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ABSTRACT
This dissertation compared college football and NFL fans regarding social media
consumption and production utilizing a social identity approach. More specifically, the degree to
which team identification and fan identification played a role in the social media use of both
groups was analyzed. A total of 586 fans who scored either 1-4 or 8-11 on an 11-point scale
responded to a survey that examined respondent’s team and fan identification, as well as social
media consumption, creation, and sharing behaviors. Results indicated that college football fans
generally identified with fellow fans of their favorite football team and consumed, created, and
shared social media more frequently and with greater intensity than their NFL counterparts.
Team identification and fan identification were both positive predictors of social media
consumption, creation, and sharing among football fans in general, while there were some
differences in these predictors between college football and NFL fans. Key differences included
fan identification predicted social media consumption and creation, while team identification
predicted social media sharing among both college and NFL fans. This study was one of the first
to examine two different levels of fans of the same sport and how social media use differed
between the two groups. Theoretical contributions to the social identity approach and practical
implications of the findings concerning media psychology and sport psychology are also given.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Over 200 million Americans would describe themselves as sports fans in one way or
another (Jones, 2017). In comparison, nearly 138 million Americans voted in the 2016 United
States presidential election (Gould & Harrington, 2016). What is clear from this is that
Americans certainly hold sports near and dear to their hearts; perhaps even more so than
exercising their democratic right to vote. While political divides can certainly pull people apart,
sports hold the capacity to bring people together. Sports is an institution in American culture that
not only bonds people collectively but can speak in a language that reaches across racial, age,
and cultural boundaries. While other identities are important to individuals, such as being a
parent, a member of a religious group, or a member of an ethnic group, sports fanship is a unique
identity that individuals ascribe to themselves and express to others (Lewis & Gantz, 2018),
warranting academic inquiry in terms of expression and importance to an individual. Sports
fanship expression has become one way of sharing such an important identity to others. While
sports fanship expression can manifest itself in a number of ways (e.g. wearing team apparel,
placing a team logo bumper sticker on one’s car, or displaying a team pennant in an office) social
media is one emerging way of expressing one’s identity to others. Sports fanship expression on
social media deserves a larger academic examination due to its influence on psychology and
communication as a whole. It is important to note that when fans use the terms “fanship” and
“fandom”, they often assume they are talking about the same thing. However, scholars find value
in making the distinction between the two terms. Fanship examines a connection one has with
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their favorite sports team while fandom examines a connection one has with other fans of their
favorite sports team (Reysen & Branscombe, 2010).
Sports and the fan culture that surrounds it influences American society significantly in a
number of ways. Sports connects individuals with a common bond, generates billions of dollars
in advertising and merchandising sales, and brings elation and frustration alike to the fans that
follow it (Raney, 2006). Particularly, football is a sport that has ingrained itself into the fabric of
American culture. ESPN’s Sal Paolantonio (2008) even wrote an entire book about how the sport
of football explains America itself. Approximately 37 percent of all Americans say that football
(college or professional) is their favorite sport to watch, more than three times as much as the
second most favorite sport: basketball at 11 percent (Norman, 2018). Put simply, football has a
major relevance in American culture and society that cannot be rivaled by any other sport.
Indeed, this favoritism towards football can be seen in television ratings of games. The
most watched program in American television history was Super Bowl XLIX with 114 million
viewers tuning into the game (Flint, 2015). In a seminal piece that was one of the first academic
explorations of professional football, Real (1975) noted that the Super Bowl is not a game, but
rather a “mythical spectacle”, something that is only magnified over 40 years later. While the
great exhibition of the Super Bowl is almost assuredly to draw viewers from football and nonfootball fans alike, the NFL and their teams have a loyal following in general. From the time the
2018 NFL season began in September to the end of the calendar year, the NFL generated 46 of
the top 50 broadcasts on primetime network television (Breech, 2019). The NFL also holds 19 of
the top 20 television ratings in American broadcast history, with only the series finale of
M*A*S*H as the lone non-Super Bowl telecast (“Super Bowl XLV”, 2011; “Super Bowl LIII”,
2019).
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Similarly, college football has an impression on American culture that only professional
football can match (Falk, 2005). As an example, a college football has been noted to affect the
amount of college applicants who send their ACT or SAT scores to a school who has a highly
successful team (Pope & Pope, 2014). The increased amount of applications to a university with
a successful football team was dubbed the “Flutie Factor” by Sperber (2000, p. 60) after Boston
College saw a spike in applicants after Doug Flutie’s Hail Mary to win against the University of
Miami. College football has also been shown to sway overall grades (albeit in a negative
manner) at the institution when their football team is doing well (Lindo, Swensen, & Waddell,
2012). College football also does relatively well on television, with six of the 2018-19 College
Football Playoff games airing on ESPN generating five of the top six broadcasts on cable
television (“2018-19 report”, 2019). Nearly 17.5 million people watched the Southeastern
Conference championship game between the University of Alabama and the University of
Georgia football teams, making it the most watched regular season game of the previous seven
years (“2018-19 report”, 2019). It is important to note, however, that multiple college football
games are broadcast at the same time on several different television networks, while the NFL’s
television contracts mandate that only one game is shown on two different networks (Draper,
2017). While individual television ratings for college football games pale in comparison to NFL
games, the total number of people watching may be just as large.
As these data show, football (whether it is college or professional) is still thriving on
conventional television, even as an increasing amount of cable customers are becoming “cord
cutters” (Tefertiller, 2018). With a traditional media source still reigning large in the sports
dimension, how does new media fit into this mix in terms of fanship, identity, and media
consumption and production? It is of chief importance that the continuing academic study of
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sports includes the understanding of fans of both college and professional football and to
compare and contrast the two in tandem as well because of their massive influence on American
culture and society. While the same sport is played, the similarities almost stop there.
Differences between simple concepts such as rules, schedule length, and roster size are easily
seen comparing college football and professional football. More complicated matters such as
player compensation, team (or in the case of college football, university) loyalty, and
style/quality of play are also prevalent in these comparisons. With these issues in mind, it is
important to understand the differences between the fans of college and professional football as
well. If the two versions of the same sport have so many differences, why would it be assumed
that their fanbases would be the same? As such, the time is right for an investigation into the two
biggest sport fanbases in America and their use of social media to facilitate fanship, fandom and
team identification.
Social media has increasingly become an important facet in everyday life for Americans.
Approximately 68 percent of American adults are active users of the social media site Facebook,
for example (Smith & Anderson, 2018). With recent rapid advancements in technology, people
have the ability to reach out to anyone at any time, nearly anywhere. Such power to connect to
the largest amount of people in human history lends itself to playing an important role in how
people use such mediums to express who they are to others. Hall (2018) notes that social media
consumption is often done with simply browsing social media networks. Compared to social
media consumption, “social media production can be a more significantly involved process as …
people are instilling more efforts to vocalize their alternative expressions and showcase their
creative work to the public” (Choi & Behm-Morawitz, 2019; p. 1). While conceptually different,
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social media consumption and production are cut from the same cloth; using social media as a
way to express one’s identity and self-concept in one way or another.
Use of social media for sports, particularly in the context of fanship, fandom, team
identification, and fan identification has received considerable academic attention (Filo, Lock &
Karg, 2015) in recent years. These investigations into sports and social media have become a
source for understanding how certain groups use new media to consume information about their
favorite teams, express their identities, and interact with others with similar interests (Clavio &
Walsh, 2014; Lewis & Gantz, 2018; Sanderson, 2011). These previous academic investigations
of both college and professional football warrant a new, true comparison between each type of
football fans built from a foundation that is mindful of the major differences between college and
professional football and of the previous studies that examine both types of football in a vacuum.
This dissertation proposes to understand both the similarities and differences between
NFL fans and college football fans in terms of fanship, fandom, team identification, fan
identification, and social media consumption and production. This scholarly investigation of
comparing the two types of football would be the first to examine each of the variables of
interest in terms of interaction with each other, particularly with social media consumption and
production. This dissertation also aims to further separate, operationalize, and “set the record
straight” when it comes to the conceptualization of the terms fanship, fandom, team
identification, and fan identification in sports communication literature. While this might be an
ambitious goal, this dissertation holds the promise to lead the sports communication field in a
positive direction to correctly make these distinctions between these concepts.
From here, Chapter 2 will explain the theoretical framework in which this investigation is
based on, social identity approach (a combination between social identity theory and self-
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categorization theory). After the main foundation of social identity has been explored, each
sports-related variable of interest (fanship, fandom, team identification, and fan identification)
will be examined in the context of this dissertation. Social media will then be assesssed in terms
of sports communication literature that this dissertation builds off of. Relevant hypotheses and
research questions will be advanced. Chapter 3 will conclude this proposal outlining a survey
that examines exclusively American respondents with either a strong preference for professional
or college football who use social media, with comments on sampling, instrumentation, survey
administration, and a statistical plan for data analysis. Chapter 4 will share findings of the
survey. Chapter 5 will discuss how these findings are placed within the sports communication
literature and how these findings can be applied outside of academia; as well as suggesting future
possibilities in this line of research.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Much is still to be discovered about the overarching nature of sport fandom, yet
considerable work has been advanced and understood in the combined domains of sport
communication, management, and psychology. This chapter discusses the relevant theories
(social identity and self-categorization) and variables of interest (fanship, fandom, team
identification, fan identification, social media consumption, and social media production) that
will be utilized within the survey design of this dissertation.
Social Identity Approach
According to Tajfel (1978), the definition of social identity is “the individual’s
knowledge that he/she belongs to certain social groups together with some emotional and value
significance to him/her of the group membership” (p. 63). Social identity theory (SIT) (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979, 1986) forwards that people obtain a state of self-identity from the links that they
have, most notably groups in which one belongs to. There are three major assumptions in SIT.
One, individuals strive for positive self-esteem. Two, social groups are associated with valanced
connotations. Three, an in-group evaluation is based upon differences from an out-group (Tajfel
& Turner, 1979). Using these three major assumptions, the basic hypothesis of SIT is “that
pressures to evaluate one’s own group positively through in-group/out-group comparisons lead
social groups to attempt to differentiate themselves from each other” (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, p.
40-41). These associations help build an impression of community with others, where people
share bonds with others and have a feeling of togetherness in terms of these groups. Such
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associations are easily applicable in the sports world, where individuals are bound by the teams
and players that they share associations with. Particularly, sports fans who share favored teams
may feel as they are a part of one specific group, with shared group norms and behaviors.
SIT examines how group membership is enacted and why group membership is important
in people’s daily lives (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The theory states that people will more often than
not conform to group behavior and behave as a part of a group and not as individuals. This
behavior can be seen on a continuum, where people can behave in a way that is beneficial to the
group or behave in a way that is beneficial to themselves (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). These
behaviors performed by an individual are due to the fact that individuals strive for positive
identities. Groups behaviors can also manifest itself into positive evaluations about an in-group
and negative evaluations about an out-group. In-group favoritism is the name of this concept and
can lead to individuals favoring others in the in-group in terms of evaluations (Abrams & Hogg,
1988), due to a need to bolster one’s self-concept.
However, during the early years of SIT, the theory was not completely formed, and the
theory was being misrepresented to understand why people put themselves into different groups.
These deficiencies in the original theory lead to the Self-Categorization Theory (Turner, Hogg,
Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), which dives further into understanding why an individual
would want to categorize themselves into a certain group. These groups can be fixed (e.g. race or
ethnic group) or ascribed (e.g. being a fan of a sports team). It is important to note that selfcategorization is a “component of an extended social identity theory of the relationship between
self-concept and group behavior that details the social cognitive processes that generate social
identity effects” (Hogg & Terry, 2000, p. 123). In essence, it is a smaller part of SIT, examining
how people become a member of a certain group and the behaviors that follow, not just their
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behaviors in an already established group. However, self-categorization theory is distinct enough
to warrant its own theory. Categorizing oneself into a group is based upon similarity that one
may feel towards others in a targeted in-group, and produces, among other things, cohesion,
positive in-group attitudes, and mutual influence (Hogg & Terry, 2000). These two theories
blend together to make social identity approach, which helps in understanding group
membership as a whole, the benefits of being in such a group, as well as group behaviors that
may occur from such associations. These associations can easily change depending on the
salience of the identity in a person’s mind (Stets & Burke, 2000).
Salience is an important aspect of social identity approach, as it notes that individuals’
most forefront identity can change based upon situations and current goals (Oakes, 1987).
Salience of an identity can be activated through recognition of out-groups. For example, this can
manifest itself in an individual with the presence of other individuals with who identify with an
out-group. While individuals have many different identities, the activated identity can occur with
regard to whatever is most salient in the mind of an individual at a certain point in time. This can
make certain identities more apt to be activated, especially considering the context of certain
situations (Stets & Burke, 2000). If there are several different groups that are salient in the mind
of an individual, this may lead them to activate their identity that is most similar to these groups.
These identities may be activated depending on whether or not individuals need to affirm their
group identity, uphold their group membership status, or even attain high self-esteem. What is of
special interest in social identity research is not only how individuals become a part of a certain
group, but how and why some of these chosen identities turns into a part of who the individual is
and how important that specific identity is to them (Huddy, 2001; Tajfel, 1982).
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As an extension to SIT, the self-esteem hypothesis was brought forth by Hogg and
Abrams (1988) to note that people want to have a high collective self-esteem, so an easy way to
do that is to ascribe oneself to a group with positive affiliations. Once again, because a sense of
belonging and camaraderie is felt in the group, this led to much more positive evaluations of
one’s self-esteem.
The minimal group paradigm explains that social identity theory is at work even when
groups are not chosen (Tajfel, 1970; Brewer, 1979). Studies have shown that groups that are
formed from something as simple as a coin flip still follow these notions of social identity
(Brewer, 1979). Those who were in one group favored themselves and their fellow group
members (who were strangers before the experiment) and derogated members of the other group.
This could show why people want to be a part of a group and why people do not like other
people who are not like them, because they see them as the “other” or as an enemy.
SIT has been used to explore areas where group membership is a key variable,
particularly politics and sports. In the political realm, identity is a relatively important variable to
examine in political communication research. Early work on political identification noted that
associations with a particular political party often enacted political behaviors (e.g. actual voting)
(Campbell, 1960; Campbell, Converse, Miller & Stokes, 1960) and how individuals evaluated
political issues (Belknap & Campbell, 1951). More recently, contemporary scholars have noted
the same associations determined by foundational scholars, particularly when it comes to
evaluating political issues (Cruz, 2017) and campaigning for their party’s political candidates
(Huddy, Mason & Aarøe, 2015). In this sense, individuals will base these attitudes and behaviors
upon party norms. In research about how in-group members talk to out-group members about
issues in politics, Bond, Shulman, and Gilbert (2018), discovered that members of a political in-
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group that talked to a political out-group member had more positive evaluations about the outgroup member. This was because in-group members no longer saw out-group members as
“anonymous out-group members”, but that they saw them simply as real people. This leads to an
important point about social identity approach; that in-group membership can have a lasting
effect on how people see and treat each other in everyday life.
Sport is a useful lens when examining social identity approach because, generally, it
tends to minimize other divisions between rival groups, like political partisanship. Support
among party lines of the NFL for example, shows that while the two major American political
parties may not get along in one aspect, they can certainly feel a connection to one another when
it comes to sports, as 66% of Democrats and 55% of Republicans noted that they are NFL fans in
some capacity (Jones, 2017). It should be obvious that no football team has exclusively fans
from one side of the political aisle or another, supporting the fact that sports is a useful medium
to unite cities, states, and even entire countries (Angelini, Billings, & MacArthur, 2012).
Sports and Social Identity
In the sports realm, social identity approach is used extensively when looking at fans and
fanship. Identification with a team can be assumed to be social identity theory in action in the
context of sports. While definitions of team identification may vary (Wann, 2006), many of them
include something about the favoritism towards a certain team. Fans who identify as a supporter
of some sports team (or a specific athlete in terms of individual sports) and their connection with
the team and other fans with similar rooting interests can be thought of as participating in
identification with both a specific team and the fans of that team (Wann & Branscombe, 1993).
Havard, Reams and Gray (2013) remarked that perceptions of out-groups in sports fans were
consistent with previous SIT research. It is important to understand that social identity in sports
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fans does not make their identity as a sports fan their primary identification. However, sports
fans are often seen as passionate (Raney, 2006), their identity as a sports fan is personally
important to them (Lewis & Gantz, 2019), and their identification remains no matter how close
or far they are to their favorite team (Kraszewski, 2008). Given the amount of exposure sports
gets in general media, it can be noted that this identification with a favored sports team is often
activated several times throughout the day of an average sports fan.
In an influential seminal piece examining social identity and sport fans, researchers found
that college football fans were more likely to wear collegiate apparel and were more likely to use
inclusive language when their team won the previous football game (Cialdini, Borden, Thorne,
Walker, Freeman, & Sloan, 1976). This is a concept known as basking in reflected glory
(BIRGing) and is closely related to feelings of group membership. As a companion to BIRGing,
Cutting Off Reflected Failure (CORFing) is a concept that occurs when a favored team performs
poorly or loses a game (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980; Snyder, Lassegard, & Ford, 1986).
CORFing manifests itself when an individual does not want to associate with a negative group;
where, for example, an individual uses exclusive language to talk about the poor performance or
the loss by their favored team. This is done to protect one’s self-image.
As an extension of BIRGing and the self-esteem hypothesis, Hirt, Zillmann, Erickson,
and Kennedy (1992) found that fans who saw their teams lose decreased their evaluation about
themselves in random tasks, even though they did not perform any differently than the others. It
was as if these participants felt that their team’s failure was their own failure. Kim and Kim
noted that college students who use social media to follow their college sports team had a higher
feeling of college identity and collective self-esteem (2019). On the other hand, Ferrucci and
Tandoc (2017) examined evaluations of black and white National Football League quarterbacks,
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with both black and white participants. While contrary to SIT, these researchers found that black
participants were just as likely to ascribe stereotypes to black NFL quarterbacks as their white
participant counterparts, possibly due to social pressures of believing that these stereotypes are
correct. This is an interesting finding that can help scholars understand that there are other
extraneous variables that are important in behaving in a manner that is consistent with SIT.
There are 129 NCAA Division I Football Bowl Subdivision (the highest level of college
football) and 125 NCAA Division I Football Championship Subdivision (the second highest
level of college football) teams along with numerous other lower tiered football teams in the
NCAA across the nation compared to just 32 NFL teams. Due to the large amount of colleges
available to attend in the United States, many individuals have agency on where they decide to
obtain higher education. These choices are oftentimes absent of any previous connection to a
university (notwithstanding legacy students). Since this personal agency is given to the
individual, they may feel a part of a community at a higher level than a community one may
have been socialized in without such agency. This could be due to the fact that individuals who
go to a certain university truly want to be a part of that given community, because they chose to
attain higher education from that university.
Given the large amount of different colleges that individuals choose to attend, the feeling
of community one obtains from such school attendance, and the fact that many NFL fans are
socialized to their favorite teams at an early age due to geographical location (Kolbe & James,
2000), it could be expected that college football fans may have a higher sense of both fanship
and fandom with their university. It could also be hypothesized that due to a larger regional
reach, regional colleges with football teams (e.g. people from all across Pennsylvania may root
for Pennsylvania State University) have more “pull” than localized cities with professional teams
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(e.g. people from Pennsylvania may root for either the Philadelphia Eagles or the Pittsburgh
Steelers depending on their location in the state). The following hypotheses are proposed for this
study:
H1:

College football fans will identify more with their favorite football team than will
NFL fans.

H2:

College football fans will identify more with their fellow fans of their favorite
football team than will NFL fans.

Fanship and Fandom
In communication literature (and particularly sports communication literature), no terms
are misused and misunderstood more than fanship and fandom as they are often used
synonymously when, in fact, both terms have their own origin and methodological
operationalization. It is extremely important to note, particularly for the objectives of this
dissertation, that these are two separate and distinct concepts that measure different things.
Fanship in sports, is defined as “an individual’s sense of connection to a sports team” (Reysen &
Branscombe, 2010, p. 177). Gantz and Wenner (1995) described fanship as “terms of perceived
knowledgeability about sports, interest in viewing televised sports, and amount of televised
sports viewed” (p. 61). In other terms, fanship simply deals with whether or not one has a
connection to a sports team. For example, an individual could say that they are a Pittsburgh
Steelers fan, however, this does not separate an individual who is a die-hard versus an individual
who only occasionally watches their games. Fandom in sports, on the other hand, is defined as
“an individual’s connection with other fans of a sports team” (Reysen & Branscombe, 2010, p.
177). In other terms, fandom simply deals with whether or not one feels a connection with other
fans of the same favored sports team. For example, an individual could say that they are have
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some sort of connection with other Pittsburgh Steelers fans, however, this does not separate an
individual who feels deeply connected with other fans versus an individual who only feels that
they have a common linkage with other fans.
Reysen and Branscombe (2010) describe that fanship and fandom are similar in terms of
using identification as a way to express feelings about an interest object and people who are also
interested in the same interest object, respectively. Fans use this identity as a way to connect with
their favored sports team and fans of the same favored sports team. It could be argued that within
these terms lie some sort of continuum, where an individual may feel a connection with an
interest object but not with others who share the same interest, and vice-versa. It is not necessary
to feel fanship to feel fandom and it is not necessary to feel fandom to feel fanship. An example
of this is a graduate student currently studying at an institution where they did not receive any of
their previous degrees. If that graduate student is a fan of their undergraduate university’s
football team, they may feel both fanship and fandom for that team. If the same graduate student
does not have a particular affinity for their current university’s football team, but still feels a part
of the community of those who do, they may be low in fanship but high in fandom.
Recent investigations into sports fanship and fandom are often in the context of new
media and how individuals use this type of media to participate and interact with teams, athletes,
and other fans. Lewis and Gantz (2018) examined posts of NFL fans on team-affiliated message
boards and found that fans often posted comments within the first 24 hours after a game and
particularly within the first six hours. This notes that fan interaction on new media often occurs
immediately after a game, where affordances that new media give allows for the developments
of the game to be commentated on in real time, when are fresh in the minds of fans and fans
want to express elation or frustration about their team’s performance.
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Fanship and fandom are certainly not terms that are only related to sports fans. Fanship
and fandom can be seen in fans of pop culture, like music (Click, Lee, & Holladay, 2013
examined Lady Gaga and her fans colloquially known as “Little Monsters”), television soap
operas (Bielby, Harrington, & Bielby, 1999 studied fan interaction on different mediums about
popular soap operas in the late 1990’s) or movies (Tsay-Vogel & Sanders, 2015 examined fan
communities for Harry Potter fans). Many of these fans’ motivations are not dissimilar from
sports fans. They are engrossed in a particular interest object and wish to enact their fanship and
engage with others in conversing about that interest object. Tsay-Vogel and Sanders (2015)
noted that, like sports fans, Harry Potter fans used fan communities to engage not only
themselves in the interest object, but others as well. Cohen, Seate, Anderson, and Tindage (2017)
remark that science fiction and pop culture fans are often stereotyped by those outside of the
community as “geeky and overly obsessed” (p. 195). However, this is not unlike sports fans.
It is of utmost importance to mention that fanship and fandom can only describe a sense
of connection, and not necessarily intensity of this connection. This is where team identification
and fan identification can come into play.
Team Identification
Some of the most influential groups individuals belong to are often the ones that these
individuals assign themselves to. One of these groups are their favorite sports teams and
individuals can identify with a favored team. While it is important to mention that “team”
identification in sports communication literature is loosely defined. Certainly, the similar
feelings towards an interest object can occur in individual sports. Auto racing (Levin, Beasley, &
Gamble, 2004), golf (Robinson, Trail & Kwon, 2004), and even certain athletes in team sports
(Brown, Dickhaus, & Long, 2012) have been empirically studied in terms of player (or in the
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specific case of auto racing, brand) identification, a similar concept as team identification.
However, for the purposes of this dissertation, team identification will only refer to an actual
team of players as a whole. Team identification in sports is defined as “the extent that a fan feels
psychologically connected to [their favorite] team” (Wann, 1997; p. 331).
Scholars have studied team identification in different contexts and different sports (e.g.
American football [Cialdini et al., 1976; Collins, Heere, Shapiro, Ridinger, & Wear, 2016;
Spinda, Wann, & Hardin, 2016], basketball [Hirt et al., 1992], and soccer [Bizman & Yinon,
2002]). This identification can affect an individual’s physical health as well; for example,
influencing blood pressure (Branscombe & Wann, 1992) and even the health of the public at
large (Yuhei, Berg, & Chelladurai, 2015). Favored sports teams are often seen as extensions of
their fans (Schafer, 1969). Fans connect certain features of a sports team, including the team
itself or fans who favor the same team (Wann & Branscombe, 1993). To an individual, other fans
of the same team are often socially attractive because of the perceived similarities that they share
with that person (Wann, 2006). Brown-Devlin and Devlin (2019) documented that certain
personality traits such as sociability were important when it came to an individual being more
susceptible to team identification.
Team identification is essentially social identity theory in practice; where individuals
connect with others who are like them. In this case, identification occurs with a favored team (or
alternatively, a favored player or athlete in an individual sport). This identification is oftentimes
stable throughout a season and throughout a sports fan’s lifetime (Wann, 2006), although short
term fluctuations are certainly possible depending on how the team is doing in season. This
identification with a team can vary among people and sports teams. For example, an individual
can highly identify with a professional football team in their city while not identifying with the
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college football team in the same city. Collins et al. (2016) also noted that NFL fans who have
currently lived more than 100 miles from their hometown teams felt a higher identification with
their hometown teams than those who were highly identified with a local NFL team. Collins et
al. (2016) also observed that moving from a hometown NFL market to another with an NFL
market did not influence feelings of team identification with one’s hometown team. This meant
that hometown loyalty counted for much of the identification seen. Shared experiences often
occur when consuming media, especially when these sports fans watch a game and share their
personal experience with others (Cunningham & Eastin, 2017). In particular, sport media
enjoyment often is affected by how strongly an individual identifies with a sports team (Raney,
2006).
Team identification itself has an important role in how fans feel about their favorite
sports team and their performances. Fans often would like to see their favorite team prosper
while seeing their rival team falter (Bryant & Raney, 2000), a concept that is an extension of the
affective disposition theory (Zillmann and Cantor, 1977), where people like to see a protagonist
of a story succeed and an antagonist of a story fail. People will often have a greater magnitude of
this evaluation when they are highly identified with their favorite sports team (Branscombe &
Wann, 1991). Similar to the effects of the minimal group paradigm, research remarks that just a
feeling of connectedness to a sports team is enough for individuals to feel as if they are a part of
the team themselves (Cialdini et al., 1976).
Sports fans have been known to become active audience members when utilizing sports
media (i.e. feeling like they are at the game they are watching when they are watching from their
couch) rather than watching sports media as passive audience members (Gantz & Wenner,
1995). By consuming sports media, whether that be watching the game live on television or
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following the game online (Boehmer, 2016; Cunningham & Eastin, 2017), individuals associate
themselves with a larger group (Wann & Branscombe, 1993). Sport team identification literature
has often examined how individuals feel about their favored team when they win or lose (Bryant,
Cominsky & Zillmann, 1981; Cialdini et al., 1976, Raney, 2006).
Sport media consumption, in general, increases as an individual’s affiliation with their
favored team increases (Billings, Devlin, & Brown, 2016; Wann, 2006). Highly identified fans
are often more likely to physically be present at sporting events, purchase team apparel (Kwon,
Trail, & James, 2007) and consume sports media (Murrell & Dietz, 1992). These actions often
reinforce their identification with their favorite team.
Supporters of more successful teams will often have more consumption of general sport
media while fans of more unsuccessful teams will do the opposite, consume less sport media
(Raney, 2006). Research has also indicated that fans will seek more information about a game
fans recently watched if their favorite sports team won the game (Gantz & Wenner, 1995). This
gives credence to the BIRGing and CORFing concept that fans tend to enjoy sports more when
their favored team wins and tend to enjoy sports less when their favored team loses. Since an
individual’s best interest is to boost their own self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988), this
closeness or distancing occurs with many fans who favor a certain team.
Social identity threat occurs when “people’s personal interests are jeopardized because
their group has to compete with other groups for scarce resources (Branscombe, Ellemers,
Spears, & Doosje, 1999, p. 36). In team sports, (usually) only one team can be victorious. Fans
of either team are “competing” with each other for the thrill of their team winning. Branscombe
et al. (1999) mention that one of the classes of identity threat is “threats to value of social
identity” (p. 36). This can happen when a group’s value is damaged. In a sports context, this can
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manifest itself when a fan’s favorite sports team loses a game. This connects to the concept of
CORFing since those who CORF often do so in order to protect their self-image. When one’s
team does not win, fans often need to find ways to protect themselves against social identity
threats (Branscombe, Wann, Noel, & Coleman, 1993). Saleem and Ramasubramanian (2019)
note that avoidance is one way of protecting one’s self-image after a social identity threat. How
sports fans avoid consuming certain media or interacting with other individuals can influence
how these fans try to protect themselves against further threats to their social identity.
Fan Identification
Fan identification in sports is defined as the psychological closeness one has to other
people who are fans of their favorite team (Reysen & Branscombe, 2010). Particularly, this
concept assessses how closely one feels to other fans of the same interest object. This concept is
important when examining how an individual can interact with other fans, especially considering
that fans are more likely to converse with others when they feel similarity to them (Reysen &
Branscombe, 2010). This is in contrast to team identification, where the main interest is the team
itself, and not fans of the team. While both terms (team identification and fan identification)
investigate how deeply one is connected, they are concepts that have differing motivations. Team
identification may be more concerned with the connection with a certain team or athlete, while
fan identification is more interested in understanding how deeply one feels a part of a community
with similar interests. This sense of community is the most important concept in fan
identification.
A sense of community and a close psychological feeling towards others who share
similar interests with an individual are common reasons why one has high fan identification (van
Driel, Gantz, & Lewis, 2018). Chadborn, Edwards, and Reysen (2018) note that individuals in a

20

fan community can feel higher levels of unity and identity than found in their local (geographic)
community. This sense of community is why many sports fans have an attachment to others who
share similar interests as themselves. As a call back to SIT, fan identification occurs when
individuals want to feel a part of a group, something that is easily attainable in sporting contexts.
It is important to understand that fan identification does not only occur in team sports, as
individual athlete sports like golf and tennis can still foster these feelings of community.
Social media can act as a social lubricant for sports fans who wish to interact with others
with similar interests as them. This can lead to a greater sense of community between fans of the
same team or athlete. Particularly, social media is important for fans who are disconnected with
their hometown community to continue to feel a sense of closeness with others who share similar
interests (Collins et al., 2016) or for fans who wish to interact with other individuals before,
during and after a sporting event (Boehmer, 2016; Lewis & Gantz, 2018; Rubenking & Lewis,
2016).
Sports and Social Media
Social media is defined as “web‐based services that allow individuals to (1) construct a
public or semi‐public profile within a bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with
whom they share a connection, and (3) view and traverse their list of connections and those made
by others within the system” (boyd & Ellison, 2007, p. 211). Sports fans often use social media
as a way to connect with other fans (Clavio & Walsh, 2014; Gantz, 2013; Stavros, Meng,
Westberg, & Farrelly, 2013). Particularly, sports fans who use social media are able to express
their team identification to others in another way than just by wearing team apparel. Fans also
have the ability to interact with athletes on social media (Sanderson, 2011) and gain information
about their favorite team through social media platforms (Clavio & Walsh, 2014). Social media
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has not only changed the way that sports fans use online platforms for informational purposes or
interact with other fans of the same team, but it has given fans the ability to permanently express
their identity through their online social media profiles (van Dijck, 2013).
Research has shown that sports fans use different types of online media in different ways
(Phua, 2010), particularly when it comes to social media platforms. Both Billings, Qiao, Conlin,
and Nie (2017) and Spinda and Puckette (2018) examined how sports fans consume content on
Snapchat, unsurprisingly finding that sports fans indeed used Snapchat as a way to follow sports
related content, even with its ephemeral nature. Clavio & Walsh (2014) examined various social
media platforms with regards to how college students use social media to interact with others and
obtain information using official team pages. Twitter is ripe for examination between sports fans
and others, such as athletes and fellow fans. Twitter has been examined in terms of both fanathlete interaction (Clavio & Kian, 2010; Kassing & Sanderson, 2010) and fan sentiments about
a live game (Yu & Wang, 2015). Instagram has also been examined in terms of athletepresentation (Smith & Sanderson, 2015) as a way to interact with fans.
David, Powless, Hyman, Purnell, Steinfeldt, and Fisher (2018) examined how college
student-athlete interaction on Twitter affected their lives beyond cyberspace; finding that
student-athletes were both supported and criticized by their followers, even to the point where it
may have affected on-field performance. Similarly, interactions between fans and athletes can
have serious and disturbing messages behind them. Sanderson and Traux (2014) noted that after
former University of Alabama kicker Cade Foster missed multiple field-goal attempts in the
highly contested 2013 Iron Bowl between the University of Alabama Crimson Tide and the
University of Auburn Tigers, Crimson Tide head coach Nick Saban sent in his back-up to
attempt a game-winning field goal that led to the infamous “Kick-Six”, where Auburn returned
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the missed field goal to win the game. Foster not only received supportive tweets from wellwishing fans but also harmful and threatening messages to “kill [him]self” (Sanderson & Traux,
2014). These studies show that while fan interaction with athletes is often seen in a positive light,
there are dark and disturbing consequences for allowing such free interaction with individuals
fans do not know personally.
Pegoraro (2013) argued that sports fans tend to maintain and perform their identification
as a sports fan as they normally would off-line but transfer this sports identification to an on-line
setting. This on-line setting could be defined as using a social media platform (e.g. Facebook,
Twitter, Instagram or Snapchat) to express their fandom with other fans of their favorite team.
These social media platforms allow for discussion with many people with the same interest. Use
of second screens during sporting events is also on the rise (Cunningham & Eastin, 2017;
Rubenking & Lewis, 2016) and can help facilitate live interaction between fans during games.
Of course, sports fans are not the only specific group who can express their identity
online. Research has been done on how political partisans express their political identity online
(Rains, Kenski, Coe, & Harwood, 2017) as well as fans of television shows expressing their
fandom to others using Twitter (Highfield, Harrington, & Bruns, 2013). Online forums and
social media platforms are great ways for individuals to express their fandom of an interest
object. Not only does it give them the ability to show that they are fans of their interest object,
but it allows for permanence of this identity to be seen whether or not one regularly posts
updates to their profile or not.
Considering this previous research, the following hypotheses and research questions are
proposed for this study.
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These hypotheses and research questions focus on the difference between college football
fans and NFL fans:
H3:

College football fans will consume more social media than will NFL fans.

H4:

College football fans will share more social media than will NFL fans.

H5:

College football fans will create more social media than will NFL fans.

RQ1: In terms of college fans, which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
will most directly predict consumption of social media?
RQ2: In terms of NFL fans, which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
will most directly predict consumption of social media?
RQ3: In terms of college fans, which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
will most directly predict creation of social media?
RQ4: In terms of NFL fans, which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
will most directly predict creation of social media?
RQ5: In terms of college fans, which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
will most directly predict sharing of social media?
RQ6: In terms of NFL fans, which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
will most directly predict sharing of social media?
RQ7: In terms of college fans, do fans use social media more after a favored team win
or loss?
RQ8: In terms of NFL fans, do fans use social media more after a favored team win or
loss?
RQ9: Will there be a significant difference between college and NFL fans in the degree
in which fans use social media after a win?
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RQ10: Will there be a significant difference between college and NFL fans in the degree
in which fans use social media after a loss?
These hypotheses and research questions focus on team identification:
H6:

Team identification with a favorite football team will positively predict
consumption of social media.

H7:

Team identification with a favorite football team will positively
predict creation of social media.

H8:

Team identification with a favorite football team will positively
predict sharing of social media.

RQ11: Will there be a significant difference between college and NFL fans in the degree
in which consumption of social media is predicted by team identification?
RQ12: Will there be a significant difference between college and NFL fans in the degree
in which creation of social media is predicted by team identification?
RQ13: Will there be a significant difference between college and NFL fans in the degree
in which sharing of social media is positively predicted by team identification?
These hypotheses and research questions focus on fan identification:
H9:

Fan identification with other fans of a favorite football team will positively
predict consumption of social media.

H10:

Fan identification with other fans of a favorite football team will positively
predict creation of social media.

H11:

Fan identification with other fans of a favorite football team will positively
predict sharing of social media.
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RQ14: Will there be a significant difference between college and NFL fans in the degree
in which consumption of social media is predicted by fan identification?
RQ15: Will there be a significant difference between college and NFL fans in the degree
in which creation of social media is predicted by fan identification?
RQ16: Will there be a significant difference between college and NFL fans in the degree
in which sharing of social media is predicted by fan identification?
These hypotheses and research questions focus on social media in general:
H12:

The amount of social media consumption will positively predict the amount of
social media creation.

H13:

The amount of social media consumption will positively predict the amount of
social media sharing.

RQ17: Which predictor (team identification or fan identification) will most directly
predict consumption of social media?
RQ18: Which predictor (team identification or fan identification) will most directly
predict creation of social media?
RQ19: Which predictor (team identification or fan identification) will most directly
predict sharing of social media?
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CHAPTER THREE: METHOD
This dissertation used a survey methodology to investigate the proposed hypotheses and
research questions. This chapter discusses the sample, instrumentation, procedures for
administration, and analysis of the survey questionnaire.
Sample
The sample frame that was used in this dissertation are (exclusively) American
respondents (N = 586) who were mainly interested in the NFL (N = 287) or college football (N =
299) who also use social media. The recruitment message given on Amazon Mechanical Turk
stated that respondents of this questionnaire were to have a clear cut favorite between college
football and the NFL. While it can be noted that individuals can indeed like both professional
and college football roughly the same, the sample came from those who are only interested in
one or the other. There was a question that asked about the respondent’s fanship of NFL and
college football as a bipolar scale ranging from 1 to 11 that was used as a baseline score of
general fanship of the sport, as well as their preferred type of football. On the left side was
fanship of the NFL (extremely hardcore fan of only the NFL was a 1) while on the right side was
fanship of college football (extremely hardcore fan of only college football was an 11). The
question asked respondents to mark where they would place themselves on this scale. This is due
to the fact that this dissertation examines the differences in between NFL and college football
fans, so it is imperative that respondents who are fans of both equally were not included in the
main investigation of this study, because they would be in both categories.
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Instrumentation
There are four key variables that this dissertation examined: (a) team identification, (b)
fan identification, (c) social media consumption, and (d) social media production. First, team
identification is defined as the psychological closeness one has to their favorite team while fan
identification is defined as the psychological closeness one has to other people who are fans of
their favorite team (Reysen & Branscombe, 2010). Social media consumption for this study is
defined as how much time daily one uses social media but could also be defined as the intensity
of use (Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007). Social media production is defined as how one
produces content to post on social media (Choi & Behm-Morawitz, 2019). This could be seen as
any sort of content that a user has to create on a social media platform accessible to those who
are connected with the creator in some way on the platform, including, but not limited to,
sending a Tweet, posting a Facebook status, or uploading a video to YouTube.
For team identification, the Sports Spectator Identification Scale (henceforth, SSIS)
(Wann & Branscombe, 1993), a scale that is heavily used in sports communication research, was
used. This seven-item scale (α= .83) ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so) generated an
average score which was used as the measure of team identification. An example statement from
this scale is “How strongly do your friends see you as a fan of your favorite football team?”
For fan identification, a measure adapted from Luhtanen and Crocker (2002) that
examined identification with a group was used. This adaptation was implemented in Reysen and
Branscombe (2010) and was used as the measure of fan identification. This four-item scale
(α= .78) ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) generated an average score
which was used as a measure of fan identification. Respondents were asked to consider other
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fans of their favorite football team when responding to the statements. An example statement is
“In general, belonging to a fan group is an important part of my self-image.”
For social media consumption, two measures were implemented. First, the Facebook
Intensity Scale (Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007) was used, adapted for sports social media
consumption in general. This scale not only captures how often one uses social media, but how
intensely one uses this social media for sports. This six-item scale (α= .84) ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), as well as a one-item open measure that asked
participants to state how many minutes a day they used social media for sports, generated an
average score which was used as a measure of social media consumption. An example statement
is “social media is part of my everyday activity.” Respondents were urged to answer based on
their entire social media experience dealing with sports, not just necessarily one specific social
media platform. The reasoning for this was to get as rich of data as possible and to not
pigeonhole use on one social media platform, considering that 73% of Americans regularly use
two or more social media platforms (Smith & Anderson, 2019). Second, respondents were also
asked how many minutes a day they consumed social media. This measure was used in the
results and was the actual measure of social media consumption.
Social media use after viewing a favored team win or loss was also measured by two
scales. This 10-item scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (almost always) generated an average
score which was used as a measure of social media use after either a favored team win (α= .90)
or loss (α= .92). Example statements are “use social media to praise the winning team's
performance” and “use social media to criticize the losing team's performance.”
For social media production, two measures examining content produced or shared on
social media from Choi and Behm-Morawitz (2019) were used, adapted for sports social media
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production. This measure asks participants to rate on two scales from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very
often) on how much they create (α= .91) or share (α= .91) (one scale for each) sports content on
social media through four types of social media production (text, photo, graphic, and video). This
generated an average score which was used as a measure of sports social media production for
both creation and sharing.
Administration
Once the survey was approved by the university’s Institutional Review Board, a pretest
was implemented using an Amazon Mechanical Turk sample of 50 respondents. This pretest was
used to examine, edit, and refine any questions before the survey was sent to the intended sample
for data collection. In terms of data collection itself, Amazon Mechanical Turk then distributed
this survey to a nationally representative convenience sample of respondents. Recruitment for
this survey indicated that the researchers were seeking football fans with a clear preference
between professional and college football. Each respondent received points with an equivalent of
a range of .25 to .90 cents for participation. Respondents first read an informed consent form that
explained what this research was being used for, respondents’ rights, and gave contact
information for those with questions or comments about the research. Respondents who agreed
to participate then gave their responses to the questions and measures in the survey. Once the
respondents were done with the survey, they were thanked for their time and compensated.
Statistical Plan
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Hypothesis/Research

Variable Levels

Question
H1: College football fans will

Independent Variable: Type of T-Test

identify more with their

Fan

favorite football team than will Dependent Variable: Fanship
NFL fans.
H2: College football fans will

Independent Variable: Type of T-Test

identify more with their fellow Fan
fans of their favorite football

Dependent Variable: Fandom

team than will NFL fans.
H3: College football fans will

Independent Variable: Type of T-Test

consume more social media

Fan

than will NFL fans.

Dependent Variable: Social
Media Consumption

H4: College football fans will

Independent Variable: Type of T-Test

share more social media than

Fan

will NFL fans.

Dependent Variable: Social
Media Sharing

H5: College football fans will

Independent Variable: Type of T-Test

create more social media than

Fan

will NFL fans.

Dependent Variable: Social
Media Creation
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Statistical Test

RQ1: In terms of college fans, Independent Variable: Team
which predictor (team

Identification

identification or fan

Independent Variable: Fan

identification) will most

Identification

directly predict consumption

Dependent Variable: Social

of social media?

Media Consumption

RQ2: In terms of NFL fans,

Independent Variable: Team

which predictor (team

Identification

identification or fan

Independent Variable: Fan

identification) will most

Identification

directly predict consumption

Dependent Variable: Social

of social media?

Media Consumption

RQ3: In terms of college fans, Independent Variable: Team
which predictor (team

Identification

identification or fan

Independent Variable: Fan

identification) will most

Identification

directly predict creation of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media?

Media Creation
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Multiple Linear Regression

Multiple Linear Regression

Multiple Linear Regression

RQ4: In terms of NFL fans,

Independent Variable: Team

which predictor (team

Identification

identification or fan

Independent Variable: Fan

identification) will most

Identification

directly predict creation of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media?

Media Creation

RQ5: In terms of college fans, Independent Variable: Team
which predictor (team

Identification

identification or fan

Independent Variable: Fan

identification) will most

Identification

directly predict sharing of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media?

Media Sharing

RQ6: In terms of NFL fans,

Independent Variable: Team

which predictor (team

Identification

identification or fan

Independent Variable: Fan

identification) will most

Identification

directly predict sharing of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media?

Media Sharing
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Multiple Linear Regression

Multiple Linear Regression

Multiple Linear Regression

RQ7: In terms of college fans, Independent Variable:

T-Test

do fans use social media more Win/Loss for favored team
after a favored team win or

Dependent Variable: Social

loss?

Media Use

RQ8: In terms of NFL fans, do Independent Variable:

T-Test

fans use social media more

Win/Loss for favored team

after a favored team win or

Dependent Variable: Social

loss?

Media Use

RQ9: Will there be a

Independent Variable: Type of T-Test

significant difference between Fan
college and NFL fans in the

Dependent Variable: Social

degree in which fans use social Media Use After Win
media after a win?
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RQ10: Will there be a

Independent Variable: Type of T-Test

significant difference between Fan
college and NFL fans in the

Dependent Variable: Social

degree in which fans use social Media Use After Loss
media after a loss?

H6: Team identification with a Independent Variable: Team
favorite football team will

Regression

Identification

positively predict consumption Dependent Variable: Social
of social media.

Media Consumption

H7: Team identification with a Independent Variable: Team
favorite football team will

Identification

positively predict creation of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media.

Media Creation
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Regression

H8: Team identification with a Independent Variable: Team

Regression

favorite football team will

Identification

positively predict sharing of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media.

Media Sharing

RQ11: Will there be a

Independent Variable: Type of General Linear Model

significant difference between Fan
college and NFL fans in the

Covariate: Team Identification

degree in which consumption

Dependent Variable: Social

of social media is positively

Media Consumption

predicted by team
identification?
RQ12: Will there be a

Independent Variable: Type of General Linear Model

significant difference between Fan
college and NFL fans in the

Covariate: Team Identification

degree in which creation of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media is positively

Media Creation

predicted by team
identification?
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RQ13: Will there be a

Independent Variable: Type of General Linear Model

significant difference between Fan
college and NFL fans in the

Covariate: Team Identification

degree in which sharing of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media is positively

Media Sharing

predicted by team
identification?
H9: Fan identification with

Independent Variable: Fan

Regression

other fans of a favorite football Identification
team will positively predict

Dependent Variable: Social

consumption of social media.

Media Consumption

H10: Fan identification with

Independent Variable: Fan

other fans of a favorite football Identification
team will positively predict

Dependent Variable: Social

creation of social media.

Media Creation
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Regression

H11: Fan identification with

Independent Variable: Fan

Regression

other fans of a favorite football Identification
team will positively predict

Dependent Variable: Social

sharing of social media.

Media Sharing

RQ14: Will there be a

Independent Variable: Type of General Linear Model

significant difference between Fan
college and NFL fans in the

Covariate: Fan Identification

degree in which consumption

Dependent Variable: Social

of social media is positively

Media Consumption

predicted by fan
identification?
RQ15: Will there be a

Independent Variable: Type of General Linear Model

significant difference between Fan
college and NFL fans in the

Covariate: Fan Identification

degree in which creation of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media is positively

Media Creation

predicted by fan
identification?
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RQ16: Will there be a

Independent Variable: Type of General Linear Model

significant difference between Fan
college and NFL fans in the

Covariate: Fan Identification

degree in which sharing of

Dependent Variable: Social

social media is positively

Media Sharing

predicted by fan
identification?
H12: The amount of social

Independent Variable: Social

media consumption will

Media Consumption

positively predict the amount

Dependent Variable: Social

of social media creation.

Media Creation

H13: The amount of social

Independent Variable: Social

media consumption will

Media Consumption

positively predict the amount

Dependent Variable: Social

of social media sharing.

Media Sharing
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Regression

Regression

RQ17: Which predictor (team

Independent Variable: Type of Multiple Linear Regression

identification or fan

Identification

identification) will most

Dependent Variable: Social

directly predict consumption

Media Consumption

of social media?

RQ18: Which predictor (team

Independent Variable: Type of Multiple Linear Regression

identification or fan

Identification

identification) will most

Dependent Variable: Social

directly predict creation of

Media Creation

social media?

RQ19: Which predictor (team

Independent Variable: Type of Multiple Linear Regression

identification or fan

Identification

identification) will most

Dependent Variable: Social

directly predict sharing of

Media Sharing

social media?
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
This chapter will report the results of the survey, along with examining the results based
upon the stated hypotheses and research questions. Welch t-tests were used for statistical
analyses where variances were unequal (Ruxton, 2006). Hedge’s g was used for effect sizes due
to unequal sample sizes (Rosnow, Rosenthal, & Rubin, 2000).
In terms of the sample, there was a total of 586 respondents; 299 (51%) predominantly
college football fans and 287 (49%) predominantly NFL fans. Regarding demographics, there
were several items in which the respondents indicated. The average age of the respondents was
36.84 (SD = 10.27), with the youngest respondent being 18 years old and the oldest respondent
being 73 years old. In terms of gender, there were 384 (65.5%) males and 202 (34.5%) females
who responded. In terms of race, the sample was predominantly White with 476 (81.23%)
respondents, while there were 66 (11.62%) Black respondents, with the rest of the 44
respondents (7.5%) identifying as another race. Respondents reported being a fan of their
favorite football team for an average of 17.99 years (SD = 12.58). When asked if the respondents
ever lived in the metropolitan area in which their favorite football team resided, 269 respondents
(45.9%) currently lived in the metropolitan area, 127 (21.7%) respondents used to live in the
metropolitan area, and 190 (32.4%) respondents never lived in the metropolitan area.
Specifically, college football fans rated themselves on a scale from 8-11 (as adapted from
the larger scale; respondents had to fall within this place on the scale to be included) an average
of 9.36 (SD = 1.13) in terms of fanship. In terms of general social media use frequency, a scale
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from 1 (monthly) – 6 (multiple times a day), they rated themselves an average of 3.91 (SD =
1.27), while in terms of exclusively sports social media use on the same scale, they rated
themselves an average of 4.36 (SD = .94). Respondents said they spent an average of 41.42
minutes of time (SD = 64.25) consuming sports-related (not necessarily the number of minutes
for college football specific) social media. Meanwhile, respondents said they averaged 78.97
minutes per day (SD = 88.06) consuming social media in general.
Conversely, NFL fans rated themselves on a scale from 1-4 (as adapted from the larger
scale; respondents had to fall within this place on the scale to be included) an average of 2.05
(SD = .94) in terms of fanship. In terms of general social media use frequency, a scale from 1
(monthly) – 6 (multiple times a day), they rated themselves an average of 4.7 (SD = .59), while
in terms of exclusively sports social media use on the same scale, they rated themselves an
average of 3.89 (SD = 1.30). Respondents said they spent an average of 28.47 minutes of time
(SD = 47.48) consuming sports-related (not necessarily the number of minutes for NFL specific)
social media. Meanwhile, respondents said they averaged 86.91 minutes per day (SD = 115.95)
consuming social media in general.
Table 1 provides results for means and standard deviations for both college and NFL fans
among all relevant variables.
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Table 1: Mean Scores for All Variables Among College and NFL Fans
Variable

College Fans

NFL Fans

M

SD

M

SD

Hedges’ g

Team Identification

3.85

0.67

3.94

0.71

0.13

Fan Identification

3.41*

0.65

3.12*

0.52

0.49

Social Media

41.42*

64.25

28.47*

47.48

0.23

Social Media Sharing

3.42*

1.00

3.07*

1.23

0.31

Social Media Creation

3.05*

1.18

2.25*

1.17

0.68

Consumption

Note: Mean scores with * are significantly different at p < .05 across rows
Hypothesis 1 stated that college football fans would identify more with their favorite
football team than would NFL fans. To test this hypothesis, an independent-samples t-test was
run to determine if there were differences in identification with their favorite football team
between college football fans and NFL fans. Identification with their favorite football team did
not differ between college football fans (M = 3.85, SD = 0.67) and NFL fans (M = 3.94, SD =
0.71), M = 0.09, 95% CI [-0.20, 0.02], t(584) = -1.59, p = .112. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not
supported.
Hypothesis 2 stated that college football fans would identify more with their fellow fans
of their favorite football team than would NFL fans. To test this hypothesis, a Welch t-test was
run to determine if there were differences in identification with their fellow fans of their favorite
football team between college football fans and NFL fans. Identification with fans of their
favorite football team was significantly higher for college football fans M = 3.41, SD = 0.65)
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compared to NFL fans (M = 3.12, SD = 0.52), M = 0.30, 95% CI [0.20, 0.39], t(566.47) = 6.14, p
< .001. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported.
Hypothesis 3 stated that college football fans would consume more social media (in
minutes) than would NFL fans. To test this hypothesis, a Welch t-test was run to determine if
there were differences in social media consumption between college football fans and NFL fans.
Social media consumption was significantly higher for college football fans (M = 41.42, SD =
64.25) compared to NFL fans (M = 28.47, SD = 47.48), M = 12.95, 95% CI [3.81, 22.09],
t(548.53) = 2.78, p = .006. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported.
Hypothesis 4 stated that college football fans would share more social media than would
NFL fans. To test this hypothesis, a Welch t-test was run to determine if there were differences
in social media sharing between college football fans and NFL fans. Social media sharing was
significantly higher for college football fans (M = 3.42, SD = 1.00) compared to NFL fans (M =
3.07, SD = 1.23), M = 0.35, 95% CI [0.17, 0.53], t(550.02) = 3.81, p < .001. Thus, Hypothesis 4
was supported.
Hypothesis 5 stated that college football fans would create more social media than would
NFL fans. To test this hypothesis, a Welch t-test was run to determine if there were differences
in social media creation between college football fans and NFL fans. Social media creation was
significantly higher for college football fans (M = 3.05, SD = 1.18) compared to NFL fans (M =
2.25, SD = 1.17), M = 0.81, 95% CI [0.62, 1.00], t(583.23) = 8.38, p < .001. Thus, Hypothesis 5
was supported.
Research Question 1 was asked specifically in terms of college fans, querying which
predictor (team identification or fan identification) would most directly predict consumption of
social media. A multiple linear regression was run to predict consumption of social media from
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fan identification and team identification. The multiple regression model significantly predicted
consumption of social media, F(2, 296) = 7.33, p = .001, adj. R2 = .04. Only fan identification (B
= 22.01, 𝑆𝐸! = 6.05, 𝛽 = .22) added statistical significance to the prediction, p < .001, as team
identification was not statistically significant (p = .84). Thus, to answer RQ1, fan identification
was shown to most directly predict consumption of social media in college fans. Table 2
provides these results.
Table 2: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Consumption of Social Media in College
Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

T

p

Team ID

-1.17

5.84

-.01

-.20

.84

Fan ID

22.01

6.05

.22

3.64

.000

Table 2 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Consumption, Team ID, and Fan
ID in College Fans
SM
Variable

Consumption

Team ID

SM Consumption

1

Team ID

.07

1

Fan ID

.22*

.36*

Fan ID

1

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
Research Question 2 was asked specifically in terms of NFL fans, asking which predictor
(team identification or fan identification) would most directly predict consumption of social
media. A multiple linear regression was run to predict consumption of social media from fan
identification and team identification. The multiple regression model significantly predicted
consumption of social media, F(2, 284) = 6.78, p = .001, adj. R2 = .05. Both fan identification (B
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= 14.87, 𝑆𝐸! = 5.37, 𝛽 = .162, p = .01) and team identification (B = 7.81, 𝑆𝐸! = 3.93, 𝛽 = .12, p
= .05) added statistical significance to the prediction. Thus, to answer RQ2, fan identification
was shown to most directly predict consumption of social media in NFL fans. Table 3 provides
these results.
Table 3: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Consumption of Social Media in NFL Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Team ID

7.81

3.93

.12

1.97

.048

Fan ID

14.87

5.37

.16

2.77

.006

Table 3 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Consumption, Team ID, and Fan ID in
NFL Fans
SM
Variable

Consumption

Team ID

SM Consumption

1

Team ID

.14*

1

Fan ID

.18*

.15*

Fan ID

1

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
Research Question 3 was asked specifically in terms of college fans regarding which
predictor (team identification or fan identification) would most directly predict creation of social
media. A multiple linear regression was run to predict creation of social media from fan
identification and team identification. The multiple regression model significantly predicted
creation of social media, F(2, 296) = 49.62, p < .001, adj. R2 = .25. Only fan identification (B =
0.86, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.98, 𝛽 = .48) added statistical significance to the prediction, p < .001, as team
identification was not statistically significant (p = .22). Thus, to answer RQ3, fan identification
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was shown to most directly predict creation of social media in college fans. Table 4 provides
these results.
Table 4: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Creation of Social Media in College Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

P

Team ID

.12

.10

.07

1.23

.221

Fan ID

.86

.10

.47

8.78

.000

Table 4 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Creation, Team ID, and Fan ID in College
Fans
SM
Variable

Creation

Team ID

SM Creation

1

Team ID

.24*

1

Fan ID

.50*

.36*

Fan ID

1

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
Research Question 4 was asked specifically in terms of NFL fans, querying which
predictor (team identification or fan identification) would most directly predict creation of social
media. A multiple linear regression was run to predict consumption of social media from fan
identification and team identification. The multiple regression model significantly predicted
consumption of social media, F(2, 284) = 41.23, p < .001, adj. R2 = .22. Both fan identification
(B = 0.74, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.12, 𝛽 = .33, p < .001) and team identification (B = 0.50, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.89, 𝛽 = .30,
p < .001) added statistical significance to the prediction. Thus, to answer RQ4, fan identification
was shown to most directly predict creation of social media in NFL fans. Table 5 provides these
results.
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Table 5: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Creation of Social Media in NFL Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Team ID

.49

.09

.30

5.64

.000

Fan ID

.74

.12

.33

6.20

.000

Table 5 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Creation, Team ID, and Fan ID in NFL Fans

Variable

SM Creation

Team ID

SM Creation

1

Team ID

.35*

1

Fan ID

.37*

.15*

Fan ID

1

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
Research Question 5 was asked specifically in terms of college fans, asking which
predictor (team identification or fan identification) would most directly predict sharing of social
media. A multiple linear regression was run to predict sharing of social media from fan
identification and team identification. The multiple regression model significantly predicted
sharing of social media, F(2, 296) = 55.83, p < .001, adj. R2 = .27. Both fan identification (B =
0.47, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.83, 𝛽 = .30, p < .001) and team identification (B = 0.50, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.80, 𝛽 = .33, p <
.001) added statistical significance to the prediction. Thus, to answer RQ5, team identification
was shown to most directly predict sharing of social media in college fans. Table 6 provides
these results.
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Table 6: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Sharing of Social Media in College Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

T

p

Team ID

.49

.08

.33

6.24

.000

Fan ID

.47

.08

.30

5.71

.000

Table 6 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Sharing, Team ID, and Fan ID in College
Fans
SM
Variable

Sharing

Team ID

SM Sharing

1

Team ID

.44*

1

Fan ID

.42*

.36*

Fan ID

1

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
Research Question 6 was asked specifically in terms of NFL fans regarding which
predictor (team identification or fan identification) would most directly predict sharing of social
media. A multiple linear regression was run to predict sharing of social media from fan
identification and team identification. The multiple regression model significantly predicted
sharing of social media, F(2, 283) = 55.04, p < .001, adj. R2 = .28. Both fan identification (B =
0.40, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.12, 𝛽 = .48, p = .001) and team identification (B = 0.83, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.09, 𝛽 = .48, p <
.001) added statistical significance to the prediction. Thus, to answer RQ6, team identification
was shown to most directly predict sharing of social media in NFL fans. Table 7 provides these
results.
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Table 7: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Sharing of Social Media in NFL Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Team ID

.83

.09

.48

9.37

.000

Fan ID

.40

.12

.17

3.27

.001

Table 7 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Sharing, Team ID, and Fan ID in NFL Fans
SM
Variable

Sharing

Team ID

SM Sharing

1

Team ID

.50*

1

Fan ID

.24*

.15*

Fan ID

1

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
Research Question 7 asked if college football fans would use social media more after a
favored team win than after experiencing a loss. To test this research question, a paired-samples
t-test was run to determine if there were differences in social media consumption among college
fans after a win and a loss. Thus, to answer RQ7, social media consumption with their favorite
football team did indeed differ in college football fans after a win (M = 3.20, SD = 0.87)
compared to a loss (M = 3.02, SD = 0.95), M = 0.18, 95% CI [0.12, 0.22], t(298) = 6.88, p <
.001. Table 8 provides these results.
Research Question 8 asked if NFL fans would use social media more after a favored team
win than after experiencing a loss. To test this research question, a paired-samples t-test was run
to determine if there were differences in social media consumption among college fans after a
win and a loss. Thus, to answer RQ8, social media consumption with their favorite football team
did indeed differ in NFL fans after a win (M = 2.72, SD = 0.86) compared to a loss (M = 2.53,
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SD = 0.92), M = 0.19, 95% CI [0.14, 0.24], t(287) = 8.20, p < .001. Table 8 provides these
results.
Table 8: Mean Scores for Social Media Use Among College and NFL Fans After Wins or Losses
Variable

Wins

Losses

M

SD

M

SD

Cohen’s d

College Fans

3.20*

0.87

3.02*

0.95

0.20

NFL Fans

2.72*

0.86

2.53*

0.92

0.21

Note: Mean scores with * are significantly different at p < .05 across rows
Research Question 9 asked if there would be a significant difference between college and
NFL fans in the degree in which fans use social media after a win. To test this research question,
a paired-samples t-test was run to determine if there was a significant difference between college
and NFL fans in the degree in which fans use social media after a win. To answer RQ9, results
revealed that there was, indeed, a difference between college football (M = 3.20, SD = .87) and
NFL fans (M = 2.72, SD = .86), M = 0.48, 95% CI [0.34, 0.62], t(584) = 6.72, p < .001 in the
degree in which fans use social media after a win. Table 9 provides these results.
Research Question 10 asked if there would be a significant difference between college
and NFL fans in the degree in which fans use social media after a loss. To test this research
question, a paired-samples t-test was run to determine if there was a significant difference
between college and NFL fans in the degree in which fans use social media after a loss. To
answer RQ10, results determined that there was indeed a difference between college football (M
= 3.02, SD = .95) and NFL fans (M = 2.53, SD = .92), M = 0.49, 95% CI [0.34, 0.65], t(584) =
6.38, p < .001 in the degree in which fans use social media after a loss. Table 9 provides these
results.
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Table 9: Mean Scores for Social Media Use After Wins or Losses Among College and NFL Fans
Variable

College Fans

NFL Fans

M

SD

M

SD

Hedges’ g

SM after Win

3.20*

0.87

2.72*

0.86

0.55

SM after Loss

3.02*

0.95

2.53*

0.92

0.52

Note: Mean scores with * are significantly different at p < .05 across rows
Hypothesis 6 stated that team identification with a favorite football team would positively
predict consumption of social media. A linear regression was run to understand the effect of team
identification on consumption of social media. The regression established that team identification
(M = 3.90, SD = 0.69) could significantly predict consumption of social media (M = 35.08
minutes, SD = 56.98), F(1, 584) = 4.67, p = .031. However, team identification only accounted
for 0.6% of the explained variability in consumption of social media. Thus, Hypothesis 6 was
supported. Table 10 provides these results.
Table 10: Regression Table for Team ID Predicting Consumption of Social Media in Football
Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Team ID

7.36

3.41

.09

2.16

.031

Hypothesis 7 stated that team identification with a favorite football team would positively
predict creation of social media. A linear regression was run to understand the effect of team
identification on creation of social media. The regression established that team identification (M
= 3.90, SD = 0.69) could significantly predict creation (M = 2.66, SD = 1.00) of social media,
F(1, 584) = 40.14, p < .000. Team identification accounted for 6.3% of the explained variability
in creation of social media. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was supported. Table 11 provides these results.
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Table 11: Regression Table for Team ID Predicting Creation of Social Media in Football Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Team ID

.46

.07

.25

6.37

.000

Hypothesis 8 stated that team identification with a favorite football team would positively
predict sharing of social media. A linear regression was run to understand the effect of team
identification on sharing of social media. The regression established that team identification (M =
3.90, SD = 0.69) could significantly predict sharing of social media (M = 3.25, SD = 1.13), F(1,
583) = 153.80, p < .001. Team identification accounted for 20.7% of the explained variability in
sharing of social media. Thus, Hypothesis 8 was supported. Table 12 provides these results.
Table 12: Regression Table for Team ID Predicting Sharing of Social Media in Football Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Team ID

.75

.06

.48

12.40

.000

Research Question 11 asked would there be a significant difference between college and
NFL fans in the degree in which fans use social media is predicted by team identification. To
examine this relationship, an ANCOVA analysis was used to examine if there was a difference
between college and NFL fans in the degree to which fans use social media predicted by team
identification. Thus, to answer RQ11, there were significant differences between college
(adjusted M = 41.78 minutes, SE = 3.27) and NFL (adjusted M = 28.10 minutes, SE = 3.34) (𝑅"
= .022) fans in which consumption of social media is predicted by team identification (p = .004).
Table 16 provides these results. To assess interaction effects, a general linear model was used.
There was no interaction effect (p = .666, 𝑅" = .023). Table 13 provides these results.
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Table 13: GLM Table for Social Media Consumption Predicted by Team ID Between College
and NFL Fans
Sum of
Variable

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

p

NFL_College

2784.72

1

2784.72

.87

.35

Team ID

17518.97

1

17518.97

5.5

.02

NFL_College * Team

596.40

1

596.40

.19

.67

ID

Research Question 12 asked would there be a significant difference between college and
NFL fans in the degree in which fans create social media is predicted by team identification. To
examine this relationship, an ANCOVA analysis was used to examine if there was a difference
between college and NFL fans in the degree which fans create social media predicted by team
identification. Thus, to answer RQ12, there was a significant difference between college
(adjusted M = 3.08, SE = .07) and NFL (adjusted M = 2.22, SE = .07) (𝑅" = .183) fans in which
creation of social media is predicted by team identification (p = .000). Table 16 provides these
results. To assess interaction effects, a general linear model was used. There was no interaction
effect (p = .246, 𝑅" = .185). Table 14 provides these results.
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Table 14: GLM Table for Social Media Creation Predicted by Team ID Between College and
NFL Fans
Sum of
Variable

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

p

NFL_College

9.56

1

9.56

7.55

.006

Team ID

67.87

1

67.87

53.61

.000

NFL_College * Team

1.71

1

1.71

1.35

.246

ID

Research Question 13 asked would there be a significant difference between college and
NFL fans in the degree in which fans share social media is predicted by team identification. To
examine this relationship, an ANCOVA analysis was used to examine if there was a difference
between college and NFL fans in the degree which fans share social media predicted by team
identification. Thus, to answer RQ13, there was a significant difference between college
(adjusted M = 3.46, SE = .06) and NFL (adjusted M = 3.04, SE = .06) (𝑅" = .243) fans in which
sharing of social media is predicted by team identification (p = .000). To assess interaction
effects, a general linear model was used. Table 16 provides these results. There was no
interaction effect (p = .072, 𝑅" = .248). Table 15 provides these results.
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Table 15: GLM Table for Social Media Sharing Predicted by Team ID Between College and
NFL Fans
Sum of
Variable

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

p

NFL_College

6.95

1

6.95

7.14

.008

Team ID

162.79

1

162.79

167.23

.000

NFL_College * Team

3.15

1

3.15

3.24

.072

ID

Table 16: ANCOVA Table for Variables Predicted by Team ID Between College and NFL Fans
College
Football
Adjusted

NFL Adjusted

Variable

Mean

Mean

F

p

SM Consumption

41.78

28.10

8.56

.004

SM Creation

3.08

2.22

84.90

.000

SM Sharing

3.46

3.03

26.63

.000

Hypothesis 9 stated that fan identification with a favorite football team would positively
predict consumption of social media. A linear regression was run to understand the effect of fan
identification on consumption of social media. The regression established that fan identification

56

(M = 3.27, SD = .61) could significantly predict consumption (M = 35.08 minutes, SD = 56.98)
of social media, F(1, 584) = 30.76, p < .001. However, fan identification only accounted for
4.8% of the explained variability in consumption of social media. Thus, Hypothesis 9 was
supported. Table 17 provides these results.
Table 17: Regression Table for Fan ID Predicting Consumption of Social Media in Football
Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Fan ID

21.06

3.80

.22

5.55

.000

Hypothesis 10 stated that fan identification with a favorite football team would positively
predict creation of social media. A linear regression was run to understand the effect of fan
identification on creation of social media. The regression established that fan identification (M =
3.27, SD = .61) could significantly predict creation of social media (M = 2.66, SD = 1.24), F(1,
584) = 178.28, p < .000. Fan identification accounted for 23.3% of the explained variability in
creation of social media. Thus, Hypothesis 10 was supported. Table 18 provides these results.
Table 18: Regression Table for Fan ID Predicting Creation of Social Media in Football Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Fan ID

1.00

.07

.48

13.35

.000

Hypothesis 11 stated that fan identification with a favorite football team would positively
predict sharing of social media. A linear regression was run to understand the effect of fan
identification on sharing of social media. The regression established that fan identification (M =
3.27, SD = .61) could significantly predict sharing of social media (M = 3.25, SD = 1.13), F(1,
583) = 81.53, p < .001. Fan identification accounted for 12.1% of the explained variability in
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sharing of social media. Thus, Hypothesis 11 was supported. Table 19 provides these results.
Table 19: Regression Table for Fan ID Predicting Sharing of Social Media in Football Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Fan ID

.66

.07

.35

9.03

.000

Research Question 14 asked would there be a significant difference between college and
NFL fans in the degree in which fans use social media is predicted by fan identification. an
ANCOVA analysis was used to examine if there was a difference between college and NFL fans
in the degree which fans use social media predicted by fan identification. Thus, to answer RQ14,
there were no significant differences between college (adjusted M = 38.58 minutes, SE = 3.27)
and NFL (adjusted M = 31.44 minutes, SE = 3.33) (𝑅" = .054) fans in which consumption of
social media is predicted by fan identification (p = .132). Table 23 provides these results. To
assess interaction effects, a general linear model was used. There was no interaction effect (p =
.525, 𝑅" = .054). Table 20 provides these results.

Table 20: GLM Table for Social Media Consumption Predicted by Fan ID Between College and

58

NFL Fans
Sum of
Variable

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

p

NFL_College

391.76

1

391.76

.13

.72

Fan ID

68753.42

1

68753.42

22.28

.000

1

1250.20

.42

.53

NFL_College * Fan ID 1250.20

Research Question 15 asked would there be a significant difference between college and
NFL fans in the degree in which fans create social media is predicted by fan identification. To
examine this relationship, an ANCOVA analysis was used to examine if there was a difference
between college and NFL fans in the degree which fans create social media predicted by fan
identification. Thus, to answer RQ15, there was a significant difference between college
(adjusted M = 2.93, SE = .06) and NFL (adjusted M = 2.38, SE = .06) (𝑅" = .280) fans in which
creation of social media is predicted by fan identification (p = .000). Table 23 provides these
results. To assess interaction effects, a general linear model was used. There was no interaction
effect (p = .666, 𝑅" = .281). Table 21 provides these results.

Table 21: GLM Table for Social Media Creation Predicted by Fan ID Between College and NFL
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Fans
Sum of
Variable

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

p

NFL_College

.51

1

.51

.45

.50

Fandom

145.23

1

145.23

129.94

.000

NFL_College *

.21

1

.21

.19

.67

Fandom

Research Question 16 asked would there be a significant difference between college and
NFL fans in the degree in which fans share social media is predicted by fan identification. To
examine this relationship, an ANCOVA analysis was used to examine if there was a difference
between college and NFL fans in the degree which fans create social media predicted by fan
identification. Thus, to answer RQ16, there was no significant difference between college
(adjusted M = 3.34, SE = .06) and NFL (adjusted M = 3.17, SE = .06) (𝑅" = .128) fans in which
creation of social media is predicted by fan identification (p = .06). Table 23 provides these
results. To assess interaction effects, a general linear model was used. There was no interaction
effect (p = .550, 𝑅" = .129). Table 22 provides these results.
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Table 22: GLM Table for Social Media Sharing Predicted by Fan ID Between College and NFL
Fans
Sum of
Variable

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

p

NFL_College

.07

1

.07

.06

.80

Fandom

70.97

1

70.97

62.94

.000

NFL_College *

.40

1

.40

.36

.55

Fandom

Table 23: ANCOVA Table for Variables Predicted by Fan ID Between College and NFL Fans
College
Football
Adjusted

NFL Adjusted

Variable

Mean

Mean

F

p

SM Consumption

38.58

31.44

2.27

.132

SM Creation

2.93

2.38

47.13

.000

SM Sharing

3.34

3.17

3.56

.060

Hypothesis 12 stated that the amount of social media consumption would positively
predict the amount of social media creation. A linear regression was run to understand the effect
of social media consumption on creation of social media. The regression established that social
media consumption (M = 35.08 minutes, SD = 56.98) could significantly predict creation of
social media (M = 2.66, SD = 1.24), F(1, 584) = 87.31, p < .000. Social media consumption
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accounted for 12.9% of the explained variability in creation of social media. Thus, Hypothesis 12
was supported. Table 24 provides these results.
Table 24: Regression Table for Consumption of Social Media Predicting Creation of Social
Media in Football Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

SM

.01

.00

.30

7.50

.000

Consumption

Hypothesis 13 stated that the amount of social media consumption would positively
predict the amount of social media sharing. A linear regression was run to understand the effect
of social media consumption on sharing of social media. The regression established that social
media consumption (M = 35.08 minutes, SD = 56.98) could significantly predict sharing of social
media (M = 3.25, SD = 1.13), F(1, 583) = 56.23, p < .000. Social media consumption accounted
for 8.6% of the explained variability in sharing of social media. Thus, Hypothesis 13 was
supported. Table 25 provides these results.
Table 25: Regression Table for Consumption of Social Media Predicting Sharing of Social
Media in Football Fans
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

SM

.01

.00

.36

9.34

.000

Consumption

Research Question 17 asked which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
would most directly predict consumption of social media. A multiple linear regression was run to
predict consumption of social media from fan identification and team identification. The multiple
regression model significantly predicted consumption of social media, F(2, 583) = 15.79, p <
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.001, adj. R2 = .05. Only fan identification (B = 20.21, 𝑆𝐸! = 3.91, 𝛽 = .22, p < .001) added
statistical significance to the prediction. Team identification (B = 3.14, 𝑆𝐸! = 3.44, 𝛽 = .04, p =
.362) was not significant. Thus, to answer RQ17, fan identification was shown to most directly
predict consumption of social media. Table 26 provides these results.
Table 26: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Consumption of Social Media
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Team ID

3.14

3.44

.04

.91

.36

Fan ID

20.21

3.91

.22

5.17

.000

Table 26 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Consumption, Team ID, and Fan ID
SM
Variable

Consumption

Team ID

SM Consumption

1

Team ID

.09*

1

Fan ID

.22*

.24*

Fan ID

1

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
Research Question 18 asked which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
would most directly predict creation of social media. A multiple linear regression was run to
predict creation of social media from fan identification and team identification. The multiple
regression model significantly predicted creation of social media, F(2, 583) = 99.35, p < .001,
adj. R2 = .25. Both fan identification (B = .92, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.76, 𝛽 = .45, p < .001) and team
identification (B = .27, 𝑆𝐸! = .07, 𝛽 = .15, p < .001) added statistical significance to the
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prediction. Thus, to answer RQ18, fan identification was shown to most directly predict creation
of social media. Table 27 provides these results.
Table 27: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Creation of Social Media
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

p

Team ID

.27

.07

.15

3.98

.000

Fan ID

.92

.08

.45

12.18

.000

Table 27 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Creation, Team ID, and Fan ID
SM
Variable

Creation

Team ID

SM Creation

1

Team ID

.25*

1

Fan ID

.48*

.24*

Fan ID

1

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
Research Question 19 asked which predictor (team identification or fan identification)
would most directly predict sharing of social media. A multiple linear regression was run to
predict sharing of social media from fan identification and team identification. The multiple
regression model significantly predicted sharing of social media, F(2, 582) = 107.82, p < .001,
adj. R2 = .27. Both fan identification (B = .48, 𝑆𝐸! = 0.07, 𝛽 = .26, p < .001) and team
identification (B = .65, 𝑆𝐸! = .06, 𝛽 = .40, p < .001) added statistical significance to the
prediction. Thus, to answer RQ19, team identification was shown to most directly predict sharing
of social media. Table 28 provides these results.
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Table 28: Regression Table for Predictors Predicting Sharing of Social Media
Variable

B

Std. Error

Beta

T

p

Team ID

.65

.06

.40

10.85

.000

Fan ID

.48

.07

.26

7.01

.000

Table 28 continued: Correlation Table Between SM Sharing, Team ID, and Fan ID
SM
Variable

Sharing

Team ID

SM Sharing

1

Team ID

.46*

1

Fan ID

.35*

.24*

Fan ID

Note: Correlations with * are significantly different at p < .05
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
This chapter will examine the theoretical implications, practical implications, future
research, limitations, and conclusion of this dissertation. As the results show, not only were
considerable differences found between college and NFL fans, but these differences also varied
considerably between different forms of sport identification.
This dissertation examined the nuances of college football and NFL fan use of social
media, including consumption, creation, and sharing. The core results of this dissertation should
caution future scholars when examining sports fans as a whole population. For quite some time,
sports scholars (Wann, Schrader, & Wilson, 1999; Wenner & Gantz, 1989) have contended that
sport fans are far from monolithic and that any statement regarding what “sports fans do” is
likely to be limited and filled with generalizations. This study shows that such limitations can
also be applied to fans within a given sport, as any notion of what “football fans” are like melds
groups that clearly feel and enact their fandom in different manners.
Thus, it is important to note that scholars should not generalize football fans, let alone
sports fans, due to distinctions shown here between college football and NFL fans. While the
results that there are differences between fans of the two levels of football are not necessarily
surprising, the finding that college football fans identify more with their fellow fans, consume,
create, and share more social media than their NFL counterparts is of importance. It was
hypothesized that college football fans would score higher on these variables and the results
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supported those claims. The question then moves to understanding the differences between
college football fans and NFL fans. This is just one future avenue of research to be examined.
While dozens of tests were run within the study, six key insights are particularly
noteworthy for interpreting the value of this work. First, the results also show that, in general,
both fan and team identification predict consumption, sharing, and creation of social media for
football fans. Second, fan identification most directly predicted consuming and creating social
media in both college football and NFL fans while team identification most directly predicted
sharing of social media for both college football and NFL fans. Third, fans also used social
media more after a team win than a team loss, although college football fans were more likely to
use social media after both a win and a loss by their favorite team than NFL fans. Fourth, for
social media in general, social media consumption was a positive predictor for both creation and
sharing of social media. Fifth, fan identification highly predicted both consumption and creation
of social media, suggesting that motivations for fan-to-fan interaction are at the heart of social
media use for football fans. Finally, team identification highly predicted sharing of social media,
suggesting that fans wanted to express their fanship and their connection with their favorite team
to others while on social media. This finding shows that there are multiple motivations at play
when sports fans use social media that should be closely examined.
Theoretical Contributions
This dissertation used social identity approach (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 1986) as a
framework to examine several variables of interest including team identification, fan
identification, social media consumption, and social media production in the context of NFL and
college football fans. The current study attempted to further understand how in-group
communication on social media occurs for football fans; both college and NFL. While the
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social identity approach examines groups in general, it is important to understand that these
groups can have sub-groups within themselves. It would be incorrect to try and generalize
findings from football fans to sports fans in general, so it is equally incorrect to generalize
findings from football fans to both college and NFL football fans. This can be applied in general
to any group that may have sub-groups within the community. As an example for how this can
be extended, fans of movies may use social media to connect with movie fans of certain genres.
Comedy movie fans may differ in their use compared to horror movie fans, yet, they are both
considered to be “movie fans.”
A key point to mention here is that even among the different groups of fans, there may be
another level to unpack which is the level of fan identification towards a team because, while
these different groups are fans of the same sport, the mechanisms for being a fan of different
levels of the sport (specifically, the NFL versus college football) may be very different. The
interest then lies in how different these two groups are from each other. Moreover, one future
question should reside in querying the degree to which college football fandom is derived from
school loyalty as opposed to professional football fandom derived from city loyalty. According
to the social identity approach, individuals may feel more connected to groups that they ascribe
themselves (Turner et al., 1987). Perhaps college football fans felt closer to each other because of
the agency one has in choosing the university they attend, rather than the NFL team that is
closest to them while growing up. The mechanisms for using social media as fans of their
favorite football teams may also be vastly different. This study was one of the first to investigate
differences in social media use between college football and NFL fans.
The current study found that while there were no differences between the two groups in
respect to team identification, college football fans identified with other fans more. The
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differences between these groups were not surprising, considering that this dissertation theorized
that college football fans would have more community-based feelings towards their groups as
compared to the NFL. The sense of community college football fans may get from being a part
of something larger than just the team itself (in this case, a university), may increase the level of
identification with other fans. The fact that there may be something more to identify with could
explain why college football fans identify more with their fellow fans than NFL fans, where their
favorite team is an organization based in a city with no other association to any scholastic
institution. It could be further theorized that NFL fans often miss out on the traditions, historic
rivalries, and sense of community that college football can uniquely offer in bringing their fans
together, thus making college fans more likely to identify with their fellow fans of their favorite
team. It should also be noted that when college football fans descend on their favorite
university’s campus, some stadiums become one of the most populated cities in the state. Along
with this, the largest stadiums by capacity in the United States are often where college football
teams play. The community aspect of college football should not be lost on why it could be
possible that college fans felt closer to their fellow football fans than NFL fans do. While there
are certainly NFL fans who travel from far away to attend games, college football fans
(especially large schools that represent a single state, like the University of Alabama) may spend
more time and money when traveling to their favorite team’s university due to the pilgrimage
from every corner of their state, which could lead to more in-group bonding.
The differences in social media use between college football and NFL fans in a number
of areas was also pronounced. The most important finding regarding social media for this
dissertation is the stark difference between college football and NFL fans. When considering
social identity approach, college football fans may believe that they are marginalized when it
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comes to football fans in general, since the NFL is more popular than college football in terms of
television ratings and is less fragmented when it comes to centralization of games. The NFL
plays a maximum of 16 games on one day, whereas college football may see 16 games in a
single time spot. This marginalization and division may lead to more in-group bolstering, lending
itself to more use of social media as a way for college football fans to connect with other college
football fans, increasing fan identification, which may also explain the differences in fan
identification.
Fan identification most predicted both consumption and creation of social media while
team identification most predicted sharing of social media, college football fans, and NFL fans
(as well as in football fans in general). Consumption and creation (meant to spark conversation)
of social media being most predicted by fan identification could be thought of as football fans
using social media as a way to connect with others and gain a sense of community, while sharing
of social media can be thought of as a way to outwardly express identification with a team, both
assertions being supported by previous research. Social media use differed between the two
groups in terms of consumption, creation, and sharing of social media when using team
identification as a predictor, while the two groups differed only in terms of creation when using
fan identification as a predictor. This adheres to social identity approach and previous research
on social media, where creation and sharing may be considered to be group behaviors that take
more than minimal effort and that college football fans are doing this to outwardly express their
team identification more than NFL fans. What is perhaps more interesting is that since there were
no significant differences between NFL and college football fans when fan identification was
used as a predictor on social media consumption and sharing, the long-held belief that social
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media is a social space for communities to be built and relationships between individuals formed
is substantiated.
NFL and college football fans were both more likely to use social media after a win than
a loss, which falls in line with previous BIRGing and related research that notes that individuals
want to associate positively to groups and want to avoid any negative associations. However,
college football fans used social media more than NFL fans after both wins and losses.
Interestingly enough, perhaps college football fans were using social media after a loss as a way
to keep tabs on other teams across the country. Considering only four teams get into the College
Football Playoff, a single loss can be damaging to a team’s national championship hopes,
particularly for the top teams in the country, college football fans may want to see if teams ahead
of them in the polls would win or lose, thus directly impacting their favorite team. These college
football fans may also use social media after a loss to be critical of the opposing team or to
blame a third party (e.g. the referees). In these cases, the social identity approach would note that
these fans are not trying to distance themselves from their in-group, but rather feel better about
their association with a losing team by disparaging others.
In line with previous research that states that highly identified fans use more media
compared to lower identified fans, team identification and fan identification were indeed found
to be positive predictors of social media consumption, creation, and sharing. Highly identified
fans may feel both a higher connection to their favorite team and to fellow fans of their favorite
football team, thus predicting behaviors that would be shown as team expression based (sharing)
and community based (consumption and creation).
Future research may want to examine how high school football is involved in this mix;
considering that identification occurs for high school football (Reding, Grieve, Derryberry, &
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Paquin, 2011) due to a number of factors. It has been shown that point of attachment to a favored
team among high school, college, and professional (NFL) fans can lead to different levels of
identification (Spinda, Wann, & Hardin, 2016). While Spinda, Wann & Hardin’s study (2016)
did examine differences between college football and NFL fans, they did not examine the use of
social media among these groups, something this study did. In keeping in line with the
understanding that there are sub-groups within a larger group, prospective research may also
consider further analyzing how social media use differs among fans of football teams in the same
league or conference. As an example, examining Football Bowl Subdivision fans and Football
Championship Subdivision fans amongst college supporters would be a good comparison of fans
of these sub-groups. Also as mentioned previously, there may also be differences in how
distinctive levels of fans differ identify with their favorite team, which in turn, could mean
difference in social media use as well. Further research could examine how diehard football fans
use social media compared to fair-weather fans.
Another possible avenue of future research would be to examine player identification and
how that impacts both team and fan identification. This would be especially important in college
football fans, where the best players on their team have a cap to the number of years of being on
that specific team. Fluctuations in player identification may be exaggerated with top-tier teams,
as those high-caliber players on the team are able to leave college early to enter into the NFL.
Perhaps future research should examine coach identification in college football fans, considering
that they may be the only publicly recognizable figure on a college football team that has the
potential to stick around for years, if not decades. Extending this dissertation to a future
companion study with basketball could be fruitful as well, considering how devout college
basketball fans are to their team and how prevalent free agency is becoming in the National
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Basketball Association, leading to possible disruption of team identification in fans of teams who
are unable to keep their talented stars.
Applied Implications
This dissertation has implications to the fields of media psychology and sports
psychology in addition to sports communication. Results showed that fans who use social media
for football related activities are quite fervent about their favorite team and their fellow fans, as
well as using media as a tool for communicating about their passions. How these fans use social
media to keep up with each other and their favorite teams is nothing new in related literature.
However, the uniqueness of this dissertation in terms of comparing two different groups brings
up more points to consider.
Generally, people use social media as a way to be connected to those who are outside of
their in-person social network (boyd & Ellison, 2007). People are using new media technologies
like social media to become more than just connected; they are becoming immersed in situations,
circumstances, and conversations that they would normally never have the opportunity to do so.
College football fans who once attended the university of their favorite team and are now
hundreds or thousands of miles away can communicate with others who are expatriated and
those who remain in their college towns. Conceivably, that is another reason as to why college
football fans use social media more than their NFL counterparts. Social media managers of
teams should try and use social media as a way to transport those who are far away from their
favorite team back to their home location.
Sports fans in particular can use social media as a way to not only speak with other fans
of their favorite teams, but with anyone who happens to be watching at that point in time. The
power that social media can have on fans’ ability to freely talk about a game they are watching as
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a fan of a team playing or casual spectator should not be underestimated. When talking on social
media about the Super Bowl, those who are talking about the biggest sporting event in America
are not just fans of the two teams participating. Social media also allows individuals to show
something tangible to others; something that notes that they are a part of a certain experience. A
status update on Facebook about the most recent Super Bowl, for example, is a memorable
artifact that people can reference and say that they were a part of an experience. A status update
on Facebook that gets likes and comments from others can have value to the original author,
making them feel valued and a part of their community.
In terms of sports, this dissertation shed light on how sports can be a powerful and
impactful institution for bringing people together in the first place. This dissertation also
examined the differences between college football and NFL fans, although there is plenty of
overlap for individuals who are sports fans to like both equally. The question here then becomes
how socialization to become a fan of a team colors one’s perceptions of being a fan of other
sports or different levels of the same sport. For example, if exposure to professional football at a
young age rather than college football increases or decreases that individual’s likelihood of
becoming an NFL fan more so than college football fan. Similar questions could be asked to
understand whether or not that individual become less apt to make another sport like hockey or
baseball their favorite later on in life.
While this dissertation only examined fans who were predominantly college football or
NFL fans, those in the middle who truly enjoy football at both levels equally are still a mystery.
Future research should be done to examine those in the middle and compare those to the two
groups that were featured in this dissertation. A further direction this line on research could
examine is how those middle of the road fans transfer their team and fan identification from
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games on Saturday to Sunday and how those fans juggle being fans of both college football and
NFL teams equivalently. Additional routes of research along this line could analyze why fans
watch college and NFL football, whether they are college-predominant, NFL-predominant, or in
between. Future endeavors should examine if these fans watching college football due to the
“ceremony” and “pageantry” of college football that is hard to get with the NFL, like college
football’s marching bands and unique traditions. Similarly, future research should examine if
some fans watch college football because of the massive ramifications of a possible upset when a
very weak team defeats a top-ranked team, considering that these types of games are often
classified as snooze-fests due to the disparity of talent on the teams. Likewise, future research
could examine if people watch the NFL due to the “any given Sunday” aspect of the game,
where the teams are more evenly matched, where anything could happen.
Another promising line of research could be to investigate professional leagues other than
the NFL, like the newly minted XFL. This could be twofold: one, after football season is over in
February, do hardcore football fans want to keep following football at all; and two, if they do,
how do they choose what games to consume? It is important to note that the XFL has teams
placed in already established football markets with professional teams (except St. Louis, MO,
which was the home to the Rams before they moved back to Los Angeles in 2016), so an even
further question would be if fans in these cities would want to support the local team due to
geographical location. The Alliance of American Football was a short-lived league in 2019 that,
even with former NFL players, was a spectacular failure and folded before the inaugural regular
season ended (Orr, 2019). Notably, the league had all but two of their football teams in markets
that were not established with a professional team. While it is not known for sure if the lack of a
“built-in” fanbase for teams led to the true demise of the league, it certainly could have been a
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major factor. The failure of this league could, at least anecdotally, support the notion that football
fans want to see high-quality football and that they could easily identify with teams and fellow
fans, whether that be through geographic means or otherwise. Perhaps the failure of this league
notes that American football fans are not looking for their next “fix” of football after the college
and NFL season ends, but rather, there is something more at play.
Limitations
As with many survey studies, this dissertation had several limitations that should caution
future scholars in generalizing these results more than at face value. Perhaps the largest
limitation in this study is that respondents needed to be on relatively extreme ends of a bipolar
scale in order to participate in the study. The data is intentionally missing a completely different
third group: the fans who were right in the middle. While this dissertation investigated those with
only a strong preference for either college football or NFL football, this third group could have
been used as an effective comparison group. This third group could have been the key in
understanding why college football and NFL fans differed on the variables that were of interest
in this study. This third group could be a variety of different things, including fans so into
football that they highly identify with both college and NFL football or fans who are casually
into both college and NFL football, with identification being activated based upon which of their
favorite teams are doing better in the season. Along these lines, the respondents were found to
have rather high team identification in the first place, as college football fans scored an average
of 3.85 on a five-point scale and NFL fans scored an average of 3.94 on a five-point scale. It
could be possible that adding middle-level and low-level fans in terms of team identification
could have also made for good comparison groups as well.
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Another major limitation is that this was an online study using a convenience sample with
data collected through Amazon Mechanical Turk. In order to participate in this study, one would
need an Amazon Mechanical Turk account. Perhaps the fact that these respondents are often on
their computer completing tasks like these may lead to these respondents being more social
media able, possibly leading to higher social media scores than if other methods of data
collection were used. Another aspect of Mechanical Turk that was an issue was that data
collection first started with Master Workers, those whose completed tasks were found to be
acceptable and of high-quality by many requesters. As data collection continued, the survey had
to be sent out to non-Master Workers in order for an even amount of college football fans to
participate in the survey. Also, while it was understood to the respondents that college football
most likely was referring to a Football Bowl Subdivision team, some respondents may have
responded to the survey with a Football Championship Subdivision team in mind. As noted
earlier, these are not necessarily even levels of play. Therefore, individuals who responded with
a Football Championship Subdivision team in mind might not necessarily be comparable with
others in the college football group who answered with a Football Bowl Subdivision team in
mind.
As for the data itself, there are some limitations which may impact the general findings of
this dissertation. First, two social media consumption measures that implemented. The Facebook
Intensity Scale was collected along with a self-recall measure of minutes of daily social media
use, but only the minutes of daily social media use was used in data analysis. The reasoning for
this is that the Facebook Intensity Scale--while measuring intensity of social media use--may not
accurately describe the amount of time spent consuming social media. Due to the fact that the
hypotheses and research questions specially asked about time and not intensity, it was
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determined that the best variable for this dissertation would be the amount of time spent
consuming social media. Perhaps using the Facebook Intensity Scale may lead to differing
results across the board for many of the hypotheses and research questions. It should also be
noted that the social media consumption question measured the amount of time spent consuming
social media exclusively for sports, and that perhaps using the amount of time spent consuming
social media in general would also have an impact on the stated results as well.
It should also be stated that data collection occurred the week before Super Bowl LIV.
This could have led to a compromising situation: NFL fans may have enacted CORFing because
their favorite team was not in the Super Bowl, especially if their team lost in the NFL playoffs.
This also harkens back to the social identity approach, where individuals tend to distance
themselves from groups that could harm their position in their social standing. Due to this, their
team and fan identification measures could have been lower than what they usually are during
the offseason or regular season. Future research should examine how fans of playoff teams
CORF during the playoffs to understand if fans of teams who lose their conference championship
game are more likely to CORF than, for example, fans whose team lost during Wildcard
Weekend.
For this dissertation, demographics were not controlled for in any of the regression
analyses. In future research, demographics should be used as an element in the regression model
to examine these variables to see if it changes any results. Place of residence was collected but
not used in any analyses, while attendance of school or degrees held was not collected at all for
those with college experience. Both of these variables should be used in future research to
examine if they impact results at all.
Conclusion
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This dissertation examined the complex nature of college football and NFL fans, team
and fan identification, and social media consumption, creation, and sharing. As individuals
continue to use new media technologies in order to communicate with their fellow fans of their
favorite team and express fanship to others, research in this area will certainly rise. This study
provided a unique perspective that there are distinct and different groups when it comes to
examining fans of a single sport, something that is important to remember when examining
sports fans in general. Once again, just as it be would senseless to say that all sports fans are
alike, it is just as senseless to say that all football fans are alike. This dissertation supported
hypotheses and research questions that back this assertion.
College football fans were found to be higher in fan identification and had higher scores
on social media consumption, creation, and sharing than their NFL counterparts. While it is not
out of the ordinary for sports fans in general to be high on these values, it certainly speaks to the
fact that these two groups are different even though they follow the same basic sport. It was also
noted that while fan identification impacted social media consumption and creation while team
identification impacted social media sharing in general, this was not necessarily true in terms of
differences between college football fans and NFL fans. Football is also rather immersive on
weekends, where most college and NFL games are played on Saturday and Sunday respectively,
possibly leading to people needing to make a choice in which level to invest in.
Theoretically, this dissertation’s results fall in line with previous research on social
identity approach and sports in social media. However, it does give a new point-of-view in terms
of understanding how groups within groups work, and that it is important that scholars appreciate
and recognize the differences that occur in sub-groups within a larger group; including
differences in fans of the same sport. Practically, these results show that people use social media
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as a tool to communicate with others who they will probably never meet in a face-to-face
context, as well as their dearest friends in one space about certain sporting events (among other
things). Future research should expand the idea of comparing two different levels of fan groups
in one sport, include a group that is equally a fan of college football and NFL football for
comparison, and reasons as to why college fans choose to watch college football and NFL fans
choose to watch NFL football.
Social media and sports are a powerful combination when understanding how and why
people interact with each other and how people differ from each other, particularly when
examined through the lens of social identity approach. These findings note that social media are
an important tool in communicating with others with similar interest. They also show key
differences in how and why college football and NFL fans specifically use social media. These
findings shed light on the fact that scholars should not paint sports fans, even those who enjoy
the same sport, with a broad brush.
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APPENDIX A
Survey
1. Mark where you would place yourself on this scale, where 1 means that you are a
hardcore NFL fan with no interest in college football, and 11 means that you are a
hardcore college football fan with no interest in NFL football.
NFL Football Fan

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
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College Football Fan

In years, how long would you say that you have been a fan of your favorite football team?
_____________________
Sports Spectator Identification Scale (Wann & Branscombe, 1993) – 5-point scale
Please respond to the following statements in terms of your favorite football team
1. How important to YOU is it that your favorite football team wins?
(Not at all)
(Very much so)
1
2
3
4
5
2. How strongly do YOU see YOURSELF as a fan of your favorite football team?
(Not at all)
(Very much so)
1
2
3
4
5
3. How strongly do your FRIENDS see YOU as a fan of your favorite football team?
(Not at all)
(Very much so)
1
2
3
4
5
4. During the season, how closely do you follow your favorite football team via ANY of
the following: a) in person or on television, b) on the radio, c) television news or
newspaper, d) on the internet?
(Not at all)
(Very much so)
1
2
3
4
5
5. How important is being a fan of your favorite football team to YOU?
(Not at all)
(Very much so)
1
2
3
4
5
6. How much do YOU dislike your favorite football team's greatest rivals?
(Not at all)
(Very much so)
1
2
3
4
5
7. How often do YOU display your favorite football team's name or insignia at your
place of work, where you live, or on your clothing?
(Not at all)
(Very much so)
1
2
3
4
5
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Identification with a group (Luhtanen & Crocker, 2002) – 5-point scale
Please respond to the following statements in terms of group membership with other fans of your
favorite football team
1. Overall, my group membership has very little to do with how I feel about myself
(Strongly Disagree)
(Strongly Agree)
1
2
3
4
5
2. The fan group I belong to is an important reflection of who I am
(Strongly Disagree)
(Strongly Agree)
1
2
3
4
5
3. The fan group I belong to is unimportant to my sense of what kind of a person I am
(Strongly Disagree)
1
2

3

4

(Strongly Agree)
5

4. In general, belonging to a fan group is an important part of my self-image
(Strongly Disagree)
1
2

3

4

(Strongly Agree)
5

Social media use
In years, how long would you say that you have been a fan of your favorite football team?
______________________________________________________________________________
Approximately how many minutes a day to you spend on social media in general?
______________________________________________________________________________
Approximately how many minutes a day to you spend on social media dealing with sports?

How frequently do you use social media dealing with sports?
Several Times a Day
Once a Day
Several Times Weekly
Once a Week
Several Times a Month
Monthly
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Social Media Intensity Scale (Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007) – 5 point scale
Please respond to the following statements about your use of social media dealing with sports.
1. Social media is part of my everyday activity
(Strongly Disagree) (Strongly Agree)
1
2
3
4
5
2. I am proud to tell people I’m on social media
(Strongly Disagree) (Strongly Agree)
1
2
3
4
5
3. Social media has become part of my daily routine
(Strongly Disagree) (Strongly Agree)
1
2
3
4
5
4. I feel out of touch when I haven’t logged onto social media for a while
(Strongly Disagree) (Strongly Agree)
1
2
3
4
5
5. I feel I am part of the social media community
(Strongly Disagree) (Strongly Agree)
1
2
3
4
5
6. I would be sorry if social media shut down
(Strongly Disagree) (Strongly Agree)
1
2
3
4
5
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Social Media Production (Choi & Behm-Morawitz, 2019) – 5 point scale
1. I create or share text about my favorite football team
(Not at all)
1
2

3

(Very much so)
4
5

2. I create or share pictures about my favorite football team
(Not at all)
1
2

3

(Very much so)
4
5

3. I create or share graphics about my favorite football team
(Not at all)
1
2

3

(Very much so)
4
5

4. I create or share video about my favorite football team
(Not at all)
1
2

3

(Very much so)
4
5
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BIRG scale
How often do you do the following things when your favorite football team wins?
Check social media for information about the game
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to communicate with fellow fans of the winning team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to communicate with fellow fans of the losing team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to communicate with rival fans of a rival team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to praise the winning team's performance
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to criticize the winning team's performance
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to praise the losing team's performance
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to criticize the losing team's performance
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to identify with your favorite team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to distance yourself from your favorite team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
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CORF scale
How often do you do the following things when your favorite football team loses?
Check social media for information about the game
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to communicate with fellow fans of the winning team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to communicate with fellow fans of the losing team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to communicate with rival fans of a rival team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to praise the winning team's performance
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to criticize the winning team's performance
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to praise the losing team's performance
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to criticize the losing team's performance
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to identify with your favorite team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
Use social media to distance yourself from your favorite team
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Almost Always
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Demographics
What is your age?
________________________________________________________________
What is your biological sex?
Male
Female
What is your race? (Check all that apply)
White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Other
In which state are you originally from? If you're from an international country, what state do you
normally reside in?
(Dropdown) Alabama …. I do not reside in the United States
Do you currently live in or have you ever lived in within the major metropolitan area of your
favorite football team?
Yes, currently live in
Yes, used to live in
No
Is there anything we might have missed in this survey that you feel like we should know?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX B
IRB Approval
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100
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