships between Team 

Identification and Self-Esteem as previously depicted in the original Model B. However, Latinos 

(β = .48) demonstrated a much stronger relationship between Vicarious Achievement and Self-

Esteem than Non-Latinos (β = .13). For both Latinos and Non-Latinos, as the need for vicarious 

achievement increases so does identification with the team. For Non-Latinos, the relationship 

between Vicarious Achievement and Self-Esteem may be fully mediated by Team Identification. 

As identification with the team increases, Non-Latinos are more likely to BIRG and less likely to 

CORF, thus Non-Latinos may be more loyal fans. For Latinos, as the need for vicarious 
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achievement increases so do self-esteem responses and the likelihood of BIRGing behaviors, but 

CORFing behaviors do not necessarily vary. Additionally, BIRGing and CORFing responses do 

not vary based on the level of identification with the team, thus Latinos may be more likely to 

become “bandwagoners.”  

 The amount of variance explained in Conative Loyalty for the Revised Model B for all of 

the samples was considerably higher than the 49% of variance explained in the original model 

research (Trail et al., 2005) and the 11% of variance explained in Trail and colleagues’ (2003) 

conative loyalty model. The differences in the amount of variance explained may be due to the 

additional variables in the revised models. 

Marketers need to be aware of the differences in the relationships between the variables 

for Latinos and Non-Latinos. Regardless of their level of identification with the team, Latinos 

want to BIRG, thus marketers should provide opportunities for BIRGing behaviors.  For 

example, photo opportunities should be arranged before and after the game with a famous player 

or mascot thus increasing identification with the team and providing a BIRGing opportunity for 

the fan. Using current technology, marketers could go one step further and take digital photos 

and send them via email to the fan, therefore reinforcing identification with the team through 

emails received in the future. Additionally, tangible items that fans can take home that express 

BIRGing behaviors could improve conative loyalty. For example, providing t-shirts that 

associate a fan with the successful team (e.g., T-shirt slogan: “I am a member of the 2007 

National Championship team”). 

 Sport marketers should provide outlets for social interaction with fans and players. Social 

networking online has become a strong trend within the sport industry and sport marketing 

(Mickle, 2007). Teams should not only provide more opportunities for fans to engage with 
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players online through team websites, but also through social websites (e.g., facebook.com, 

myspace.com). 

Purpose 3/Study 2 

As hypothesized, significant differences existed among the subgroups of Latinos on 

identification with specific sports, and significant differences existed between Latinos and Non-

Latinos on identification with specific sports. Furthermore, as hypothesized, no significant 

differences existed among any of the subgroups of Latinos on sport consumption behaviors, but 

significant differences existed between Latinos and Non-Latinos on past attendance. The 

findings in study 2 supported the concepts shaped by identity theory such that social situations or 

ethnic groups (Burke & Tully, 1977) may influence an individual’s particular role identity (e.g., 

fan of baseball). The lack of differences among the groups on merchandise consumption 

supported the previous ethnic group comparison research by Berkowitz et al. (2005). Berkowitz 

et al. found that in general Latinos and Non-Latinos do not differ on the quantity of store brand 

purchases.  

Colombians had the lowest level of identification with American football (significantly 

lower than all other groups, 10% variance explained by group differences), while Non-Latinos 

had a higher level of identification than Puerto Ricans, but not Cubans. Relative to level of 

identification with baseball (5% variance explained by group differences), Puerto Ricans and 

Cubans had significantly higher mean scores than both Non-Latinos and Colombians. For 

identification with basketball (3% variance explained by group differences), Puerto Ricans had a 

significantly higher mean score than Colombians but Non-Latinos and Cubans did not differ 

from either the Puerto Ricans or Columbians. Identification with hockey (2% variance explained 

by group differences) was low across all groups and there were no significant group differences. 

Specific to the identification with soccer (14% variance explained by group differences), 
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Colombians had a significantly higher mean score than all other groups, and Cubans has a 

significantly higher mean score than Puerto Ricans.  

Interestingly, when sport consumption behaviors were examined, Non-Latinos and 

Latinos only differ on past attendance behaviors, with Non-Latinos going to two more games per 

season on average than the other three groups. These differences may be due to cultural 

differences between the groups. Latinos may enjoy watching the games on television as a group 

as opposed to actually attending the game. The differences may also be due to the cost associated 

with attending the games or the hassle associated with the complicated student lottery system.  

From a practical standpoint, sport marketers should realize that differences may or may 

not exist within Latino segments dependent upon the sport. In addition, differences may or may 

not exist between Latinos and Non-Latinos by sport and by behavior. Thus, marketers should 

research their potential Latino subgroups and market them accordingly. When higher levels of 

variance are explained by the group differences (e.g., identification with soccer, 14%), marketers 

should consider marketing to the Latino subgroups with the highest levels of identification.  For 

example, any level of soccer organization (e.g., professional, youth) who desires to market to the 

Latino segment might want to focus first on the Colombian market segment, because they were 

by far the highest level of soccer fans within the Latino groups studied.  

As professional sports have focused their attention on marketing to Latinos, many of 

them have pursued Latinos as a homogeneous group (Gacio Harrolle & Trail, 2007; Korzenny & 

Korzenny, 2005). Professional teams need to understand that the Latino market is diverse even 

though they speak a common language (i.e., Spanish). Marketers should focus their attention on 

specific groups based on the subgroups in their local geographical areas (e.g., Cubans in Miami) 

and on the groups more likely to consume their products (e.g., Puerto Ricans who possess the 
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highest level of identification with baseball). Marketers should spend extra time and financial 

resources researching the Latino subgroups in their marketing areas.  

Purpose 4/Study 3 

 While controlling for identification with the team, the findings showed no significant 

difference between conative loyalty before and after the sporting event. The results of study 3 

confirmed Kwon and Oh’s (2004) previous findings in which future intentions were not affected 

by attending the restaurant. On the other hand, the results disconfirmed Tipps and colleagues’ 

(2006) previous research in which conative loyalty showed a positive significant difference after 

being exposed to advertising.  

 As expected, fans with high levels of team identification will be less influenced by the 

outcome of the game and will typically consume sport products. From a practical standpoint, 

marketers can not control the outcome of the game, but they can provide opportunities for fans to 

maintain high levels of team identification. For example, marketers can provide opportunities for 

fans to interact with the team or provide social opportunities before and after the games.  

Recommendations for Future Research and Alternative Models 

     Many future research endeavors are possible. The primary suggestion for future research 

is to retest Revised Models A and B on larger Latino and Non-Latino samples. Future research 

should also examine Trail and colleagues’ (2005) original models and the revised models on 

additional populations such as other ethnic groups (e.g., Asians, Europeans). Even though a large 

percentage of conative loyalty was explained in the model results, a percentage of conative 

loyalty has not yet been explained. Future research should incorporate additional variables (e.g., 

environmental variables) in the models. Based on Trail and colleagues’ (2007) findings and the 

correlation between Team Identification and Conative Loyalty for the total sample (r = .45), 

future research should consider adding a path between Team Identification and Conative 
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Loyalty. Within the group comparisons, future research should include other Latino ethnic 

groups (e.g., Mexicans), and samples from multiple states (e.g., California, New York, Florida, 

Texas, etc.) in the U.S. should be examined in future studies. As the favored team in the sporting 

event won the contest, future research should attempt to examine pre and post conative loyalty 

after a loss. A more comprehensive and difficult suggestion for future research would be to 

pursue a longitudinal study that examined both actual behaviors and conative loyalty instead of 

just conative loyalty. 

Summary 

In summary, the Revised Models (A & B) explained more variance in Conative Loyalty 

thus providing a stronger motivation for marketers to include those variables in their marketing 

campaigns. Within the Revised Models (A & B), Ethnic Identity and U.S. Identity did not help in 

explaining conative loyalty and should be removed from further research. Model B fit the best 

and worked adequately well for the three samples (Latino, Non-Latino, and total). A few of the 

relationships among the variables in Model B differed by degree for Latinos and Non-Latinos. 

These differences indicate that Latino and Non-Latino groups should possibly be marketed 

differently based on these varied relationships. Furthermore, within the Latino market, 

differences existed among Latino subgroups on identification with specific sports. In terms of 

identification with different sports and attendance consumption behaviors, Latinos differ from 

Non-Latinos. Lastly, conative loyalty was not influenced by the outcome of the game after taking 

into account identification with the team. Comprehensively, these results indicate differences do 

exist not only between Latinos and Non-Latinos, but also among Latino subgroups. This study 

provided the first stage of sport management research into the Latino markets. Further research 

should expand and develop this area for sport managers and marketers to advance the 

understanding of conative loyalty, especially in Latino market segments. 
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