Sport Consumer-Team Relationship Quality:

Development and Psychometric Evaluation of a Scale
Abstract
There has been increased attention on relationship building in sport marketing and growing theoretical support for the critical role of the relationship between sport organizations and customers in predicting consumption behaviors. The purpose of this research was to develop the Sport Consumer-Team Relationship Quality Scale (STRQ), which measures relationship quality appropriate for the spectator sport context. Three separate studies were conducted to evaluate the psychometric properties of the new scale relying on both qualitative and quantitative methods. In Study I, content validity was established through a comprehensive review of literature, and tests of content validity including expert review. In Study II, empirical evidence was obtained indicating that the new scale possessed desirable psychometric properties including reliability, content validity, discriminant validity, criterion validity, and population homogeneity in the factor structure. In Study III, sound psychometric properties of the scale were achieved in replication. 
Introduction
The practice of relationship marketing is currently experiencing substantial growth in sport organizations. Previous research on relationship marketing has improved marketing outcomes, such as purchase intention, word of mouth, sales, market share, and growth (Hennig-Thuaru, Gwinner, & Gremier, 2002; Palmatier, Dant, Grewal, & Evans, 2006; Reynolds & Beaty, 1999). Likewise, a considerable amount of research has been devoted to various theoretical and practical issues associated with relationship quality (c.f., Crosby, Evans & Cowles, 1990). 
Although numerous researchers have provided valuable insights into the application of relationship marketing principles in the sport industry, (Bee & Kahle, 2006; Cousens, Babiak, & Bradish, 2006; McDonald & Milne, 1997; Tower, Jago, & Deery, 2006), the overall collection of empirical investigations have been essentially preliminary. Particularly lacking are studies on the systematic examination of relationship quality from the perspectives of sport consumers. Furthermore, there has been very little research specifically addressing relationship quality in a spectator sport context. 
Therefore, the purposes of this research were to: (a) develop a scale measuring relationship quality that is appropriate for the spectator sport context; (b) examine the psychometric properties of the new scale including reliability, content validity, discriminant validity, criterion validity, and population heterogeneity in the factor structure; and (c) test whether the psychometric properties of the scale derived in the original study could be generalized to a different sample of sport consumers. To achieve these purposes, the Sport Consumer-Team Relationship Quality Scale (STRQ) was developed through three separate studies.  
Study I: Scale Construction and Refinement
The main purpose of Study I was four-fold: (a) generate a pool of items reflecting the content and domains of the STRQ, (b) establish the content validity of the initial STRQ scale, (c) preliminarily investigate the psychometric properties of the scale, and (d) refine the scale. 
Item Generation

While combining the previous literature, we identified five constructs that capture the essential facets of relationship quality: trust, commitment, intimacy, self-connection, and reciprocity. Definitions of individual constructs should be identified first  (c.f., Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Altogether, 41 items were initially selected or created to measure the five constructs: Trust (De Wulf, et al., 2001; Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000; MacMillan, et al., 2005; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), Commitment (Fletcher et al., 2000; Fournier, 1996), Intimacy (Spake, Beatty, Brockman, & Crutchfield, 2003; Fletcher et al. 2000), Self-Connection (Fournier, 1996; Robinson & Trail, 2005), and Reciprocity (Odekerken-Schroder, De Wulf, & Schumacher, 2003; Uhl-Bien & Maslyn, 2003). 
Qualitative Evaluation

The qualitative evaluation of the scale items consisted of three phases.  In phase one, the items were reviewed and discussed by the researchers of this study to ensure adequate representation of the proposed domains and to refine wordings. In phase two, the items were presented to 40 undergraduate and graduate students majoring in sport management. They were provided with definitions of subscales and were asked to do the following: (a) assign items to constructs that the items best represented, (b) assess and improve the readability and clarity of the items, and (c) provide suggestions for additional items. In phase three, five-judge panel evaluated and finalized items. As a result, a total of 24 items were retained to measure the five STRQ subscales: Trust (5 items), Commitment (5 items), Intimacy (4 items), Self-Connection (4 items), and Reciprocity (6 items).
Pilot Study

Participants and Procedure 

A total of 154 college students enrolled in sport activity classes at a major southeastern university participated in the study. The sample was 51% male and the average age was 21 (M = 20.52, SD = 2.93) and slightly more than 50% of participants were white/non-Hispanic. 

Data Analyses

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the factor structure of the STRQ scale using the Mplus 5.2 program (Muthén & Muthén, 2008). Following guidelines of Hu and Bentler (1999), the goodness of fit indices used in the current study to evaluate overall fit of the model included the CFI and the standard root mean squared residual (SRMR). 
Results and Discussion

The model yielded a reasonable fit (χ2/df = 463.74/242 = 1.92, RMSEA = .08, CFI = .91, SRMR = .07). The items for the STRQ factors showed adequate psychometric properties in terms of Cronbach’s alpha coefficients that ranged from .87 for Trust to .93 for Commitment and AVE values that ranged from .51 for Reciprocity to .74 for Commitment. Based on the assessment of psychometric properties, theoretical relevance of the items, and parsimoniousness of the scale, 9 items were dropped. At the conclusion of the pilot study, 15 items were retained: Trust (3 items), Commitment (3 items), Intimacy (3 items), Self-Connection (3 items), and Reciprocity (3 items). 

Study II: Confirmation of the STRQ Scale

The primary purpose of Study II was three-fold: (a) confirm the hypothesized factor structure of STRQ resulted in Study I; (b) provide further empirical evidence of validity and reliability for the scale; and (c) detect the possible presence of population heterogeneity in the factor structure. 
Method
Participants and Procedures

Participants totaled 631 individuals who were affiliated with a southeastern university. Of the 631 participants, 61% were female and the participants ranged in age from 18 to 74 years (M = 25.49, SD = 10.24), and 62% were White.
Data Analyses

To evaluate the five-factor STRQ measurement model derived from Study I, we conducted a CFA using the Mplus 5.2 program. DeVellis (2003) suggested that when possible, both concurrent and predictive validity can be equivalently used for criterion validity. Therefore, we examined concurrent validity by examining correlations between STRQ sub-constructs and a modified version of the Relationship Satisfaction scale, which was developed by Spake et al. (2003). Previous researchers have indicated that customer satisfaction was usually a positive consequence of high service quality programs (Collier & Bienstock, 2006; Cronyn & Taylor, 1992; Reimann, Lünemann, & Chase, 2008). Discriminant validity of each of the factors was examined through a procedure that involved testing χ2 difference values (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). In addition, the current study tested the possible presence of population heterogeneity caused by both observed and unobserved sources. 
Results and Discussion

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The model achieved good fit for the data (S-B χ2/df = 232.43/80 = 2.91, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .98, SRMR = .04). Table 2 shows the correlations among the STRQ factors. Pairwise Χ2difference tests showed that all correlations between factors were significantly different from 1.0, providing evidence for discriminant validity. The statistical model that tested concurrent validity of the STRQ with relationship Satisfaction fit the data well (S-B χ2/df = 413.02/120 = 3.44, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .96, SRMR = .04). All of the STRQ factors were significantly correlated with the criterion variable (i.e., Relationship Satisfaction) in the conceptually expected direction and the correlation coefficients ranged from .64 to .86 (Collier & Bienstock, 2006; Cronyn & Taylor, 1992; Reimann et al., 2008). The STRQ scale invariably measured the constructs that the scale was intended to measure across different subpopulations defined on the basis of both observed and unobserved sources of heterogeneity. 
Study III: Cross Validation
The sample in Studies I and II consisted of individuals who were affiliated with the same university. In Study III, we tested whether the results for the STRQ from Study II could be generalized to the setting of an intercollegiate football team at a different university.     

Method

Participants and Procedures

A total of 252 college students enrolled in sport, health, and fitness related classes at a Midwestern university responded to the STRQ scale. The sample was 54% male and the average age of the participants was 21 years old (M = 21.20, SD = 3.01) while the 57% of the sample was White.  A face-to-face self-administered mode was utilized to collect the data. 

Data Analyses


We employed the same data analysis procedures utilized in Study II. Then, we compared the factor structure of the STRQ across the two samples of Studies II and III by executing a multiple-group CFA. Specifically, we tested if a model without equality constraints on the factor loadings across the two samples achieved a significantly better model fit than did a model with equality constraints on factor loadings (Kline, 2005).        

Results and Discussion


In the CFA, the model fit the data well (S-B χ2/df = 176.33/80 = 2.20, RMSEA = .07, CFI = .96, SRMR = .05).  These findings indicated good internal consistency and construct reliability of the scale. Discriminant validity was evidenced based on pairwise χ2difference tests. All STRQ factors were significantly correlated with the criterion variable in the theoretically anticipated direction. The initial model constraining factor loadings to be same across groups of males and females showed that the factor loadings were not significantly different across two groups. Further, the mixture CFA provided evidence that there was no unobserved source causing substantial population heterogeneity in factor structure of the STRQ scale.
Finally, the findings of the multiple group analysis using the two samples from Studies II and III substantiated that the factor structure of the STRQ was stable across the two samples. In summary, the validity and reliability of the STRQ scale were further confirmed and the factor structure found in Study II was replicated in the Study III. Findings derived from the cross-validation study offered strong evidence to support robustness of the new scale.   
General Discussion
Three separate studies were conducted to evaluate the psychometric properties of the new scale relying on both qualitative and quantitative methods. Overall, the findings across these three studies indicate that the new scale shows preliminary validity and reliability in assessing the quality of relationship between sport organizations and their consumers. 
The major implication of this research is the development of a psychometrically sound measure of sport consumer-team relationship quality. The resultant scale, which is relatively brief and possesses good psychometric properties, is useful for sport marketing researchers because it provides them with a way to better understand the unique nature of relational bond formed between sport organizations and consumers. Furthermore, the developed STRQ scale may be utilized in conjunction with other key concepts to study sport consumption behaviors. For instance, it would be interesting to explore the potential mediating or moderating effects of relationship quality on the linkage between motives and sport consumption behaviors.  
The STRQ can also be adopted for a number of essential purposes in sport management practice. First, by using the instrument, sport managers can identify the level of relationship quality with the consumers and thereafter develop corresponding relationship management strategies. Second, the STRQ can be a useful tool to appraise the effectiveness of relationship marketing campaigns. Finally, the STRQ, which is composed of multiple sub-components of relationship quality, provides a diagnostic tool to discover which aspects of the relationship are damaged so that appropriate remedial actions can be enacted. 
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Table 1

Definitions of Relationship Quality Constructs

	Construct

	Definition
	Author(s)

	Trust
	One party’s belief that its needs will be fulfilled by actions undertaken by the other party.
	Anderson and Weitz (1989)

	Commitment
	An exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it; that is, the committed party believes that relationship is worth working on to ensure that it endures indefinitely.
	Morgan and Hunt (1984)

	Intimacy
	Familiarity, closeness, and openness to relationship partners.
	Fournier (1998)

	Self-Connection
	Relationship quality facet [that] reflects the degree to which the brand delivers on important identity concerns, tasks, or themes, thereby expressing a significant aspect of self.
	Fournier (1998)

	Reciprocity
	Internalized beliefs and expectations about the balance of obligations in an exchange relationship. 
	Palmatier (2008)


Table 2
Summary Results for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of STRQ and Relationship Satisfaction in Study II

	Scale
	Factors and items
	λ
	S.E.
	α
	AVE

	STRQ
	Trust
	
	
	.88
	0.71

	
	I trust this intercollegiate football team
	.84
	0.02
	
	

	
	This intercollegiate football team is reliable
	.82
	0.02
	
	

	
	I can count on this intercollegiate football team
	.87
	0.01
	
	

	
	Commitment
	
	
	.95
	0.86

	
	I am committed to this intercollegiate football team
	.93
	0.01
	
	

	
	I am devoted to this intercollegiate football team
	.93
	0.01
	
	

	
	I am dedicated to this intercollegiate football team
	.91
	0.01
	
	

	
	Intimacy
	
	
	.89
	0.73

	
	I am very familiar with this intercollegiate football team
	.89
	0.01
	
	

	
	I know a lot about this intercollegiate football team
	.89
	0.01
	
	

	
	I feel as though I really understand this intercollegiate football team
	.79
	0.02
	
	

	
	Self-Connection
	
	
	.89
	0.72

	
	This intercollegiate football team reminds me of who I am
	.82
	0.02
	
	

	
	This intercollegiate football team’s image and my self-image are similar in a lot of ways
	.85
	0.01
	
	

	
	This intercollegiate football team and I have a lot in common
	.89
	0.02
	
	

	
	Reciprocity
	
	
	.83
	0.62

	
	This intercollegiate football team unfailingly pays me back when I do something extra for it
	.70
	0.01
	
	

	
	This intercollegiate football team gives me back equivalently what I have given them
	.78
	0.02
	
	

	
	This intercollegiate football team constantly returns the favor when I do something good for it
	.88
	0.02
	
	

	RS
	Relationship Satisfaction
	
	
	.83
	0.61

	
	I am pleased with the relationship that I have with this intercollegiate football team
	.71
	0.03
	
	

	
	My relationship with this intercollegiate football team is favorable
	.87
	0.02
	
	

	
	I am satisfied with my relationship with this intercollegiate football team
	.75
	0.02
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