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Abstract  This paper presents a multidimensional scale 
for measuring brand commitment to football teams. 
Compared to previous research that used unidimensional 
measures, this multidimensional scale offers a better means 
of understanding fan behavior through the four constructs 
composing it – loyalty, involvement, satisfaction and 
performance. The scale was tested using three separate 
empirical survey studies and was found to be highly valid 
and reliable. These tests employed exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 
nomological network analysis. Football fan brand 
commitment was found to be highly correlated to attitudes 
toward the sport team, recommendation, purchase intentions, 
price premium and how fans identified with their football 
team.  

Keywords Brand Commitment, Attitude, 
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1. A New Brand Commitment Scale for 
Football Club Funs 

Introduction 
The importance of brand commitment for sport teams in 

understanding fan behavior has been widely discussed in the 
sport marketing literature. Wan and Pierce (2003) found that 
sport spectator identity is highly correlated with commitment 
to a sport team. Many (e. g. Bee and Havitz, 2010; Heere and 
Dickson 2008; Mahony et al., 2000; Martin 2013; Morgan 
and Hunt 1994; Kennett et al., 2001) studied the relationship 
of commitment to fan loyalty and satisfaction.  

However, in these studies, the researchers only 
implemented a direct and single scale to measure fan 
psychological commitment. In this research, following 
Keller and Lehmann’s (2006) work, it is suggested that 
commitment to a football club is a series of attachments that 
transcend straightforward loyalty and satisfaction. Drawing 

upon Shuv-Ami's (2012) 4E commitment scale, it is argued 
that fan commitment to a football club has four underlying 
dimensions. Two of these dimensions represent the affective 
component and two the calculative component of 
commitment. Underlying the affective component are 
feelings of loyalty that represent the emotional attachment 
and of involvement that represent the engagement 
attachment. The calculative component of commitment is 
based on satisfaction that reflects the attachment consequent 
to the shared experiences with the team and the perception of 
relative brand performance as the functional or evaluative 
attachment. 

Brand Commitment - the Theoretical Foundation 
In most marketing research, it assumed that brand 

commitment represents the relationship between the 
consumer and the brand. Researchers, however, are divided 
about the nature of this relationship with one school of 
thought regarding the relationship as reflecting an 
exchange-like nature (exchange perspective) and the other 
maintaining that it reflects an attachment or a bond to the 
brand (attachment perspective). From the exchange 
perspective, commitment is the desire to carry on into the 
future the durable and valued relationship with the brand 
(Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande 1992; Morgan and Hunt, 
1994; Dholakia, 1997; Samuelson and Sandivik, 1997; 
Gurviez and Korchia, 2002; Johnson et al., 2006; Walsh et al. 
2010; Belaid and Behi, 2011). Various other concepts are 
associated with the exchange perspective such as the 
development of stable relationships with partners; a 
willingness to accept short-term sacrifices in order to 
maintain the relationship; and the assurance of relationship 
stability (Anderson and Weitz, 1992). This type of exchange 
provides customers with the confidence that the brand's 
functional and affective benefits are greater than the benefits 
derived from ending the relationship (Geyskens et al., 1996). 

The psychological and economic attachment that a 
consumer may have towards a particular brand is regarded as 
the attachment perspective of brand commitment (Thomson 
et al., 2005). Marketing research in recent years has been 
utilizing the attachment perspective of brand commitment 
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(Hur et al., 2011; Iglesias, Singh and Casabayó 2011; 
Royo-Vela and Casamassima, 2011) mainly in studying the 
affective commitment component of employees to their 
workplace. The studies were carried out primarily in the 
context of organizational behavior (Meyer and Allen, 1991). 
Klein et al. (2009), recognizing that a bond or attachment 
could also represent feelings and not just perceptions, 
defined commitment as the extent to which individuals 
regard themselves as bound to a given target. A "series of 
attachments" (Keller and Lehmann 2006, p. 745) form the 
relationship with the brand, with brand equity as the critical 
driver (Park et al., 2010). 

This research follows the same line of approach with 
brand commitment representing the overall attachment or 
bond that consumers have toward a brand with which they 
desire to continue a valued relationship by re-using, 
re-buying and re-patronizing (Shuv-Ami, 2012). There are 
both attitudinal and behavioral dimensions to this type of 
brand commitment. The attitudinal dimension reflects 
performance perceptions of "evaluation attachment" and 
feelings of "emotional attachment" (Klein et al., 2009; 
Rusbult and Buunk, 1993). The experience consumers 
potentially have with the brand's perceived benefits are 
reflected by the behavioral dimension. As Keller (2005) 
notes, the consumer’s attachment or bond of commitment 
with a brand develops over time and these brand experiences 
are an integral part of life (Fournier, 1998). Such attachments 
are experiential (Oriol et al., 2011; Rusbult and Buunk, 1993) 
and as such they are likely to lead to "experiential 
attachment”. (Mollen and Wilson, 2010).  

In the literature devoted to organizational commitment, 
there is a well-established distinction between attitudinal and 
behavioral commitment (Meyer and Allen, 1991). The 
behavioral component of commitment represents the 
calculative pledge of job characteristics (job performance) 
and satisfaction (Kidron, 1978). The affective component of 
commitment is regarded as the individual’s emotional 
attachment to the goals and values of the organization 
(Meyer and Allen 1991). Calculative commitment, 
marketing research suggests, is related to the brand’s 
economical and functional attributes while affective 
commitment is connected to the emotional pleasure and care 
the customer feels (Gustafsson et al., 2005). In line with the 
predominant body of thought in organizational commitment 
literature (Allen and Meyer 1990; Solinger et al., 2008), this 
current research regards loyalty and involvement as 
representing emotional attitudes and as likely to constitute 
the affective component of brand commitment  

In terms of this theoretical framework, this research 
suggests that the calculative component of brand 
commitment includes a functional or "evaluation 
attachment", i.e., the evaluation of brand performance 
relative to alternatives. Consumer satisfaction with the brand 
experience is represented by the “experiential attachment" 
while the affective component of brand commitment is 
represented by the "emotional attachment" i.e., the feelings 
of loyalty toward the brand and by the "engagement 

attachment" that comprises the degree of involvement with 
the brand. 

Brand loyalty is accepted as "a commitment to rebuy or to 
re-patronize a preferred product or service" (Kotler and 
Keller, 2009, p. 786). Accordingly, this dimension of 
commitment becomes, in fact, an emotional attachment 
leading to the desire to repurchase or patronize a preferred 
brand. In accordance with Oliver’s remarks (1999, p. 37) 
"…conative loyalty brings the consumer to a stronger level 
of loyalty commitment". Loyalty in our research constitutes 
an integral part of commitment. Looking at the matter in 
more practical terms, fans will express their loyalty to a 
football team by continuing to watch (rebuy and re-patronize) 
their team. 

Oliver (1996, p. 10) looks at brand satisfaction as the "end 
state of consumption or patronization; it is reinforcing 
pleasurable experience". Accordingly, another facet of brand 
commitment that emerges is a type of satisfaction that 
reflects an experiential attachment. In other words, this 
attachment represents the pleasurable experience of 
attachment that fans have for their football team. Therefore, 
commitment and/or attachment among consumers (fans) is 
related to the degree that a brand (team) provides an 
experience that evokes pleasure . 

As Schiffman et al. (2010, p.229) note, brand involvement 
is "the degree of personal relevance that the product or 
purchase holds for that consumer. This facet of brand 
commitment reflects an engagement attachment and thus the 
emotional interest and importance of the brand to the 
consumer (Korgaonkar and Moschis 1982; Zaichkowsky, 
1985; Ratchford, 1987; Zinkhan and Locader, 1988). 
Furthermore, involvement with a brand is related to brand 
loyalty (Ray, 1973; Simon and Walker, 2003) and affects the 
extent of consumer information search, the size of the 
evoked set and the nature of brand loyalty (Howard and 
Sheth, 1969).  

Relative brand performance is the last dimension of brand 
commitment. A dimension representing both the “attraction 
of alternative brands” and the “ambivalence” with which the 
brand is used. This aspect of brand commitment is an 
evaluation attachment to the brand. In terms of this 
attachment, attributes between competing brands are 
compared and questions are raised as to whether other brands 
are worthwhile purchasing and using. Keller (1993, 2008) 
and Keller and Lehmann (2006), suggested that in the 
construct that underlies the value of the brand for the 
consumer, the perception of brand performance is important. 
Keller (2008, p. 38) stated that "Branding is all about 
differences" in performance (outcomes, value-added etc.). In 
fact, Sung and Choi (2010) recently demonstrated that less 
attractive alternatives can lead to a higher level of consumer 
commitment to a brand. Thus, it is suggested here that 
“perception of relative brand performance” relates to two 
measures of the conversion model (Hofmeyr and Rice, 2000): 
the “attraction of alternatives” and “ambivalence” about the 
brand she or he is currently using. 
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Hypotheses 
The four attachments (the 4E’s) -- evaluation, experiential, 

emotional and engagement -- to the brand commitment scale 
are reflective (Shuv-Ami, 2012). That is, the direction of 
causality (Jarvis et al., 2003) relates to the calculative and 
affective components of commitment. These components are 
subsequently related to the specific 4E aspects (Figure 1). 
Brand commitment, or what is referred to here as “degree of 
attachment" to the brand, is reflected in each of the four 
underlying dimensions that constitute a reflective model 
with the dimensions reflecting a high correlation (Jarvis el at. 
2003).  

 
Source: Shuv-Ami (2012), p. 287. 

Figure 1.  The 4E theoretical conceptualizations of the brand commitment 
construct 

These four related constructs, which have been widely 
discussed in the marketing literature, combine to create a 
scale of loyalty, involvement, satisfaction and performance 
that represent the degree that the 4E's are attached to the 
brand or brand commitment. Consequently, from the above 
theoretical research, we can develop three hypotheses 
regarding both the measurement and structural parts of the 
brand commitment's nomological net: 

H1: Four oblique first-order factors - involvement, 
satisfaction, loyalty and performance - suffice to account for 
covariations of the brand commitment scale items. 

H2: Two oblique second-order factors – affective and 
calculative - explain the covariation among the four 
first-order factors. 

H3: An overall brand commitment underlies the two 
second-order factors. 

Figure 2 depicts these first three hypotheses within a 
comprehensive structural one third-order factor 
measurement model for the brand commitment scale. 

The fourth hypothesis attempts to establish the 
nomological validity of the brand commitment scale that the 
current research suggests. The validity of scale is tested 

against four variables: overall attitude, the preferred brand, 
purchase intention and recommendation.  

 
Figure 2.  Hypothesized one third-order factor measurement model for the 
brand commitment scale 

Models and theories of consumer behavior that such 
researchers, among others, as Howard and Sheth (1969) and 
Oliver (1999) have developed, suggest that attitude affects 
satisfaction and loyalty, which, in turn, affect preference. 
Since satisfaction and loyalty are part-and-parcel of the 
commitment scale (as constructed in the current research and 
as suggested by Allen and Meyer (1990), it is 
methodologically valid to hypothesize that most committed 
consumers, compared to the uncommitted, will display a 
higher overall regard and preference for the brand they are 
committed to.  

In the “Customer Development Process” model (Kotler 
and Keller, 2009, p.157), members in a customer club tend to 
be brand advocates. Similarly, Hofmeyr and Rice (2000, p.6) 
argued that “at a higher end of commitment, committed 
consumers act as advocates for the brand, exhorting others to 
use it.” 

Price premium represents “How much extra are customers 
willing to pay for a comparable product because of its brand?” 
(Keller 2008, pp. 321-322). In his "Brand Equity Ten" model, 
Aaker (1996) used price premium as a loyalty measure that is 
associated with satisfaction. Keller (2008) suggested that 
price premium is a result of the customer’s “mindset” that 
leads to brand loyalty and attachment. As Keller and 
Lehmann (2006) suggested, brand commitment is a series of 
attachments and both loyalty and satisfaction represent two 
of the attachments underlining the brand commitment 
measure (Shuv-Ami 2012). Thus, it is also expected that fans 
will be willing to pay more for the various elements (such as 
tickets or merchandising items) associated with the football 
team to which they are committed.  

Sport spectator identity represents the degree to which 
spectators identify with their sport team (Wan and 
Branscombe 1993). Wan and Pierce (2003) found that sport 
spectator identity is highly correlated with commitment to a 
sport team and hence this kind of correlation it is also 
expected here. 
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Therefore, it is hypothesized that: 
H4: The total score of brand commitment will correlate 

positively with overall attitude toward the brand, 
recommendation, purchase intentions, price premium and 
sport spectator identity. 

2. Methodology 
The Samples 

The purpose of the present analysis was to construct a 
new operationalization for the re-conceptualized fan 
commitment construct. The commitment scale was 
subjected to calibration and validation by applying 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis (CFA) and nomological network validity. In order 
to test the commitment scale the current research used on 
three separate empirical survey studies, one for each 
validation process. Each study is distinct from the others and 
embodies separate and independent identities.  

1. In study 1 EFA has been employed. The participants 
of this study included 320 Israeli football fans. 
Participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 69 with a mean 
age of 36.6 (sd = 13.9); 60% were males; and 56% 
had an academic education. 

2. The participants in Study 2 consisted of 245 Israeli 
football fans. Participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 77 
with a mean age of 37.5 (sd = 14.2); 59% were males; 
and 56% had an academic education. In this study 
CFA has been employed. 

3. Study 3 has tested the nomological network validity. 
The study participants encompassed 314 Israeli 
football fans. Participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 81 
with a mean age of 38.1 (sd = 14.9); 55% were males; 
and 56% had an academic education. 

Measurements 
A major purpose of the current analysis was to construct a 

new operationalization for the re-conceptualized brand 
commitment construct of sport team fans. The four measures 
of the suggested commitment dimensions adopted from 
Shuv-Ami (2012) used three items on a 10-point 
agree-disagree scale. The use of three items per scale enables 
a parsimonious validation of the suggested measurement 
model via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) without any 
problem of identification (Worthington and Whittaker 2006). 

Additionally, overall attitude was measured accordingly: 
“Please rate from 1 to 10 the way you generally feel about 
(think of) your team, with one indicating ‘a very poor brand’ 
and 10 ‘a very good brand’”. Recommendation intention was 
measured using a modified Markey and Reichheld (2008) 
advocate measure (Net Promoter Scores - NPS): “Please rate 
from 1 to 10 how likely are you to recommend that your 
friends or relatives become members of your team fan club, 
where 1 indicates ‘Definitely will not recommend’ and 10 
‘Definitely will recommend’”. Purchase intention was 
measured by the question "Please rate from 1 to 10 how 

likely are you to go to your team’s next season games, where 
1 indicates ‘Very unlikely’ and 10 ‘Very likely’”. 

Following Keller’s (2008) notion of price premium and 
using a 10-point agree-disagree scale, the following 
statement was used; “I am willing to pay more to continue to 
be a fan of my main sport team.” Sport spectator identity was 
measured on a 10-point agree-disagree scale using the seven 
items measure that Wan and Branscombe (1993) developed. 
Thus measure was found to be highly reliable with a 
Cronbach's α of 0.94.  

Analytic strategy and scale development 
The validation was based on two hypothesized models 

for the scale: a measurement model and a structural model. 
The hypothesized measurement model for the brand 
commitment scale (see Figure 2) represents three surfaces: 
an overt surface with 12 observable items; a first-order 
latent surface with four factors – brand loyalty, brand 
satisfaction, brand involvement and brand performance; a 
second-order latent surface with two factors – loyalty + 
involvement (affective) and satisfaction + performance 
(calculative); and a third-order latent surface with one factor 
- brand commitment. According to the model, the items 
serve as overt manifestations for the latent first-order 
factors, as follows: brand involvement; brand satisfaction; 
brand loyalty; and brand performance. The four first-order 
factors serve as reflective indicators for the two 
second-order factors, which exist at a higher level of 
abstraction. These two second-order factors are indicators 
for the brand commitment construct. Positive associations 
are thus expected between items from each first-order factor, 
between the four first-order factors, and between the two 
second-order factors. The hypothesized structural model for 
the brand commitment scale (see Figure 2) represents its 
nomological network with respect to its relations with other 
relevant scales. 

Construct validity for the new brand commitment scale 
was assessed with respect both to the factorial validity of 
the measurement model for the scale and to the nomological 
validity of its structural model (Messick, 1989). Following 
the recommended two-step approach of Anderson and 
Gerbing (1988), the validity of the measurement model was 
tested prior to testing the structural part (Anderson and 
Gerbing, 1988).  

Since a modified scale was validated, it was subjected 
first to Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) in order to test 
its factorial validity. The EFA served as a preliminary, 
indirect test for the plausibility of the hypothesized 
measurement model (Worthington and Whittaker, 2006). 

The hypothesized measurement model was further tested 
directly via the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
procedure in the structural equation modeling (SEM) 
approach. The fit of the model as an explanation for the 
relationships between the observed items was tested against 
their variance-covariance matrix (Brown, 2006; Bollen, 
1989; Kline, 2005). For comparison purposes, the 
hypothesized model was compared to three other more 
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restricted or more elaborate models in a nested sequence: 
the most restricted model seeks to account for inter-item 
covariations with only one first-order latent factor (one 
first-order factor model); the most elaborate model accounts 
for item covariations with four correlated first-order factors 
(four correlated first-order factor model); and a more 
restricted model that tries to account also for covariation 
between the four first-order factors with a single 
second-order factor (one second-order factor model).  

After the measurement model was evaluated, the 
nomological validity of the brand commitment scale was 
assessed by testing its relations with other relevant scales in 
its assumed nomological network (Benson 1998, Cronbach, 
1989, Cronbach and Meehl 1955). The variables were 
overall attitudes, recommendation, intention, price premium 
and sport spectator identity. 

STUDY 1: Exploratory Factor Analysis: Football 
The 12-items of the Brand Commitment Scale were 

subjected to exploratory factor analysis with oblique rotation. 
According the criterions of eigenvalue > 1 and Scree test 
(Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006) four factors 

were extracted. On the basis of hypothesized structure and 
items content, I labeled the four factors involvement, 
satisfaction, performance and loyalty. These factors 
accounted for 85.6% of the common variance, above the 
recommended minimum threshold of 60%. The four factors 
solution is presented in table 1. With the exception of one 
item, all items loaded highest on the appropriate factor and 
had substantive loadings that exceeded .7. Only one item 
which presumed to reflect loyalty loaded one the 
involvement factor as well. No other item found to have 
cross loading the exceeded .3 on the non-primary factor. 

Alpha coefficients for the three-item involvement, 
satisfaction, performance, and loyalty were .93, .90, .88, 
and .90, respectively. Correlations among the unit-weighted 
scale scores were similar to those between the factors. 
Correlations among the factors ranged between .54 to .78 
and none of the correlation were found to exceed .90, 
suggesting discrimination between the factors. The 
substantial correlations found between the factors justified 
the use of the oblique rotation and suggested higher order 
constructs.  

Table 1.  Factor analysis of the football brand commitment scale 

 Factors  
Brand commitment items Involvement Satisfaction Performance  Loyalty Communalities 

I am connected and emotionally involved with my football 
team .93    .90 

My football team is important for me .90    .88 
I am involved and interested in my football team .86    .87 

I am satisfied with the way my football team meets my 
expectations  .97   .85 

I am satisfied with my football team  .86   .88 
I am satisfied with the way my football team suited my needs  .74   .88 

My football team has higher quality than other competing 
teams   .89  .81 

My football team has advantages that other competing teams 
don't   .87  .89 

In most aspects, my football team is better than other 
competing teams   .70  .85 

I will not stop being a fan of my football team even if they 
loses every game this season    .93 .86 

I will not be a fan of another football team if the football team 
loses every game this season    .91 .92 

I consider myself loyal to my football team .52   .45 .90 
Rotated eigenvalue 6.06 4.90 6.00 4.59  

% of explained variancea 25.6% 21.8% 19.8% 18.4%  
 

Correlations and reliabilities (in parentheses) 
Involvement (.93)     
Satisfaction .64** (.90)    
Performance .70** .78** (.88)   

Loyalty .73** .54** .66** (.90)  
Note. N = 143. 
All factor loadings > .30 are presented in the table. 
a. Rough estimates based on eigenvalues from the orthogonal, varimax rotation (cannot be estimated for the oblimin rotation due to confounded factors 
contribution). 
** p < .01 



 Advances in Economics and Business 4(5): 250-260, 2016  255 
 

STUDY 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Football 
The hypothesized measurement model was further tested 

directly via the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
procedure in the structural equation modeling (SEM) 
approach. The fit of the model as an explanation for the 
relationships between the observed items was tested against 
their variance-covariance matrix (Brown, 2006; Bollen, 
1989; Kline, 2005). For comparison purposes, the 
hypothesized model was compared to three other more 
restricted or more elaborate models in a nested sequence: the 
most restricted model seeks to account for inter-item 
covariations with only one first-order latent factor (one 
first-order factor model); the most elaborate model accounts 
for item covariations with four correlated first-order factors 
(four correlated first-order factor model); and a more 
restricted model that tries to account also for covariation 
between the four first-order factors with a single 
second-order factor (one second-order factor model). 

In order to validate the hypothesized one-third order factor 
model Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used. 
Additional, three-nested models – a first-order factor model, 
a second-order factor model, and a four-correlated fist-order 
factor model – were also tested for comparison purposes. 
CFA was analyzed with AMOS 18.0 structural equation 
modeling (Arbuckle, 2009) using the maximum-likelihood 
estimation method. The models fit was assessed using the 
following goodness-of-fit indices (see Hu & Bentler; 1999): 
Chi-square (Tabachnik and Fidell, 2007), Standardized 
Root-Mean-Square Residual (SRMR; Kline, 1998), Normed 
Fit Index (NFI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980), Tucker-Lewis 
Index (TLI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980), Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI; Rigdon, 1996), and Akaike Information Criterion (AIC; 
Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). A NFI, CFI, and TLI close to or 

greater than .95, and SRMR equal to or less than .08, are 
indicative of an acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler; 1999; 
Tabachnik and Fidell, 2007). Model comparisons were based 
on the Chi-square per df difference and on differences 
between the models fit indices. 

CFA results for the hypothesized model and the additional 
three comparison models are presented in table 2. As can be 
seen in the table the one first-order factor model had 
unacceptable fit indices suggesting that the most restricted 
model is inappropriate for explaining the scale's inter-items 
covariation. The hypothesized one third-order factor model, 
the one second-order factor model, and the four correlated 
first-order factor model showed acceptable fit to the data. 
Comparisons among the three acceptable models revealed 
that the one second-order factor model had significantly 
worse fit indices compare to the hypothesized one 
third-order factor model. The four correlated first-order 
factor model was not significantly different from the one 
third-order factor model however the one third-order factor 
model was superior in terms of parsimony as indicated by 
more degrees of freedom and lower AIC.  

The one third-order factor model standardized coefficients 
are presented in Figure 3. All items loadings on respective 
first-order factors were greater than .85 suggesting good 
convergence. Second and third order loading exceeded .85 as 
well, suggesting that higher order factors explain more than 
the recommended half of the variance in the lower order 
factors. The composite reliability for the loyalty, 
involvement, satisfaction, and performance were high 
(.92, .94, .91, and .92, respectively). Overall, evidence for 
convergent validity was gained and the hypothesized model 
can, thus, be considered as a plausible and sufficient 
measurement for the football commitment scale. 

Table 2.  Fit indices for the alternative measurement models of the football brand commitment scale 

Model χ2 df. 

Standardized 
Root-Mean-Sq
uare Residual 

(SRMR) 

Normed 
Fit Index 

(NFI) 

Tucker-Le
wis Index 

(TLI) 

Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI) 

Akaike 
Information 

Criterion (AIC) 
Δχ2(df) a 

One first-order 
factor model 688.15 54 .08 .79 .76 .80 760.15 468.86 (5)*** 

One second-order 
factor model 262.96 50 .07 .92 .91 .93 342.96 53.67 (1)*** 

Four correlated 
first-order factor 

model 
208.96 48 .05 .93 .93 .95 292.95 0.33 (1) 

One third-order 
factor model 

(Hypothesized)b 
209.29 49 .05 .94 .93 .95 291.29  

Note. *** p < .001 
a. Δχ2(df) represent the difference in comparison to the hypothesized model. 
b. For identification purpose, the loading of the first item in each first and second-order factor was set to 1, and the disturbances of the two second-order 
factors were constraint to be equal. 
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Note: All loadings are significant at the p < .001. 

Figure 3.  Standardized loadings for the one third-order factor structure 

Table 3.  Correlations between the research variables. 

 
Brand 

commitment 
Overall 
attitude Recommendation Intentions Price premium Sport spectator 

identity 
Overall attitude .67*** --         

Recommendation .69*** .70*** --    
Intentions .64*** .51*** .63*** --   

Price premium .69*** .47*** .55*** .60*** --  
Sport Spectator Identity .72*** .52*** .58*** .61*** .64***  -- 

Note. *** p < .001 

STUDY 3: Nomological network: Football 
The Brand commitment scale items were as in study 1. 

The internal reliabilities for the brand commitment 
sub-scales were high: involvement α = .92; satisfaction α 
= .88; loyalty α = .90, and performance α = .87. Internal 
reliability for the total scale was high as well (Cronbach's α 
= .95).  

3. Results 
The nomological validity of the football brand 

commitment scale was assessed by testing its relations with 
three relevant scales in its hypothesized nomological 
network (Benson 1998, Cronbach, 1989, Cronbach and 
Meehl 1955). Table 3 presents the correlations between the 

research variables. As expected, results indicate significant 
and strong correlations between the football brand 
commitment scores and overall attitudes, recommendation, 
intention, price premium and sport spectator identity. Thus 
these correlations provide evidence for the nomological 
validity of the football brand commitment scale. 

4. Conclusions and Discussions 
Commitment is one of the most important customer 

constructs for measuring the success of a brand in the 
marketplace (Hofmeyr and Rice, 2000). As suggested in the 
marketing literature (e. g., Hofmeyr and Rice 2000; Howard 
and Sheth 1969; Keller 2008; Oliver 1999), the current study 
found that commitment is strongly correlated with the 
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decisions that football fans make in regard to consumption 
(attitudes, recommendations, intentions and price premium) 
and that loyalty and satisfaction are part of four attachments 
underlying the brand commitment of fans (Hofmeyr and 
Rice, 2000: Shuv-Ami 2012). Similar to previous research 
(Wan and Pierce 2003), the current study shows that fan 
brand commitment was also strongly associated with the fans’ 
identification with their football team.  

Using EFA, CFA and nomological network analysis, it has 
been established in the current research that the new and 
multi-dimensional scale (Shuv-Ami, 2012) that has been 
developed to measure fans’ commitment (4E) to their 
football team is valid and reliable. This multi-dimensional 
scale may provide better insight into fan behavior than 
previous uni-dimensional scale researches (e.g., Bee and 
Havitz, 2010; Heere and Dickson 2008; Mahony et al., 2000; 
Martin 2013; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Kennett et al., 2001). 
The dimensions of this new scale provide a better 
understanding of four important constructs, representing four 
types of attachments fans may have to their football club -- 
loyalty, involvement, satisfaction and performance.  

Four alternative measurement models were tested and the 
hypothesized one third-order factor model was found to be a 
plausible and sufficient measurement of the football 
commitment scale. Football fans brand commitment is a 
reflective measure that, according to the nomological 
network of the scale, shows a direct causality link to its 
components. The data supports the first hypothesis showing 
four oblique first-order factors - involvement, satisfaction, 
loyalty and performance. The results also support the second 
and third hypotheses as well. The nomological network of 
the brand commitment scale shows that the direction of 
causality is from commitment to the calculative and affective 
components of commitment (H3) and then to involvement, 
satisfaction, loyalty and performance (H2). As expected, in 
the fourth hypothesis there were strong correlations between 
the football brand commitment scores and overall attitudes 
and recommendations, intentions, price premium and sport 
spectator identity provide the nomological validity for the 
proposed football brand commitment scale. While attitudes, 
recommendations, intentions and price premium represent 
aspects of decision-making among customers, sport 
spectator identity represents personal identification with the 
football team. While the results show a strong relationship 
between football fans’ brand commitment and their spectator 
identity, it would be interesting to see what would happen 
when their team does not meet their expectations. Hence, 
presumably spectator identification with their football team 
will decline when team performance and satisfaction are 
low.  

The attachment of fans to their football team is both 
functional and emotional (Rusbult and Buunk, 1993; Klein et 
al., 2009). The functional aspect of the attachment represents 
the evaluation of the team performance ("evaluation 
attachment") and the satisfaction with the experience the fan 
has with his team ("experiential attachment"). The emotional 
aspect of the attachment represents the feelings of loyalty 

("emotional attachment") and involvement with everything 
that is related to the team ("engagement attachment"). 
Accordingly, we conclude that the commitment of fans to 
their club is a composite of all of these four dimensions and 
not uni-dimensional. 

The fan commitment scale also offers a system for 
categorizing fans into: “real” fans (the top three ranks of the 
scale); “weak”, “fashionable” or “occasional” fans (the 
lowest three ranks of the scale); and “ambivalent” fans (the 
middle four ranks of the scale). Each group behaves 
differently towards its respective football team. Typically, 
when a team shows negative results over a period of time 
(especially if it slides into a lower league) the losing fans 
may display anger, sullenness, humiliation and resentment 
(Kerr et. al. 2005). Such feelings may weaken the fans’ 
functional attachment and compromises their commitment to 
the club. However, for “real” fans, the emotional dimension 
is most significant and the attachment is long-term and 
strong and they are likely to display their support even when 
the team is undergoing a crisis. Social factors also can affect 
the nature of the commitment. For example, those fans may 
be residing in the same city as their losing team and that 
many friends may also be fans of this same club strengthens 
involvement and potentially offsets the detachment forces. 
Commitment under such conditions will weaken, but fans 
will most likely remain brand faithful with the probability 
decreasing with a lowering scale rank (see above).  

The research suggests that brand commitment, as 
measured by the 4E scale, is a valuable and valid means for 
measuring fan attachment to their football team. In regard to 
future research, it might be valuable to study the impact of 
the 4E scale on fan behavior relative to each dimension of 
football team commitment at games and at other times. It 
would also be interesting to test the four-dimension 
commitment scale (4E) on other sports as well and to 
compare results.  

This research has also highlighted the need to study and 
analyze fans in a multi-dimensional and multi-context 
manner. This will not only provide valuable scholarly 
knowledge, but also furnish teams with an understanding of 
the true and underlying needs/wants of fans and the means to 
achieve the maximum commitment, ultimately maximizing 
both the number of fans and the benefits to the team per fan. 
It is suggested therefore that further research should be 
undertaken with to delineate the fan’s profile both in terms of 
exhibited behavior and its causes and to construct a 
comprehensive value chain/cycle incorporating all 
stakeholders.  

In team management terms -- economic, social or other 
type of subjectively perceived ‘success’ (Rossi et al., 2013; 
Kartakoullis et al., 2013a) -- a team’s destiny is largely 
defined by its ability to build and sustain a substantial mass 
of fans. When the body of fans becomes a truly “real” entity 
in the sense presented in this paper, it becomes difficult to 
differentiate between the team and its fans. Their 
relationship is not just a question of strength, it becomes 
symbiotic, an interdependent relationship where each is in 



258 Brand Commitment to Football Teams: A Multidimensional Scale   
 

inextricably linked with the other. Understanding the nature 
of fan commitment, and comprehending its breadth, depth 
and cause is the key to understanding the club itself and the 
way forward. 
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