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Although the “self” has generally been conceptualized as relatively stable in sport-

specific research, events such as deselection, injury, and career termination have been found to 

negatively affect athletes’ levels of identification with the athlete role. Additionally, there has 

been limited research regarding competitive failure and its ability to negatively affect athletes’ 

levels of identification with the athlete role. The purpose of the present investigation was to 

provide additional evidence regarding the influence poor competitive seasons have on the 

malleability of athletes’ self-identity. Athletes were followed throughout the course of their 

season to determine whether athletes who encountered a poor competitive season reported 

lowered levels of athletic identity. Specifically, male and female NCAA Division I track and 

field athletes completed pre-indoor, post-indoor, and post-outdoor assessments of athletic 

identity. Contrary to previous research, the current study’s results indicated no identifiable 

relationship between male and female athletes’ season performance satisfaction and their level of 

post-indoor and post-outdoor athletic identity. Thus, the greatest predictor of athletes’ post-

season level of athletic identity was their pre-season level of athletic identity, regardless of 

season performance. Given these results, future research should assess self-esteem as well as 

other potential coping strategies athletes might use in order to gain a better understanding of the 

effect encountering a poor competitive season may have on athletes’ self-identity.  
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INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 Athletes, especially those reaching the collegiate level or higher (e.g., Olympic, or 

professional levels), devote countless hours training and expend tremendous effort trying to 

perform successfully. Given athletes’ time commitment to train and their effort, it would be 

expected that a poor performance during competition could negatively influence future 

performances. However, athletes, especially those who have achieved past success at high levels, 

are often capable of being resilient and able to re-direct their attention to upcoming competitions. 

But, when athletes experience a devastating performance or a series of poor performances during 

a season, their athletic identity, which is the degree that an individual identifies with the athlete 

role (Brewer, Selby, Linder, & Petitpas, 1999), could be negatively affected. In fact, past 

research has indicated that male athletes who experienced a poor competitive season tended to 

report lowered levels of athletic identity (Brewer et al., 1999). Reduced athletic identity has been 

associated with: (a) lowered levels of focus and general motivation in terms of sport, (b) lowered 

levels of team cohesion, (c) increased probability of encountering another poor competitive 

season, or (d) removal from their sport (Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993; Griffith & 

Johnson, 2002; Horton & Mack, 2000; Marsh, Perry, Horsely, & Roche, 1995). 

 In order to provide practical applications that could help athletes who encounter reduced 

levels of athletic identity due to a poor competitive season, more research is needed; there has 

only been one study published to date regarding this topic (Brewer et al., 1999). Additionally, 

although lowered levels of athletic identity have been reported after a poor competitive season by 

males, it is unknown if this occurs with females. Thus, the subsequent paragraphs will define the 

constructs of self-concept and athletic identity, explore potential theories, and determine if any 

sex differences exist regarding this situational influence on athletic identity. 
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Self-Concept 

 Self-concept is defined simply as “the way in which we see or define ourselves” (Lox, 

Ginis, & Petruzzello, 2010, p.206). People’s concepts and feelings about themselves are 

generally labeled as self-concept and self-esteem (Mann, Hosman, Schaalma, & de Vries, 2004). 

However, self-esteem is the evaluative affective dimension of self-concept and is equivalent to 

self-regard, self-estimation, and self-worth (Harter, 1999). Early researchers viewed self-concept 

as a set of structured self-attitudes that were relatively stable and characteristic of an individual. 

These researchers also assumed that self-concept was generalizable from one situation to the 

next (Demo, 1992).  

 However, more recent research has suggested that self-concept is actually multi-

dimensional. Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976) developed a hierarchical model of self-

concept to reflect its multi-dimensionality. The first level encompasses overall, general self-

concept. The second level breaks down self-concept into two categories: (a) academic and (b) 

non-academic. Next, the third level is comprised of subareas from academic and non-academic 

self-concept. Academic self-concept is broken down in terms of math, science, history, English, 

etc. Non-academic self-concept is broken down into three categories: (a) social (e.g., peers, 

significant others), (b) emotional (e.g., particular emotional states), and (c) physical (e.g., 

physical ability, physical appearance). Therefore, individuals do not evaluate themselves 

globally, but rather in specifically defined roles. In addition to being multi-dimensional, self-

concept has also been described as dynamic and malleable, depending on the specific situation at 

hand (Markus & Kunda, 1986; Rogers, 1951); a stable set of evaluative standards of oneself but 

also as the picture people have of themselves at any given moment (Turner, 1956). These 

perspectives consider the self not as a unitary structure, but as encompassing within itself a wide 
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variety of self-conceptions. Because of this, the term “working” self-concept was created. As a 

work in progress, it is subject to constant changes, revisions, edits, and updates as a function of 

variation in situations and situational demands. Markus and Wurf (1987) described the working 

self-concept as being continually active; a shifting array of accessible self-knowledge. In other 

words, people infer who they are by observing their recent behaviors and the reactions of others 

and then translating the information into their conception of themselves. The construct of athletic 

identity was created with this understanding of a multidimensional self-concept (Brewer & 

Cornelius, 2001). 

Athletic Identity 

 Sport involvement, especially when one reaches collegiate and professional levels, 

requires a great deal of commitment. As previously stated, athletes devote a vast amount of time 

and effort to their respective sport in order to compete at such a high level. Theorists have 

determined that in order to reach elite “expert” status (such as collegiate and professional 

athletes) 10,000 hours of sport-specific experience (e.g., practice; performance) is necessary, or 

roughly ten years (Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-Römer, 1993). When athletes spend that much 

time participating in their respective sport, it only makes sense that their central source of self-

worth and self-definition would come from sport; these athletes come to derive a sense of who 

they are from their performance in the athlete role (Brewer et al., 1993). This construct has been 

defined as athletic identity, which refers to the degree that an individual identifies with the 

athlete role (Brewer et al., 1993). Strong levels of identification with the athlete role are 

positively correlated with self-identity, social interactions, confidence, and self-reported positive 

athletic experiences (Griffith & Johnson, 2002). Athletic identity that is strong, but not exclusive, 

may also have long lasting psychological benefits for athletes (e.g., increased self-esteem, more 
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positive affect, and increased motivation); however, identification of the self as an athlete is not 

without potential costs (Brewer et al., 1993; Brewer et al., 1999). Those who most strongly 

identify with their athletic role are more susceptible to adjustment difficulties when loss is 

encountered in the form of situational influences such as sport injury (Brewer, Cornelius, 

Stephan, & Raalte, 2010; Manuel et al., 2002), sport career termination (Grove, Lavallee, & 

Gordon, 1997; Schachar, Brewer, Cornelius, & Petitpas, 2004), de-selection (Grove, Fish, & 

Eklund, 2004; Munroe, Albinson, & Hall, 1999), and chronic competitive failure (Brewer et al., 

1999); These types of events can cause athletes to question their sport ability. When athletes do 

in fact begin to question their ability, it could actually lead them to change the way in which they 

define themselves (Harvey, 1996). Given this assumption, Brewer et al. (1999) hypothesized and 

confirmed that the self-concept of athletes with a high degree of psychological investment in 

sport changes in response to events that threaten their involvement in sport, and consequently, 

their overall sense of competence. 

Poor Season Performance: Impact on Athletic Identity 

 Poor competitive season is a subjective term based upon the athletes’ perception of their 

performance over the course of the season. As stated previously, Brewer et al. (1999) examined 

whether a poor competitive season could elicit change in athletic identity. The purpose of their 

study was to examine the possibility of whether athletes encountering personal loss in the form 

of poor competitive seasons would adjust self-identity in an attempt to psychologically distance 

themselves from their poor performances. They expected to find lowered levels of athletic 

identity in athletes who had worse than expected competitive seasons. A hierarchical regression 

analysis indicated that athletic identity was fairly stable over the season, but that season 

satisfaction accounted for a significant proportion of variance in late-season athletic identity 
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levels over and above that accounted for by pre-season athletic identity levels. The significant, 

positive partial correlation between late-season athletic identity scores and season satisfaction 

ratings indicated that participants who were not satisfied with their performances over the course 

of the season tended to report lowered athletic identity levels. In order to confirm these results, a 

second study was conducted. In study two, the results were quite similar to study one, with 

season satisfaction accounting for a significant proportion of variance in late-season athletic 

identity levels. Also, another significant, positive partial correlation between late-season athletic 

identity scores and season satisfaction ratings once again indicated that participants who were 

not satisfied with their performances over the course of the season tended to report lowered 

levels of athletic identity. These results provide foundational evidence that encountering a poor 

competitive season can have an impact on male athletes’ sport-related self-perceptions, and 

athletes may be attempting to psychologically distancing themselves from their poor 

performances. 

Self-Categorization Theory 

 Previous research regarding situational influences on athletic identity has indicated that 

these findings (e.g., athletic identity changes over time in response to situational influences) are 

consistent with the Self-Categorization Theory (e.g., labeling oneself as a member of specific 

social categories; Grove et al., 2004). The Self-Categorization Theory indicates that the salience 

of one’s social identity is context-dependent, with the salience of that identity being dependent 

upon the particular social comparisons in any given context (Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & 

McGarty, 1994). Changes in self-categorization, then, may allow for positive self-presentation. 

Korman (2001) indicated two mechanisms by which a positive image of oneself is maintained: 

(a) self-enhancement, and (b) self-protection. Self-enhancement involves the use of cognitive 
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and behavioral processes to amplify the positive aspects of the self in one’s own eyes and the 

eyes of others (Grove et al., 2004). Self-protection involves the use of cognitive and behavioral 

processes to dampen the negative aspects of the self in one’s own eyes or in the eyes of others 

(Grove et al., 2004). Agostinelli, Sherman, Presson, and Chassin (1992) stated that self-

enhancement is created by positive outcomes that convey desirable information about the self, 

while self-protection is created by negative outcomes that are potentially threatening to the self. 

Thus, in the case of sport, athletic identity might become stronger when sport-related outcomes 

are favorable and weaker when sport-related outcomes are unfavorable. Such shifts in 

identification would allow athletes to project a positive, public image and have a positive view of 

their self following a successful outcome, or reduce dissonance in order to protect their public 

image as well as their view of self following an unsuccessful outcome (Grove et al., 2004). 

Potential Sex Differences 

 It is unknown whether this lowering of athletic identity would occur if female athletes 

encounter a poor competitive season. When examining sex differences in achievement patterns, 

research (Eccles, 1982) has found that males are influenced primarily by performance history. 

Females also are influenced by performance history, but more importantly by the value they 

attach to the action (Eccles, 1982). Subjective task value is an important, independent predictor 

for females; females who enjoyed a task and thought it was important were more likely to 

continue performing the task than those who did not enjoy the task or thought it was not useful or 

important (Eccles, 1982). Regarding coping strategies by competitive athletes, research has 

indicated that males and females cope differently with sport performance-related stress (Crocker 

& Graham, 1995). However, when specifically assessing behavioral disengagement (similar to 

distancing oneself from poor performance[s] by decreasing the value of sport), no differences 
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were found between males and females (Crocker & Graham, 1995). Additionally, examining 

previous research regarding situational influences on athletic identity where female athletes were 

used as participants provided some insight as to how a poor competitive season might affect 

female athletes. For example, past research has indicated that female athletes who were not 

selected during the sport team try-out process reported lowered levels of athletic identity (Grove 

et al., 2004). Additionally, Munroe et al. (1999) examined female athletes who were cut during 

the sport season and found that they reported lowered levels of athletic identity immediately after 

being cut. Lastly, Grove et al. (1997) examined female athletes who retired from their sport and 

found that they reported lowered levels of athletic identity immediately after retiring. With no 

differences found between males and females regarding behavioral disengagement as a coping 

strategy and similar results between males and females regarding other situational influences on 

athletic identity, it is possible that females also report lowered levels of athletic identity when a 

poor competitive season is experienced.  

Purpose of the Present Study 

 Brewer et al.’s (1999) study indicated significant results; however, there are some details 

worth noting. First, sex differences cannot be determined since only male athletes were used. 

Second, the scale used to measure athletes’ perception of performance was exploratory and had 

not been psychometrically evaluated (Brewer et al., 1999). Third, a significant amount of 

participant attrition (53% of the participants completed the study) was encountered. Also, Brewer 

et al. (1999) provided the participants with a “battery of questionnaires” that not only included 

the Athletic Identity Measurement Scale (AIMS, Brewer et al., 1993), but also included various 

other questionnaires, which can prove problematic because answering additional scales 

immediately before the AIMS could bias or alter athletes’ answers regarding athletic identity. 
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Thus, the present study aimed to provide further evidence that situational influences, specifically 

poor competitive seasons, elicit change in athletes’ identification with the athlete role. First, the 

present study included both male and female athletes as participants in order to determine if 

changes in athletic identity due to a poor competitive season is generalizable to female athletes 

as well. Secondly, the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998) 

was used to assess athletes’ perceptions of performance. The ASQ not only assessed season 

performance satisfaction in terms of individual performance, but also in terms of team 

performance; this allowed for a greater understanding of athletes’ satisfaction. Specifically, 

given previous research, it was hypothesized that male and female athletes who reported lower 

overall performance satisfaction would report lowered athletic identity levels. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

 Participants (N = 63) were male (n = 29) and female (n =34) track and field athletes over 

the age of 18 from a National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division I University in 

the United States. No participants were excluded based on sex, race, or ethnicity. Participants 

were recruited once their respective coach permitted the researcher access to speak with the 

athletes. 

Measures 

Demographic Items 

 Demographic items (see Appendix A) consisted of eight questions including sex, age, 

classification in sport (e.g., freshman), ethnicity, track and field event group classification (e.g., 

sprinter), injury information, stand out performances (e.g. Did you experience an excellent 

performance that stood out to you?),  and personal best information (e.g., Did you set a personal 

best in an event this season?). Also, to ensure confidentiality, identification numbers were 

written on each participant’s consent form and first questionnaire. A key was made that 

contained the names and assigned numbers. During the second data collection, athletes were 

given a second numbered questionnaire that matched the first questionnaire. Only the primary 

researcher had access to the key, and it was used solely for matching purposes. 

Athletic Identity 

 The Athletic Identity Measurement Scale (AIMS; Brewer et al., 1993) was used to 

measure athletic identity. The original AIMS (Brewer et al., 1993) is comprised of 10-items (e.g., 

I consider myself an athlete.) answered on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree 

(1) to strongly agree (7). Research provided evidence of its test-retest reliability (r = .89, two-



10 

week interval) and internal consistency (α = .81 to .93, see Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). In 

regards to validity, AIMS scores have been found to increase with level of sport involvement 

(i.e., non-athlete, recreational athlete, competitive athlete) and perceived importance of sports 

competence (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). However, more recent research has determined that an 

abbreviated version of the AIMS consisting of seven items from the original 10 items is also 

appropriate for measuring athletic identity (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). A strong, positive 

correlation (r = .96) between the total score for the seven-item version and the 10-item version 

was found (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). Despite the loss of three items (items 6, 7, and 9 were 

deleted) from the original AIMS, the internal consistency of the seven-item scale remains high (α 

= .81). The AIMS is comprised of three factors: (a) social identity (items 1-3); (b) exclusivity 

(items 4-5); and (c) negative affectivity (items 6-7) (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001).  In the current 

study, the shorter, seven-item AIMS was used to assess levels of athletic identity, given the busy 

training schedule of collegiate athletes.  

Season Performance Satisfaction 

 Items from the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ; Riemer & Chelladuri, 1998) 

were used to assess season performance satisfaction. Competitive season outcome was 

determined subjectively because objectives measures (e.g., individual or team place in event) are 

not viewed similarly by all athletes (i.e., fourth place in conference could be a great season 

outcome for one athlete, but poor for another). The ASQ has been found to be psychometrically 

sound, with reliability estimates ranging from .78 to .95 (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). Two of 

the ASQ’s 15 dimensions were used in this study: (a) team performance and (b) individual 

performance. Team performance is composed of three items (e.g., The team’s win/loss record) 

answered on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from not at all satisfied (1) to extremely satisfied (7). 
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Individual performance is also comprised of three items (e.g., The degree to which I have 

reached my performance goals during the season) answered on the same 7-point Likert scale. 

Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) indicated evidence of criterion validity, with all correlations 

between items being in the predicted direction, statistically significant (p < .05), and the majority 

of the correlations exceeding r = .30. Additionally, they only indicated “preliminary” evidence of 

construct validity; the ratio of chi-square to the degrees of freedom fell below the conservative 

figure for good model fit. 

Procedures 

 After being granted approval from the university’s Institutional Review Board, the 

researcher contacted the head coach of the track and field team in order to discuss the study and 

its potential benefits, ultimately leading to permission to speak with the track and field team’s 

respective athletes during an afternoon team meeting prior to and after the indoor-track season. 

During the initial, pre-season data collection, the researcher met with the athletes and provided 

them with a verbal recruitment statement (see Appendix B). The athletes who did in fact decide 

to volunteer to participate in the study received an informed consent sheet (see Appendix C) 

explaining the purpose of the study and their rights as participants. Once participants read, 

understood, and received answers to any questions posed, they were asked to complete and 

return their pre-season survey packet before leaving the team meeting room, which included the 

AIMS and demographic items. After the completion of the indoor track and field season, the 

coach was once again contacted in order to schedule a time to meet with the athletes.  

 The same procedures were implemented during the second data collection (post-season) 

with the athletes; however, the post-season survey packet included the AIMS, ASQ, and 

demographic items. In both the pre-season and post-season data collection, the survey packets 
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were counterbalanced and randomized in order to control for any potential order or carry-over 

effects. Completion of each survey packet took approximately 5-10 minutes. No compensation of 

any sort was given. 

Planned Data Analyses 

 Data was managed and analyzed using SPSS version 20. Initial analysis included 

examining the means and standard deviations of responses to each scale and subscale, and the 

internal consistency of each measure. Regarding missing data, a t-test was conducted comparing 

the AIMS scores of participants who were available and completed both survey packets with the 

scores of participants who were only available and completed the pre-season survey packet in 

order to determine if there was a significant difference between the two groups. To address 

hypothesis one and two, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. Hierarchical 

regression is used to evaluate the relationship between a set of independent variables and the 

dependent variable, controlling for or taking into account the influence of a different set of 

independent variables. In the current study, pre-season AIMS and post-season performance 

satisfaction scores were entered consecutively as separate steps in order to predict post-season 

AIMS.  
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RESULTS 

9-Week Indoor Track and Field Season Assessment  

 As a result of attrition (e.g., deselection), 59 (male, n = 27; female, n = 32) of the original 

63 participants who completed the pre-season indoor track and field season survey packet were 

available for the post-season indoor track and field assessment. A t-test comparing the pre-season 

AIMS scores of participants who were available for both data collection sessions with scores of 

those who were available for only the pre-season data collection was not statistically significant. 

The athletes ranged from 18 to 23 years of age, with a mean of 19.64 (SD = 1.4). 42 of the 59 

(71%) participants were classified as a freshman (n = 28) or sophomore (n = 14). 48 of the 59 

(81.4%) participants classified themselves as being white, non-Hispanic (n = 24) or black (n = 

24). Additional demographic information regarding the participants is provided in Table 1. 

Athletic Identity Measurement Scale 

 Internal consistency values were calculated for both administrations of the AIMS. The 

pre-season alpha coefficient was .66, and the post-season alpha coefficient was .64. Although 

these values were above the minimum accepted value for internal consistency (α = .60; George 

& Mallery, 2003), previous research regarding the AIMS has indicated a mean alpha coefficient 

of .81 (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). Further investigation indicated: (a) the Social Identity 

subscale had a pre-season alpha coefficient of .35 and a post-season alpha coefficient of .46, (b) 

the Exclusivity subscale had a pre-season alpha coefficient of .70 and a post-season alpha 

coefficient of .66, and (c) the Negative Affectivity subscale had a pre-season alpha coefficient of 

.69 and a post-season alpha coefficient of .73. Thus, the discrepancy in the internal consistency 

of both AIMS was due to the items within the Social Identity subscale. Specifically, the item 

“Most of my friends are athletes” may be the cause, since the mean response score of the Social 
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Identity subscale decreased while the variance of the subscale increased as a result of this one 

item. Total score means of the AIMS in the present study were 39.58 (SD = 5.30) during the pre-

season assessment and 39.78 (SD = 5.72) during the post-season assessment. These results were 

similar to the total score mean of 38.21 (SD = 6.54; N = 788) from Brewer and Cornelius (2001). 

Regarding sex, previous research has indicated that males score significantly higher (p < .01) on 

the AIMS than females (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). However, in the current study, no 

significant difference was found between the total score means of males and females on the 

AIMS. In fact, a greater AIMS score was reported by females (µ = 40.13) as compared to males 

(µ = 38.93) in the pre-season assessment. Descriptive statistics regarding the AIMS are presented 

in Table 2. 

Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire 

 Internal consistency values were calculated for both dimensions of the ASQ.  Previous 

research has indicated strong internal consistency for both individual performance and team 

performance (α = .85 and .95, respectively; Reimer & Chelladurai, 1998), and those findings 

were replicated in the current study (α = .94 and .82, respectively). Additionally, previous 

research has indicated that the distribution of scores on the ASQ were well spread out around the 

midpoint of the scale (Reimer & Chelladurai, 1998), and those findings were partially replicated. 

Specifically, both the individual and team performance subscale scores indicated a partially 

negative skew, with means of 11.42 and 13.76, respectively (the midpoint of each subscale in the 

current study is nine). When comparing male and female athletes’ scores on the ASQ, no 

significant differences were found regarding individual, team, or overall performance 

satisfaction. Descriptive statistics for the ASQ are presented in Table 3. 
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Hierarchical Regression Analysis 

 As previously stated, in order to determine if athletes who were not satisfied with their 

overall indoor track and field season performance lowered their level of identification with the 

athlete role, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted, with pre-season indoor AIMS 

scores as step one and ASQ scores as step two in order to predict post-season indoor AIMS 

scores. Assessing male and female athletes together, significant effects were only obtained for 

one predictor variable: pre-season AIMS scores. This significant finding for pre-season AIMS 

scores indicated that athletic identity was fairly stable over the 9-week assessment period for all 

athletes. This result confirms the previous findings of Brewer et al. (1999), who found AIMS 

scores to be stable over a 12-week assessment period.  

 Additionally, pre-season AIMS scores accounted for a significant proportion of the 

variance in post-season AIMS scores (R2 = .29, p < .001), well above that accounted for by 

season performance satisfaction; the variance accounted for by season performance satisfaction 

was almost non-existent (R2 = .01, p = .82). Next, the relationships between the predictor 

variables (i.e., pre-season athletic identity; season satisfaction) and the dependent variable (i.e., 

post-season athletic identity) were assessed by conducting a partial correlation, which measures 

the degree of association between two variables (i.e., predictor and dependent variable) while 

controlling for the effect of additional variables (i.e., additional predictor variable). A significant, 

positive partial correlation (r = .55, p < .001) between pre-season AIMS scores and post-season 

AIMS scores was found, while controlling for season satisfaction. Additionally, a non-

significant, negative partial correlation (r = -.03, p = .82) was found between season satisfaction 

and post-season athletic identity, while controlling for any effect cause by pre-season athletic 

identity. These results indicated that the greatest predictor of post-season AIMS scores was pre-
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season AIMS scores, regardless of season performance satisfaction. Similar results were found 

for each sex, with a significant, positive partial correlation of .66 (p < .001) for males and .43 (p 

< .002) for females between pre-season and post-season AIMS scores, and a correlation of -.02 

(p = .93) for males and .03 (p = .88) for females between season performance satisfaction and 

post-season AIMS scores. Thus, it could not be confirmed that athletes, regardless of sex, who 

were dissatisfied with their performances over the course of the indoor track and field season 

would report a lowered athletic identity level. Additional information regarding the hierarchical 

regression analyses is presented in Table 4. 

Discussion and Limitations 

 The results from the 9-week indoor season assessment period did not augment previous 

research findings regarding the influence of season performance satisfaction on athletic identity 

(Brewer et al., 1999). Additionally, these results indicated that if athletes encounter a poor 

competitive season, it does not have enough influence to affect the stability of their identification 

with the athlete role as would sport injury (Brewer, Cornelius, Stephan, & Raalte, 2010; Manuel 

et al., 2002), sport deselection (Grove, Fish, & Eklund, 2004; Munroe, Albinson, & Hall, 1999), 

or sport career termination (Grove, Lavallee, & Gordon, 1997; Schachar, Brewer, Cornelius, & 

Petitpas, 2004). Thus, the results did not illustrate the malleability of athletes’ self-identity in 

response to loss (e.g., poor competitive season; Harvey, 1996; Markus & Kunda, 1986).  

 Several issues of the 9-week indoor season assessment should be acknowledged. First, 

although the total number of participants was similar to the amount of participants used in 

previous research (Brewer et al., 1999) and was more than Tabachnick and Fidell’s (1989) 

guideline of 20:1 ratio for participants-to-independent variables when doing regression, the 

amount of males (n = 27) and females (n = 32) did not reach this guideline (i.e., current study 
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had two independent variables, thus, each group needed 40 participants to reach this guideline). 

This lack of participants may have decreased the statistical power for the regressions based on 

sex. A greater number of participants would have increased the statistical power of the analysis, 

thus, allowing for greater generalizability.  

 Second, the athletes who participated were primarily freshmen and sophomores. As 

previously stated, athletic identity has been found to increase with level of sport involvement 

(Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). Therefore, these athletes’ athletic identity levels may be increasing, 

regardless of performance, simply because they are progressing through the collegiate ranks of 

track and field, which is viewed as an accomplishment.  

 Additionally, these athletes may not perceive as much pressure to perform well as an 

upper-classmen since they have more time left to compete in college than junior or senior 

athletes. Third, the athletes who participated in this study were from the same university sport 

team. These results may not be generalizable to all athletes, since athletes attending the same 

university (mostly all recruited from regional high schools as well) and playing on the same sport 

team will more than likely share similar sport experiences, thus, resulting in little variance in 

their beliefs/perceptions.  

 Fourth, a potential limitation may have been the use of track and field athletes as 

participants. Track and field, although having a team component, has a different dynamic as 

compared to other team sports (e.g., football). The ASQ has items regarding team performance 

satisfaction, and team performance may not have an impact on track and field athletes’ level of 

identification with the athlete role, given the importance placed on individual performance in 

track and field, as it would with more team-oriented sports. The athletes were surveyed before 

and after the indoor track and field season. This may have been a limiting factor on the results 
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found, given that some track and field athletes may be looking forward to outdoor season and 

simply view their indoor season as a “warm-up” for the outdoor season, since more importance is 

placed upon the outdoor season and accolades are more publicized. Thus, if an athlete happened 

to perform poorly during the indoor season, they may have taken the stance of, “It is okay, there 

is always the outdoor season;” this may not have led to lowered athletic identity levels.  

 Lastly, although it is considered two seasons, there is no real separation, in terms of time, 

between the indoor and outdoor track and field season. Given the potential limitations of only 

assessing these athletes before and after the indoor track and field season, an additional data 

collection was attempted at the end of the outdoor track and field season. 

17-Week Indoor and Outdoor Track and Field Season Assessment 

 As a result of attrition (e.g., not attending conference meet), 45 (male, n = 21; female,  

n = 24) of the 59 athletes who completed the pre and post indoor track and field season data 

collection were available to participate in the final data collection at the conclusion of the 

outdoor track and field season. A t-test comparing the post-season indoor AIMS scores of 

participants who were available for all three data collection sessions with scores of those who 

were available for only the pre and post indoor season data collection was not statistically 

significant. Once again, the athletes ranged from 18 to 23 years of age, with a mean of 19.89 (SD 

= 1.5). 30 of the 45 (67%) participants were classified as a freshman (n = 20) or sophomore (n = 

10). 42 of the 45 (93%) participants classified themselves as being white, non-Hispanic (n = 21) 

or black (n = 21). Additional demographic information regarding the participants is provided in 

Table 1. 

Athletic Identity Measurement Scale 

 Internal consistency values were calculated for the final administration of the AIMS. The 
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post-outdoor alpha coefficient was .66. Once again, this value was above the minimum accepted 

value for internal consistency (α = .60; George & Mallery, 2003); however, it was still lower 

than the generally found alpha coefficient of .81 (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). Further 

investigation indicated: (a) the Social Identity subscale had post-outdoor alpha coefficient of .36, 

(b) the Exclusivity subscale had a post-outdoor alpha coefficient of .71, and (c) the Negative 

Affectivity subscale had a post-outdoor alpha coefficient of .61. The post-outdoor AIMS alpha 

coefficients were similar to the results found during the first two administrations of the AIMS, 

with the discrepancy in the internal consistency of the AIMS being due to the items within the 

Social Identity subscale. Specifically, as previously indicated, the item “Most of my friends are 

athletes” may be the cause, since the mean response score of the Social Identity subscale 

decreased while the variance of the subscale increased as a result of this one item. The total score 

mean of the post-outdoor AIMS was 39.93 (SD = 5.32). These results were also similar to the 

total score mean from Brewer and Cornelius (2001). The administration of the post-outdoor 

AIMS indicated a greater total score mean reported by males (µ = 39.95) as compared to females 

(µ =39.04); however, no significant difference between the total score means of males and 

females was found. Descriptive statistics regarding the AIMS are presented in Table 2. 

Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire 

 Internal consistency values were calculated for the individual and team performance 

dimensions of the ASQ. The alpha coefficients were once again strong, with .96 for the 

individual performance subscale and .93 for the team performance subscale. Regarding the 

distributions of scores, as it was found in the 9-week assessment, both the individual and team 

performance subscale scores indicated a partially negative skew, with means of 10.89 (SD = 

4.58) and 11.48 (SD = 6.85), respectively. When comparing male and female athletes’ scores on 
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the ASQ, no significant differences were found regarding individual, team, or overall 

performance satisfaction. Descriptive statistics for the ASQ are presented in Table 3.  

Hierarchical Regression Analysis 

 Usable data from athletes who were available for all three data collections was used to 

assess whether athletes who were not satisfied with their overall track and field season 

performance would report lowered levels of identification with the athlete role. A hierarchical 

regression analysis was conducted, with pre-season indoor AIMS scores as step one and post-

outdoor ASQ scores as step two in order to predict post-outdoor season AIMS scores. Assessing 

male and female athletes together, significant effects were only obtained for one predictor 

variable: pre-season AIMS scores. This significant finding for pre-season AIMS scores indicated 

that athletic identity was fairly stable over the 17-week assessment period for all athletes. 

Additionally, pre-season AIMS scores accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in 

post-season AIMS scores (R2 = .34, p < .001), well above that accounted for by season 

performance satisfaction; the variance accounted for by season performance satisfaction was 

almost non-existent (R2 = .002,   p = .79). The significant, positive partial correlation (r = .58, p 

< .001) between pre-season AIMS scores and post-season AIMS scores (controlling for season 

satisfaction) indicated that the greatest predictor of post-season AIMS scores was pre-season 

AIMS scores, regardless of overall season performance satisfaction (r = -.04, p = .79). Similar 

results were found for each sex, with a significant, positive partial correlation of .72 (p < .001) 

for males and .52 (p < .01) for females between pre-season and post-season AIMS scores, and a 

correlation of .05 (p = .83) for males and -.004 (p = .99) for females between overall season 

performance satisfaction and post-season AIMS scores. Given these results, it still cannot be 

confirmed that athletes, regardless of sex, who were not satisfied with their performances over 
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the course of the entire track and field season would report lowered athletic identity levels. 

Additional information regarding the hierarchical regression analyses is presented in Table 4. 

Additional Analysis 

 After reviewing the results from the 9-week indoor season assessment, it was determined 

that an additional item needed to be added to the post-outdoor season assessment regarding 

athletes’ season performance satisfaction, given the limitations previously stated about the ASQ. 

Similar to how previous research assessed athletes’ season performance satisfaction (Brewer et 

al., 1999), the athletes were asked, “Thinking about your season overall (indoor through 

outdoor) how would you rate your performance?” This question was answered on a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from poor (1) to excellent (5). The results from the season performance 

rating item were then used as step two in the hierarchical regression analysis previously 

discussed, replacing the ASQ results. Assessing male and female athletes together, significant 

effects were obtained for both predictor variables: (a) pre-season AIMS and (b) performance 

rating. The significant finding for pre-season AIMS once again established that athletic identity 

is fairly stable over the course of a competitive season. The significant finding for season 

performance rating indicated that season performance rating accounted for a significant 

proportion of variance in post-season AIMS scores over and above that accounted for by pre-

season AIMS scores. The positive partial correlation (r = .32, p < .04) between post-season 

AIMS scores and season performance rating was similar to the results from Brewer and 

colleagues (1999) when they determined that athletes who were not satisfied with their 

performance throughout the course of season tended to report lowered athletic identity levels. 

However, when males and females were assessed separately, as found the 9-week indoor season 
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assessment, the only significant effect obtained was for pre-season AIMS.  Additional 

information regarding the hierarchical regression analyses is presented in Table 4. 

Discussion and Limitations  

 Similar to the 9-week indoor season assessment, when using the ASQ to assess athletes’ 

season performance satisfaction, the results did not augment previous research findings regarding 

the influence of season performance satisfaction on athletic identity (Brewer et al., 1999). Once 

again, it was found that athletic identity was relatively stable over the course of a competitive 

season, and that the greatest predictor of post-season athletic identity levels was pre-season 

athletic identity levels. However, results similar to past research (Brewer et al., 1999) were found 

when using the one item season performance rating to assess athletes’ season performance 

satisfaction. Although the analyses with the ASQ found no relationship between season 

performance satisfaction and athletic identity, the results from the one item performance rating is 

worth noting. While the ASQ’s purpose was to grasp a greater overall understanding of athletes’ 

perception of their season performance with the use of items such as, “The improvement in my 

performance over the previous season,” the performance rating item allowed for a more direct 

answer regarding the athletes’ perception of their season performance by having the athletes 

think of their season on a continuum ranging from excellent to poor. 

Although it is worth noting this significant finding, it is not without criticism. The 

correlation between athletes’ season performance rating and post-season AIMS levels was .32, 

signifying a positive, but weak relationship. Also, the Beta coefficient (β = .27) and the 

coefficient of determination (R2 = .41) were relatively low, signifying a relatively weak 

magnitude of the relationship between season performance rating and post-season AIMS. 

Ultimately, although some evidence was found to suggest that encountering a poor competitive 
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season could in fact negatively impact athletes’ levels of identification with the athlete role, the 

current study’s hypothesis cannot be confirmed.  

 As with the 9-week indoor season assessment, there are several limitations that should be 

acknowledged from the 17-week indoor and outdoor season assessment. First, as previously 

stated, the use of the ASQ may not have been the best measure to use in order to gain an 

understanding of athletes’ perception of performance.  

 Second, as mentioned in the 9-week assessment period, although the ratio for 

participants-to-independent variables when doing regression was greater than the accepted 

guideline of 20:1 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989) when males and females were assessed as a 

whole, the ratio when males and females were assessed separately did not reach the accepted 

guideline.  

 Third, although significant results were found when using the performance rating in order 

to assess athletes’ competitive seasons, the positive partial correlation between the performance 

rating and post-season athletic identity was .32; this correlational value is considered to be low 

regarding the interpretation of correlation coefficients, and may not be strong enough to make an 

accurate prediction (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003).  

 Also, the study was once again hindered by participant attrition, an underclassman 

majority, athletes all members of same team, and the dynamics of track and field. However, 

participant attrition might have had a greater impact on the results than originally thought. The 

amount of participants decreased from 59 in the 9-week assessment to 45 in the 17-week 

assessment; 15 athletes were not available for the last data collection. These athletes were not 

available because they did not compete in the outdoor conference championship and were not 

required to come to practice the last two weeks of the season. It can be assumed that these 
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athletes who were not available for the last data collection encountered a poor competitive 

season, given that the coaching staff decided not to have them compete at the conference 

championship. As previously mentioned, removal from sport is associated with reductions in 

athletic identity levels in athletes. Thus, data from these athletes could have significantly 

influenced the results found regarding the impact poor competitive seasons have on athletes’ 

level of identification with the athlete role.  

 Although results were found indicating that pre-season athletic identity scores accounted 

for a significant portion of the variance in post-season athletic identity scores, the level of 

variance must be noted. In the current study, the level of variance accounted for by pre-season 

athletic identity in post-season athletic identity ranged from .18 to .52. Therefore, pre-season 

athletic identity accounted for (at most) half of the variance in post-season athletic identity, 

signifying a large amount of variance unaccounted. Additionally, beta coefficients in the current 

study ranged from .42 to .72. These levels indicated that (at most) one standard deviation change 

in the predictor variable (i.e., pre-season athletic identity) only accounted for a .72 change in the 

dependent variable (i.e., post-season athletic identity). Pre-season athletic identity accounting for 

half of the variance of post-season athletic identity is important; however, in order to fully 

understand the variability in athletes’ level of identification with the athlete role, other constructs 

must be addressed in order to determine what accounts for the rest of the variance of post-season 

athletic identity.  



25 

CONCLUSION 

 In the current study, there was one over-arching finding; the athletes’ levels of 

identification with the athlete role remained relatively stable over the course of the competitive 

season. This finding is in line with previous research regarding the stability of athletic identity 

over the course of a competitive season (Brewer et al., 1999). In both assessments, similar to 

previous research, there was no significant difference between athletes’ pre-season and post-

season AIMS scores. Additionally, pre-season and post-season AIMS in the 9-week and 17-week 

assessment were moderately related.   

 The current study, however, did not augment previous research regarding the influence of 

season performance satisfaction on athletic identity. Brewer and colleagues’ (1999) results 

indicated that season performance was the greatest predictor of post-season athletic identity 

levels, whereas the current study found that the greatest predictor of post-season athletic identity 

levels was pre-season athletic identity levels, regardless of season performance. Even though 

Brewer et al. (1999) indicated that participants who were not satisfied with their performances 

over the course of the season reported lowered athletic identity levels, the relationship found 

between season performance ratings and post-season athletic identity levels was weak; this 

makes it difficult to indicate causal or predictive statements regarding the influence season 

performance has on athletic identity levels. Additionally, when examining Brewer and 

colleagues (1999) regression output, the Beta coefficients (i.e., the magnitude of the effect the 

predictor variable has on the dependent variable) and coefficients of determination (i.e., R2; the 

variability in the outcome variable that is accounted for by the predictor variable) were weak for 

season performance satisfaction. Thus, after controlling for the variability from pre-season 

AIMS, season performance satisfaction itself accounted for less than 10% of the variance in 
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post-season AIMS scores. Although Brewer and colleagues (1999) reported season performance 

predicted post-season AIMS scores, the current findings reveal that the predictive power is not as 

strong when the overall magnitude of the relationship between season performance satisfaction 

and post-season athletic identity is taken into account.  

 Since the current research contradicts previous research regarding season performance 

satisfaction and post-season athletic identity, an additional measure was used. In both the 9-week 

and 17-week assessment, the distribution of ASQ scores were assessed, and then the athletes 

were grouped based upon their overall ASQ scores. Two groups were of interest: (a) the bottom 

20% and (b) the top 20% of the ASQ scores. In order to determine whether there were 

differences in these two groups of athletes’ post-season AIMS scores, an independent t-test was 

conducted. As with the overall sample, the results using only the top and bottom 20% indicated 

no differences in the levels of identification with the athlete role. In fact, in both assessments, 

athletes in the bottom 20% group reported higher levels of identification with the athlete role 

than the athletes in the top 20% group.  

 The findings from the current study do not support the literature documenting the 

malleability of self-concept (Markus & Kunda, 1986) or situational influences on athletic 

identity (Brewer, Cornelius, Stephan, & Raalte, 2010; Grove, Lavallee, & Gordon, 1997; Grove, 

Fish, & Eklund, 2004; Manuel et al., 2002; Munroe, Albinson, & Hall, 1999; Schachar, Brewer, 

Cornelius, & Petitpas, 2004). Instead, the current findings indicate that merely being able to 

continue participating in one’s respective sport allows athletic identity levels to remain relatively 

stable, regardless of any performance outcomes. One of the main goals of athletes is to be able to 

compete in their respective sports, thus, it can be assumed that unless athletes are removed 
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altogether from participating in their respective sports due to retirement, injury, or deselection, 

their athletic identity levels will remain stable, even in the face of a poor competitive season. 

 Although the current study did not produce results to confirm that males and females both 

report lowered athletic identity levels after a poor competitive season, it did produce results 

which indicated no significant differences between males and females; pre-season athletic 

identity levels was the greatest predictor of post-season athletic identity levels for both males and 

females, and season satisfaction was not a predictor of post-season athletic identity levels for 

both males and females. Additionally, the current study indicated no differences between males 

and females regarding scores on the AIMS, whereas previous research indicated that males score 

significantly higher (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). However, Brewer and Cornelius (2001) made 

an assumption with an athlete and non-athlete group, and did not separate the athlete group based 

on experience; athletes competing at such a high level (i.e., collegiate sports) may score 

similarly, regardless of sex. Although the current study found no significant differences between 

males and females, it is worth noting that the correlational levels between pre-season and post-

season AIMS for males was .20 greater than the correlational levels of females in both the 9-

week and 17-week assessment.  

 The findings of the current study were not in line with Self-Categorization Theory, which 

indicates that the salience of one’s social identity is context-dependent, with the salience of that 

identity being dependent upon the particular social comparisons in any given context (Turner, 

Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994). Specifically, the results did not indicate the use of self-

protection (i.e., dampen the negative aspects of an outcome that is threatening to the self) 

mechanisms by the athletes regarding their competitive season outcomes; athletic identity did not 

become weaker when the athlete experienced a poor competitive season. 



28 

 Scores from the Negative Affectivity subscale of the AIMS, which includes items 

regarding feeling bad about themselves when performing poorly in sport and being depressed if 

they could not compete in sport, were most strongly associated with the overall scores of the 

AIMS, relative to the Social Identity and Exclusivity subscales. Therefore, although the current 

study did not indicate that athletes who encountered a poor competitive season would report 

lowered levels of athletic identity, it was found that encountering a poor competitive season has 

an impact on athletes; the athletes who felt most strongly about item six and seven of the AIMS 

had the strongest levels of identification with the athlete role. Past research has not specifically 

looked at the influence each subscale or individual item of the AIMS has on the overall score. It 

may be important for future researchers to explore each subscale and individual item’s influence 

in order to gain a greater understanding of athletic identity’s make-up. 

 The current study only assessed athletes from one NCAA Division-I track and field 

program. Relative to other track and field programs in their respective conference, they were 

fairly successful over the course of the entire season. Team performance satisfaction could have 

influenced athletic identity levels, thus, allowing for athletic identity to remain relatively stable 

even in athletes whose individual performances over the course of the season were less than 

favorable. Given this, future research should broaden their scope and assess athletes from 

multiple track and field programs (as well as across various sports) who vary in the level of 

individual and team success experienced in order to gain a greater understanding of how 

performance influences athletic identity. 

 The fact that athletic identity was higher in athletes who reported being unsatisfied with 

their season performance as compared to those who reported being satisfied may begin to raise 

questions regarding how well the AIMS accurately assesses the construct of athletic identity. 
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Past research has indicated that athletic identity increases with level of sport participation and is 

associated with self-reported positive athletic experiences (Griffith & Johnson, 2002); therefore, 

athletes who self-report being extremely satisfied with their season performance should, then, 

indicate higher levels of athletic identity. Additionally, questions may also need to be raised 

regarding how accurately the ASQ assess season performance satisfaction. For example, one 

item on the ASQ is, “I am satisfied with the team’s win/loss record.” In track and field, this item 

may not be as appropriate as it would be for other sports (e.g., football; basketball). The ASQ, 

then, may need to have sport-specific versions in order to more accurately represent performance 

satisfaction. The length of the ASQ may also need to be re-examined. The current study 

indicated a significant result when using a one-item season performance rating scale. A shorter 

scale may allow an athlete to report a more direct, emotional answer that may better represent 

their performance satisfaction. Therefore, future research should examine the psychometric 

properties of these two scales in order to determine the best way to examine season 

performance’s influence on athletic identity levels.  

 It is inevitable that some athletes will experience a poor competitive season; not everyone 

can win. If athletes who do in fact encounter a poor competitive season are not maintaining a 

positive image of themselves by reducing their levels of identification with the athlete role, then 

it is important for future research to consider what other possible coping strategies athletes may 

be using to deal with a poor competitive season. First, an additional self-regulatory strategy 

athletes may be using after experiencing a poor competitive season is to make external self-

serving attributions for their lack of success (e.g., blame teammates or coaches, cite injury; 

Biddle, 1993). By reframing the situation, these athletes may in fact be protecting their positive 

self-image as an athlete, with their level of identification with the athlete role being relatively 
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unchanged. Second, instead of engaging in activities associated with lowered athletic identity 

levels (i.e., withdrawing from sport, labeling it unimportant; Suls & Fletcher, 1985), athletes may 

be accepting and taking ownership of their poor performance, engaging in discussion with their 

coaches, and ultimately planning how to change specific behaviors and routines which could 

help them to improve. This could allow for continued positive self-presentation and therefore, 

continued stability in athletic identity levels.   

 In addition to other coping strategies athletes may be using after experience a poor 

competitive season, it is important for future research to assess athletes’ level of self-esteem over 

the course of the season. Self-esteem, which is often confused with self-concept, is defined as 

“the evaluative or affective consequences of one’s self-concept” (Lox, Ginis, & Petruzzello, 

2010, p. 206). In other words, it is the extent to which one feels positively or negatively about 

who they are. Athletes who experience a poor competitive season may be experiencing a sharp 

decline in their level of self-esteem, even though their levels of athletic identity remain relatively 

unchanged. Cutler and Meyer (1995) provided partial support for this idea when they indicated 

that athletes who evaluated their progress in sport unfavorably and remained strongly identified 

with the athlete role had lower self-esteem than athletes who evaluated their progress in sport 

unfavorable and were only slightly identified with the athlete role. Therefore, future research 

should assess self-esteem and any other potential coping strategies athletes may be using to deal 

with performing poorly. 

 In conclusion, the current study has indicated that athletes, especially those who are most 

strongly identified with the athlete role, place a high importance on being able to compete in 

their respective sport, and to perform well when they do in fact compete. However, it was found 

that experiencing a poor competitive season was not a predictor of athletes reporting lowered 
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levels of identification with the athlete role over the course of the season; athletes were not 

implementing a self-protection mechanism (i.e., lowered athletic identity) from the self-

categorization theory to cope with encountering a poor competitive season. As previously 

mentioned, future research should: (a) recruit participants from teams who vary in level of 

individual and team performance across multiple sports, (b) examine other coping strategies that 

athletes may be using after encountering a poor competitive season, and (c) examine the 

psychometric properties of the scales used to assess the constructs in question. By gaining a 

greater understanding of how a poor competitive season influences athletes as well as how they 

cope with their performance, coaches and sport psychology consultants will be able to better 

serve the needs of these specific athletes who encounter a poor competitive season. 

  



32 

Table 1 

Demographic Information: 9-Week Indoor Track and Field Season Assessment  

Age M SD 
Males 19.70 1.35 
Females 19.59 1.43 

Ethnicity Males (n = 27)   Females (n = 32) 
Hispanic 2 4 
White 10 14 
Black 10 14 
Other 5 0 

Event Group Males (n = 27)   Females (n = 32) 
Sprinter 10 8 
Thrower 3 5 
Jumper 6 8 
Distance 8 11 

Classification Males (n = 27) Females (n = 32) 
Freshman 13 15 
Sophomore 4 10 
Junior 5 3 
Senior 5 4 

Age M SD 
Males 19.90 1.41 
Females 19.88 1.51 

Ethnicity Males (n = 21)   Females (n = 24) 
Hispanic 1 0 
White 9 12 
Black 9 12 
Other 2 0 

Event Group Males (n = 21)   Females (n = 24) 
Sprinter 9 7 
Thrower 2 4 
Jumper 3 8 
Distance 7 5 

Classification Males (n = 21)   Females (n = 24) 
Freshman 10 10 
Sophomore 3 7 
Junior 3 3 
Senior 5 4 
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Table 2 

AIMS: Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Consistencies 

 Pre-Indoor  Post- Indoor  
 Males 

(n = 27) 
Females 
(n = 32) 

Total 
(n = 59) 

Males 
(n = 27) 

Females 
(n =32) 

Total 
(n = 59) 

AIMS Subscales M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Social 

Identity 18.89 2.10 19.03 1.73 18.97 1.89 18.70 2.67 18.72 2.36 18.71 2.49 

Exclusivity 9.52 2.82 9.53 2.27 9.53 2.51 10.26 2.75 9.78 2.35 10.00 2.53 
Negative 

Affectivity 10.52 3.01 11.56 2.68 11.08 2.85 10.89 3.14 11.22 3.13 11.07 3.11 

AIMS Total 38.93 6.05 40.13 4.59 39.58 5.30 39.85 6.10 39.72 5.52 39.78 5.72 
 Post-Outdoor 

 Males 
(n = 21) 

Females 
(n = 24) 

Total 
(n = 45) 

AIMS Subscales M SD M SD M SD 
Social Identity 18.62 2.33 18.58 2.15 18.60 2.21 
Exclusivity 10.76 2.36 9.21 2.55 9.93 2.56 
Negative Affectivity 11.62 2.04 11.21 2.84 11.40 2.48 

AIMS Total 41.00 4.79 39.00 5.68 39.93 5.32 
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Table 3 

ASQ: Means and Standard Deviations 

Post-Indoor 

 Males 
(n = 27) 

Females 
(n = 32) 

Total 
(n = 59) 

ASQ Subscales M SD M SD M SD 
Individual 11.67 4.51 11.22 4.69 11.42 4.57 

Team 13.89 3.19 13.66 2.28 13.76 2.71 
Total 25.56 6.53 24.88 5.75 25.19 6.07 

Post-Outdoor 

 Males 
(n = 21) 

Females 
(n = 24) 

Total 
(n = 45) 

ASQ Subscales M SD M SD M SD 
Individual 10.85 4.53 10.92 4.72 10.89 4.58 

Team 10.00 4.00 12.71 3.04 11.48 3.73 
Total 20.85 7.53 23.63 6.10 22.36 6.85 
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Table 4 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis: Predicting Post-Season AIMS Scores 

Post-Indoor AIMS  
Males (n = 27) 
Predictor R2 R2 Change F F Change β α 

Step 1: Pre-AIMS .43 .43 20.36 20.36 .66 .00* 
Step 2: ASQ Total .43 .00 9.83 .028 -.028 .88 

Females (n = 32) 
Step 1: Pre-AIMS .18 .18 6.00 6.00 .42 .02* 
Step 2: ASQ Total .18 .00 2.90 .02 -.023 .90 

Total (n = 59) 
Step 1: Pre-AIMS .29 .29 24.29 24.29 .55 .00* 
Step 2: ASQ Total .30 .01 11.97 .055 -.03 .82 

Post-Outdoor AIMS  
Males (n = 21) 

Step 1: Pre-AIMS .519 .519 19.44 19.44 .72 .00* 
Step 2: ASQ Total .521 .001 9.23 .050 .042 .83 

Females (n = 24) 
Step 1: Pre-AIMS .269 .269 8.10 8.10 .52 .01* 
Step 2: ASQ Total .269 .000 3.87 .00 -.004 .99 

Total (n = 45) 
Step 1: Pre-AIMS .335 .335 21.20 21.20 .58 .00* 
Step 2: ASQ Total .337 .002 10.40 .075 -.04 .79 

Post-Outdoor AIMS  
Males (n = 21)  
Predictor R2 R2 Change F F Change β α 

Step 1: Pre-AIMS .523 .523 20.85 20.85 .72 .00* 
Step 2: Season Rating .538 .015 10.49 .579 .13 .46 

Females (n = 24)  
Step 1: Pre-AIMS .269 .269 8.10 8.10 .52 .01* 
Step 2: Season Rating .384 .115 6.54 3.906 .35 .06 

Total (n = 45)  
Step 1: Pre-AIMS .338 .338 21.99 21.993 .58 .00* 
Step 2: Season Rating .406 .067 14.34 4.77 .27 .04* 

(table continues) 
  



36 

Table 4 (continued). 

Pre AIMS and Post Indoor AIMS r α 
Males  .66 .00* 
Females .43 .02* 
Total .55 .00* 

ASQ Total and Post Indoor AIMS   
Males -.02 .93 
Females .03 .88 
Total -.03 .82 

Pre AIMS and Post Outdoor AIMS   
Males  .72 .00* 
Females .52 .01* 
Total .58 .00* 

ASQ Total and Post Outdoor AIMS   
Males .05 .83 
Females -.004 .99 
Total -.04 .79 

One Item Season Rating and Post-Outdoor AIMS   
Males .18 .46 
Females .40 .06 
Total .32 .04* 
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Table 5 

Correlation Table: AIMS and ASQ  (9-Week Indoor Track and Field Assessment) 

Males 

Fe
m

al
es

 

 

Pre 
Indoor 
AIMS  

S.I. 

Pre 
Indoor 
AIMS 
EX. 

Pre Indoor 
AIMS 
N.A. 

Pre Indoor 
AIMS Total 

Post Indoor 
AIMS S.I. 

Post 
Indoor 
AIMS 
EX. 

Post 
Indoor 
AIMS 
N.A. 

Post Indoor 
AIMS 
Total 

Post 
Indoor 
ASQ 
Total 

Single Item 
Season 
Rating 

Pre Indoor AIMS 
S.I. - .517** .077 .626** .501** .491** -.113 .386* .016 -.366 

Pre Indoor AIMS 
EX. .299 - .480* .884** .338 .819** -.102 .469* -.071 -.087 

Pre Indoor AIMS 
N.A. .226 .108 - .747** .288 .541** .471* .617** -.284 -.196 

Pre Indoor AIMS 
Total .657** .671** .722** - .474* .821** .147 .659** -.168 -.258 

Post Indoor AIMS  
S.I. .563** .149 -.076 .242 - .471* .207 .763** .122 .057 

Post Indoor AIMS 
EX. .057 .355* .118 .265 .204 - .097 .713** -.040 -.136 

Post Indoor AIMS 
N.A. .082 .342 .293 .371* .306 .191 - .654** -.308 .152 

Post Indoor AIMS 
Total .311 .408* .184 .427* .687** .621** .779** - -.124 .040 

Post Indoor ASQ 
Total .026 .312 .011 .171 .002 .139 -.022 .048 - .202 

Single Item Season 
Rating -.260 -.093 -.126 -.215 -.054 .086 -.009 .005 .662** - 

(table continues) 
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Table 5 (continued). 

Males  

Fe
m

al
es

 

 
Pre Indoor 

AIMS  
S.I. 

Pre 
Indoor 
AIMS 
EX. 

Pre Indoor 
AIMS 
N.A. 

Pre Indoor 
AIMS 
Total 

Post 
Outdoor 

AIMS S.I. 

Post 
Outdoor 
AIMS 
EX. 

Post 
Outdoor 

AIMS N.A. 

Post 
Outdoor 
AIMS 
Total 

Post 
Outdoor 

ASQ 
Total 

Single Item 
Season 
Rating 

Pre Indoor AIMS 
S.I. - .517** .077 .626** .813** .527** .297 .783** -.310 -.366 

Pre Indoor AIMS 
EX. .299 - .480* .884** .254 .836** .320 .673** -.270 -.087 

Pre Indoor AIMS  
N.A. .226 .108 - .747** -.146 .455* .468* .353 -.379 -.196 

Pre Indoor AIMS 
Total .657** .671** .722** - .289 .766* .480* .723** -.429 -.258 

Post Outdoor 
AIMS  S.I. .202 .054 .072 .144 - .409 -.011 .685** -.244 -.313 

Post Outdoor 
AIMS EX. .073 .575** .175 .434* .215 - .344 .840** -.092 .201 

Post Outdoor 
AIMS N.A. .143 .348 .580** .538** .122 .635** - .590** -.271 -.036 

Post Outdoor 
AIMS Total .181 .453* .396 .519** .535** .848** .832** - .866** -.069 

Post Outdoor 
ASQ Total -.041 -.130 -.367 .272 .140 .016 -.409* -.144 - .764** 

Single Item 
Season Rating -.260 -.093 -.126 -.215 .290 .277 -.030 .219 .652** - 

Note. **.   Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).  
           *.   Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed). 
 AIMS.  Athletic Identity Measurement Scale (Brewer & Cornelius, 2001). 
   S.I.  Social Identity Subscale 
  E.x.  Exclusivity Subscale 
  N.A.  Negative Affectivity Subscale 
 ASQ.  Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (Riemer & Chelladuri, 1998). 
. 
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APPENDIX A  

DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS
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Pre-Indoor Track and Field Season  

Background Information  

1. Age: _______ years 

 

2. Sex:  

     Male      Female 

 

3. Classification (in sport): 

     Freshman   Sophomore   

     Junior    Senior 

 

4. Ethnicity:    

    Hispanic, any race        Asian and Pacific Islander    

    White, non-Hispanic     American Indian and Alaska American     

    Black, non-Hispanic      Other __________________________ 

 

5. Event Group Classification: 

     Sprinter     Jumper 

     Thrower     Long-Distance 

6. How satisfied were you with your competitive performance last season? 

     Extremely Satisfied   Satisfied 

     Somewhat Unsatisfied   Somewhat Satisfied 

7. What are your individual performance expectations for this upcoming season? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

8. What are your team performance expectations for this upcoming season? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________  



41 

Post-Indoor/Post-Outdoor Track and Field Season 

1. Did you experience a significant injury this season?  

     Yes       No 

 

2. If so, how many competitions did it cause you to miss? 

     0      1    

     2      3 or more 

 

3. Did you set any personal bests (PB) this season? 

     Yes     No 

 

4. If so, how many personal bests (PB) did you set? 

     1      2    

     3      4 or more 

5. Did you experience a devastating performance that stood out to you? 

     Yes     No 

6. If so, please briefly describe: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7. Did you experience an excellent performance that stood out to you? 

     Yes     No 

8. If so, please briefly describe: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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13. Thinking about your season overall (indoor through outdoor), how would you rate your 

performance? 

Poor Below Average Average Above Average Excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B 

VERBAL RECRUITMENT STATEMENT
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I am conducting a study to learn more about track and field athletes’ thoughts, feelings, 

and perceptions regarding their competitive season. Participants must be over the age of 18 to 

participate in this study, and participation is completely voluntary. Participation will involve two 

data collection session. Track and field athletes will answer a series of questionnaires that will 

take approximately 5-10 minutes to complete. Your decision to participate or to withdraw from 

this study will have no effect on your standing on your team or with your coaches. If you are 

interested in participating, you will be provided with an informed consent letter that explains 

your rights as a participant in this study. Do you have any questions at this time? Please raise 

your hand if you would like to participate, and you will be given a survey packet.  
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APPENDIX C 

INFORMED CONSENT NOTICE
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University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 
Informed Consent Notice  

Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and understand 
the following explanation of the purpose, benefits and risks of the study and how it will be 
conducted.   

Title of Study:  The Effect of Season Performance on Male and Female Track and Field 
Athletes’ Self-Identity 

Supervising Investigator: Dr. Scott Martin; University of North Texas (UNT) Department of 
Kinesiology, Recreation, and Health Promotion.  

Purpose of the Study: You are being asked to participate in a research study designed to learn 
more about track and field athletes’ thoughts, feelings, and perceptions regarding their 
competitive season and overall role as an athlete.  

Study Procedures: You will be asked to answer a series of questions in a survey packet that will 
take about 5-10 minutes of your time.   

Foreseeable Risks: No foreseeable risks are involved in this study. 
 
Benefits to the Subjects or Others: This study is not expected to be of any direct benefit to you 
because all information provided is strictly confidential and anonymous. However, it will benefit 
the field of sport psychology by providing insight as to how season performance affects athletes’ 
view of their sport ability, and ultimately, their sense of self. 
  
Compensation for Participants: None  
 
Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality of Research Records: Participant surveys will be 
coded with numbers so that individual responses will remain anonymous. Surveys and electronic 
data will be stored in a locked office. The confidentiality of your individual information will be 
maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this study.  

Questions about the Study: If you have any questions about the study, you may 
contact Tyler Bradstreet at Tyler.Bradstreet@unt.edu or Dr. Scott Martin at 
Scott.Martin@unt.edu.  

Review for the Protection of Participants: This research study has been 
reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT 
IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-3940 with any questions regarding the rights of 
research subjects.  
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Research Participants’ Rights: 

Your participation in the survey confirms that you have read all of the above and 
that you agree to all of the following:  

• Tyler Bradstreet has explained the study to you and you have had an 
opportunity to contact him/her with any questions about the study. You 
have been informed of the possible benefits and the potential risks of the 
study.  

• You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your 
refusal to participate or your decision to withdraw will involve no penalty 
or loss of rights or benefits.  The study personnel may choose to stop your 
participation at any time.  

• Your decision whether to participate or to withdraw from the study will 
have no effect on your grade or standing in this course. 

• You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be 
performed.   

• You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily 
consent to participate in this study.  

• You will receive a copy of this form at the end of the initial data collection 
session.   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I, ____________________________________________, have read the description of the 
research project for which this consent pertains, and I hereby consent to participate in this study. 
 
 
 
______________________________  ____________ 
Signature of participant     Date 
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