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Abstract
The construct of running identity has been explangabth the sport psychology (e.g., Busanich,
McGannon, & Schinke, 2012) and sport sociologyditere (e.g., Allen-Collinson & Hockey,
2007). In comparison to other athletes, runnergyguieally more susceptible to exercise
addiction (Coen & Ogles, 1993; Sachs, 1981), eatiagrders (Wheeler, Wall, Belcastro,
Conger, & Cumming, 1986), and preoccupation witinfeess (Allen-Collinson & Hockey,
2007; Busanich et al., 2015). While instrumentshsagthe Athletic Identity Measurement Scale
(AIMS; Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993) and theblic-Private Athletic Identity Scale
(PPAIS; Nasco & Webb, 2006) measure athletic idgrntere are no instruments to date that
assess the psychosocial nuances of running ideotitiie degree to which one identifies with
the runner role. Therefore, the purpose of theerurstudy was to develop a reliable and valid
scale that assesses running identity. Items wewged based on a literature review and a
modified Delphi technique (Hsu & Sandford, 200QuFhundred thirty-seven high-level U.S.
runners completed 30 preliminary items in additothe AIMS, PPAIS, demographic items,
and three open-ended questions about running tgdeAti exploratory factor analysis with
principal axis factoring and direct oblimin rotatiavas utilized to analyze the psychometric
properties of the instrument. The resulting solutomprised 11 items and three factors: (a)
Running Performancé = .82); (b)Running Exclusivitya = .81); and (cRunningSelf-ldentity
(a =.67). The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coeffidi¢ar the overall scale was .85. Running
Identity Scale scores were positively correlatethwioth AIMS ¢ = .69,p < .01) and PPAIS
scores (= .56,p < .01), which demonstrated convergent validityplications and future
directions are also discussed.

Keywords:athletic identity, distance running, cross-countrgck and field
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Preface
This dissertation is divided into three main satdi In Section One, a manuscript version
of the study, which entails a brief introductioretimods, results, and discussion, is presented.
Section Two includes an extended literature revighich includes four main topical areas: (a)
sociocultural aspects of running; (b) identity,laetic identity, and social identity; (c) changes in
athletic identity during injury, retirement, andded termination; and (d) confirmatory factor

analysis. In Section Three, an extended discusditine results is provided.
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Section 1: Manuscript

Introduction

In psychologyjdentity has been defined as the “human capacity—rooté&hguage—to
know ‘who’s who’ (and hence, ‘what’s what’)... knowgnwho we are, knowing who others are,
them knowing who we are, us knowing who they thirgkare, and so on” (Jenkins, 2008, p. 5).
Sport and exercise psychology researchers haveieadmthletic identity (Brewer, Van Raalte,
& Linder, 1993), obligatory running (Coen & Ogld€93), and commitment to running
(Carmack & Martens, 1979). However, running idgniihs not been conceptualized as
thoroughly as the aforementioned constructs. Tlag be largely based on the assumption that
such a measure would not be necessary given gmt#ance to athletic identity.

Athletic identityis the degree to which an individual identifieshwthe athlete role
(Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993). This constriaas been conceptualized on a continuum
between a cognitive structure (in the narrowessspan one end and a social role (in the
broadest sense) on the other (Brewer, Van Raaltender, 1993; Markus, 1977; Pearlin, 1983).
A strong athletic identity may be associated wibsipve attributes such as having a strong sense
of self (Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993) andfpeming at a high level (Danish, 1983).

On the other hand, a salient and exclusive athi@éintity can also be associated with
various drawbacks. In particular, high-level ath$ebften experience identity foreclosure, which
entails making a premature commitment to their tspiothe expense of other identities and
domains in their lives (e.g., academic, persoruaias, spiritual, career; Petitpas & France,
2010). For example, college athletes may neglesdemic roles (Adler & Adler, 1991) and
career exploration (Lally, 2007). Furthermore, uidisals with exclusive athletic identities have
demonstrated difficulties coping with retirement@tn, Glastetter-Fender, & Shelton, 2000;

Kerr & Dacyshyn, 2000; Lally, 2007; Webb, NascdeRij & Headrick, 1998), deselection



(Brown & Potrac, 2009; Grove, Fish, & Eklund, 20040d injury (Allen-Collinson & Hockey,
2007; Brewer, Cornelius, Stephan, & Van Raalte 02@brtunato & Manchant, 1999;
Wiechman & Williams, 1997). In addition to having mfluence on post-injury responses, an
exclusive athletic identity may predict the inciderof injury. In particular, some researchers
(e.g., Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993; Youn@02) have concluded that individuals with
stronger athletic identities are more likely to dxen and risk their physical health,
subsequently increasing their chances of sustasningjury. Additionally, for male athletes, a
strong athletic identity has been shown to prechetformity to masculine norms (e.g., hazing,
violence, low help-seeking attitudes; SteinfeldS&infeldt, 2012) in U.S. college football
players. Similarly, significant relationships haxeen observed among athletic identity, anger,
and aggressiveness in male athletes who participaintact (i.e., basketball, soccer, or
wrestling) or collision sports (i.e., football argby; Visek, Watson, Hurst, Maxwell, & Harris,
2010). Consequently, athletic identity may havelioapions for moral identity and
development. Within the sport of running, athledientity has also been shown to be positively
correlated with disordered eating and obligatonning (Gapin & Petruzzello, 2011).

The most widely used scale related to the assedgsyhathletic identity has been the
Athletic Identity Measurement Scale (AIMS; Breweégn Raalte, & Linder, 1993). Initially, the
AIMS was developed as a unidimensional scale; heweubscales were later proposed. First, a
factor analysis conducted by Brewer, Boin, PetitMas Raalte, and Mahar (1993) revealed the
following factors, each with three items: &ocial identity(e.g., “Other people see me as an
athlete”), (b)negative affectivitye.g., “l would be very depressed if | were inpiend could not
compete in sport”), and (exclusivity(e.g., “I spend more time thinking about my sgban

anything else”). Additionally, as a result of a fiomatory factor analysis, Martin, Eklund, and



Adams-Mushett (1997) found a fourth facteelf-identity(e.g., “I have many goals related to my
sport”) to separate self-referenced cognitions ftbenway that individuals perceive how others
view them (i.e., social identity).

However, Nasco and Webb (2006) critiqued the AlgiSfavoring items that assess
private athletic identification based on prior @®# suggesting that athletic identity entails both
public and private dimensions (Webb et al., 1998gy defined public identity as “our
perception of how others see (and judge) us irrecpéar social role” (Nasco & Webb, 2006, p.
435). As a result, they developed the Public-Pevhletic Identity Scale (PPAIS), which
comprised two factors that measure public athldBatity (e.g., “l often fear people will not like
me as much if | do not compete well”) and privatdetic identity (“I obtain personal
satisfaction from competing in athletics”).

Running Identity

Building on Brewer, Van Raalte, and Linder’s (1988jinition of athletic identity,
running identitycan be described as the degree to which an individentifies with the runner
role. The inquiry regarding running identity asistidct construct from athletic identity is
warranted for multiple reasons. First, severalaegeers (e.g., Chan & Grossman, 1988; Furst &
Germone, 1993; Pierce, 1994; Sachs, 1981) haveaitsdi that runners are more susceptible to
exercise addiction. In fact, the teohligatory runnerhas been used to describe those with
exercise addition in this particular population é@a& Ogles, 1993). Second, in comparison to
other sports, runners have been shown to experience anorexia nervosa, especially female
individuals and those who run high mileage (i.e40>miles per week; Wheeler et al., 1986).
Third, both male and female distance runners hakidbied preoccupation with their bodies,

particularly taking pride in their leanness (All@wollinson & Hockey, 2007). This differs from



other sports that emphasize muscle mass (e.ghdibdacrosse). Likewise, male runners in
Western countries typically hold different attitsdbéan male non-runners who may desire and
take pride in large musculature (Leit, Gray, & Pap@02; Pope, Olivardia, Gruber, &
Borowiecki, 2000).

Few studies in sport psychology and sport sociolmye directly explored running
identity or athletic identity in runners. For exdmpn a sport sociology study, Allen-Collinson
and Hockey (2007) utilized autoethnography to estanning identity disruption during injury.
They also employed Perinbanayagam’s (2000) symbukecactionism framework to categorize
their own running identities into three classifioas: (a)materialistic(e.g., running settings,
personal appearance); @gsociativge.g., running gear, acquaintances); andgcpbularic
identifications (e.g., running lingo). Tmeaterialisticclassification referred to how their
particular identities were reflected through seinprops, and personal appearance (i.e., the use
of certain running routes, maintaining low bodyl&atels during injury, and wearing particular
clothing like waterproof running tights and “sergduunning shoes). These props allowed them
to maintain their running identities. Thssociativadentity referred to the companionship and
attention they experienced from others of the sa®etification group. For instance, they stated
that throughmaterialisticidentifications, they witnesse$sociativadentifications (e.g.,
recognition from other runners that they were wegarnew shoes). Theocabularicidentity was
performed through particular speech that was sipdoithis group (i.e., they used certain words
like “endured” and phrases like “digging in” to tiigyuish themselves from “less-committed,
fairweather runners”). These examples represertutiuinal aspects of running identity.

In a sport psychology study, Busanich, McGannod, $chinke (2012) explored the

food, body, and exercise relationship in young,isssmpetitive distance runners. Using a



narrative analysis, they found that more competiindividuals participated in running to
demonstrate superiority over others. Moreover, ratéfemale runners described their bodies
within the dominant discourses of hegemonic masityland hegemonic femininity,
respectively. For example, male runners perceiliatiidieing an avid runner also allowed their
bodies to withstand tough conditions and engagmedre risk-taking behaviors. On the other
hand, female runners developed pride through toamsfig their bodies into ideal, feminine
representations. Distance runners in this studyralsed on recognition or validation from
others, and obsessed over body-altering behaways @ieting, calorie deprivation, running
excessive mileage). These findings illustrated Bowial and cultural forces shaped their running
identities and, in turn, their exercise and hebhéhaviors.
Statement of Problem

Although the termrunning identityhas been used in both the sport psychology and spo
sociology literature, there is no quantitative instent that specifically assesses this construct.
Furthermore, while running identity has been exgdioon both the social and personal levels in
recreational runners (Abbas, 2004; Allen-CollingoRockey, 2007; Busanich et al., 2012;
Shipway, Holloway, & Jones, 2013), there is suipgly little research directly focusing on
competitive (i.e., collegiate or professional) rars(e.g., Busanich, McGannon, & Schinke,
2014, 2016; McGannon, Curtin, Schinke, & Schweirh@012; Ronkainen, Watkins, & Ryba,
2016). Additionally, as discussed above, theraxarkiple nuances of running identity that are
distinct from other sports. Therefore, the purpofstne current study was to develop a valid and

reliable scale that assesses running identity wsisgmple of high-level runners.



Methods

Participants

Seven hundred eighty-five individuals were re@uivia purposive and convenience
sampling procedures to participate in the main plfes., pilot testing) of the current study.
More information about recruitment and the phagdkeostudy is provided in the procedures.
The sample included 130 participants who self-ifiedtas non-runners, 210 as recreational
runners, 39 as serious runners, 394 as collegiateers, four as professional runners, and eight
who did not specify. For the purposes of factolysis, the sample was restricted to those who
self-identified as serious, collegiate, or profesal runnersN = 437) based on two reasons.
First, it was assumed that high-level runners, (ite2 population of interest) would provide a
more stable and accurate representation of rundergity (Colton & Covert, 2007; DeVellis,
2012). Second, Brewer, Boin, et al. (1993) speedi#hhat Brewer, Van Raalte, and Linder
(1993) found the AIMS was unidimensional becausg thcluded a wide range of athletes (e.qg.,
recreational/fitness, intramural/local/regionafigdantercollegiate/national) as well as non-
athletes. However when Brewer, Boin, et al. andtiaat al. (1997) included only high-level
(e.g., collegiate, national, and international)ettfs in their samples, they found that the AIMS
was multidimensional. Consequently, this sample iasicted to high-level runners.

The mean age of this smaller sample was 20.04 y8Bx= 2.17 years) and comprised
233 females, 198 males, and five who self-idertdiis genderqueer/androgynous. Three
hundred fifty participants self-identified as Wh@aucasian (80.3%), 39 as Hispanic/Latino(a)
(8.9%), 21 as biracial/multiracial (4.8%), 11 asiédn American/Black (2.5%), eight as Asian
American/Pacific Islander (1.8%), and seven as Acaarindian/Native American (1.6%).

These proportions are similar to the reported deapigcs for cross-country student-athletes



from the National Collegiate Athletic Associatidd@AA) Divisions |, I, and Ill for the 2014-
15 year (National Collegiate Athletic Associati@015); however, individuals self-identifying
as African American/Black were underrepresentesvs 7.9%), and all other racial groups
were slightly overrepresented in this sample. Masticipants were U.S. college students,
including 126 first-years, 106 second-years, 1@@pears, 91 fourth-years, and 11 graduate
students. Participants were represented from th&ADivision | (n=111), Division Il =
71), Division III (h = 188) as well as from the National Athletic Intgliegiate Association
(NAIA; n = 38) and the Northwest Athletic Conferenne=(7). They had an average of 7.44
years ED= 2.9 years) of experience competing for a craasity and/or track and field team at
the elementary, secondary, collegiate, or clubl&\Rarticipants’ mean weekly mileage within
the past month before completing the survey was dilles per week3D = 14.8 miles per
week) for female runners and 52.4 miles per w&ik< 20.1 miles per week) for male runners.
The somewhat large standard deviations in weeklgage may have been attributed to the fact
that not all athletes were in their competitivessss(i.e., not all schools had indoor track as an
official sport) given that this phase was complateBebruary. Furthermore, some participants
were injured and thus running close to zero mikrsweek, which may have skewed the means
and standard deviations.
Procedures

The current study was approved by the universisyitutional Review Board (see
Appendix A). The Running Identity Scale (RIS) waveloped in three phases: (a) creation of
items; (b) pretesting of the scale; and (c) p#sting of the scale (see Figure 1).

Phase I: Creation of items The RIS was adapted to a format similar to previscales

assessing athletic identity, including the AIMS€Rer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993) and the



Public-Private Athletic Identity Scale (PPAIS; Nast Webb, 2006). In particular, the RIS
contained items asking participants to rank theiel of agreement with potential responses
ranging from 1 $trongly Disagrepto 7 Strongly Agreg Seven-point Likert-type scales have
been shown to be ideal for allowing participantsqdate flexibility to accurately rate the
intensity of agreement (Colton & Covert, 2007)mtewere created based on the procedures
outlined by DeVellis (2012). Specificallthe content of items was based on a thorough tiitexa
review and feedback from nine experts who weretgmychology and/or sport sociology
scholars who had conducted research on distancéigu(Delphi technique; Hsu & Sandford,
2007).

Literaturereview. The items were largely based on an exhaustivewesf the literature
pertaining to running and athletic identity. In fpaular, the first 10 items were modified from
the AIMS to be more applicable to running. Gengratie word “sport” was changed to
“running,” and the word “athlete” was changed torfner” (see Appendix B). For example, the
item, “I have many goals related to myort’ was modified to “| have many goals related to
running” Similarly, “Other people mainly see me asathleté was changed to “Other people
mainly see me asranner.” Because the reliability of the AIMS was estabéd through three
different studies (Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder9B8Y, it was hypothesized that these 10
modified items would also be reliable and valid toe RIS.

An additional four items that reflected the psydugital aspects of running identity were
added. These included the following: “When | wakeimuthe morning, the first thing I think
about is my run”; “My race performances have aifvigact on my self-esteem”; “I spend a lot of

my time researching race results”; and “l spenat @i my time on running websites.” Some of



these items were similar to (but not adapted frima)AIMS (Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder,
1993) and were intended to tap into the specifanees of running identity.

Furthermore, as previously discussed, some resaar¢hg., Nasco & Webb, 2006;
Webb et al., 1998) have asserted that there ibkcmspect of athletic identity in addition to a
private dimension. As a result, items that assesegublic dimension of running identity (e.g.,
“Compliments from other runners about my timesiamgortant to me”) were included in the
current study. Additionally, sport sociology litemee on running identity and running
subcultures helped inform these items. In partic@@mbolic interactionism has been one of the
most predominant theoretical frameworks utilizedagiology to understand identity, and, more
specifically, running identity (Allen-Collinson & ¢tkey, 2007; Burke & Stets, 2009; Hewitt,
2007). Items on the RIS were, therefore, also etehased on studies conducted by Allen-
Collinson and Hockey (Allen-Collinson, 2003; All&sllinson & Hockey, 2007; Hockey, 2005)
and their use of three symbolic classificationsupining identity: (amaterialistig (b)
associativeand (c)vocabularicidentifications (see Appendix C). In total, 26me were adapted
from Allen-Collinson and Hockey’s studies and thublc dimension of running identity (which
overlapped with thassociativadentification described by Allen-Collinson & Hoeg).

Delphi technique. In addition to an extensive literature review, Bephi technique was
utilized to generate a list of additional items amgrovide feedback on existing items. This
method of controlled feedback provides anonymity eeduces the chances of certain group
interaction effects (e.g., influences of dominanatividuals, noise, and pressures to conform; Hsu
& Sandford, 2007). Nine expert reviewers (six e three female) who were sport
psychology and/or sport sociology scholars anddweiucted research on athletic identity

and/or distance running were recruited for thigopse. This number of panelists has been
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recommended for Delphi participants with homogenmaskgrounds (Delbecq, Van de Ven, &
Gustafson, 1975). Furthermore, several expertphadous competitive running experience.

This process, which consisted of four rounds, wiepted from the procedures outlined
by Hsu and Sandford (2007). In the first round,dbetespondents were informed of the purpose
and format of the survey (see Appendix D). Subsetlyieghey were asked to provide feedback
on a preliminary list of 40 items generated basethe literature review (see Appendix E). They
also had the opportunity to suggest additional $tefs a result of the feedback, seven items,
which were primarily derived from Allen-Collinsomé Hockey's symbolic interactionism
studies (Allen-Collinson, 2003; Allen-Collinson &dkey, 2007; Hockey, 2005) were
eliminated. Additionally, per the suggestions af elphi respondents, 20 items were added,
producing a net total of 53 preliminary items (#gpendix F). In the second round, the
guestionnaire with preliminary items was sent @ekperts. They were asked to rate how well
each item assessed running identity on a 4-poaleg& =not at all applicable2 =barely
applicable 3 =fairly applicable 4 =very applicablg. Items that revealed a median of at least
3.25 and 70% of experts rating it a 3 or higherendgemed to be in “consensus” as credible
items. This was based on Green’s (1982) standaracfieving consensus. As a result, the scale
was then condensed to 27 items.

In the third round, Delphi respondents receivedsdmae questionnaire in addition to the
summarized ratings of each item from the prior tchurhey were asked to either revise their
judgments or to qualitatively justify their reasdosnot holding the consensus opinion.
Although some experts revised their ratings inttkel round, no items were added to or
removed from the “consensus” list of items. In fitxerth round, the respondents received a

guestionnaire with the remaining items, summarsatihgs, and rationale for minority opinions
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from the third round. At that point, Delphi respemts were provided one last opportunity to
revise their judgments. No reviewer changed thgimions in this round; thus, 27 items emerged
from the Delphi process. Appendix G provides a samynof the Delphi respondents’ final
ratings and reasons for not revising their orignaéings.

Phase IlI: Pretesting of scaleThen, using purposive and snowball sampling proces]
the scale was pretested by soliciting feedback ftérformer U.S. collegiate track and field
athletes (10 male, five female; 13 NCAA Divisiorohe NCAA Division Il, one NAIA) who
had graduated within the past five years. Furtheenmao were experts (one in sport psychology
and one in sport sociology) who had conducted rekea distance running. In line with the
recommendations of Sheatsley (1983), 15 respond#atged for adequate feedback. The
respondents in this phase were delimited to forcnélegiate runners in order to preserve
potential participants for the pilot test. Respartdavere emailed the survey comprising the 27
approved items as well as a list of the rejectexhs from the Delphi process. Participants were
also presented with a list of criteria and potémjigestions to consider as they evaluated the
scale, which were based on Colton and Covert’'s{pB&commendations (see Appendix H). As
a result of the feedback, three items were addd#uetscale, producing a total of 30 items (see
Appendix I).

Phase llI: Pilot testing of scale Two different sampling procedures were utilizedthe
pilot test. Current U.S. collegiate runners wer@uied via purposive sampling procedures by
contacting cross-country and track and field hezatbes at various colleges and requesting that
their athletes complete an online version of theey (see Appendix J). This sampling method
was employed due to its efficiency, conveniencd, @st-effectiveness (Fowler, 2014).

Ultimately, 412 individuals (mostly U.S. collegiatenners) participated in the online portion of
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the current study. Additionally, using conveniesaenpling procedures, 373 college students in
the Southeastern U.S. who were enrolled in kinegiglrecreation and sport management, and
physical education courses were recruited to ppaie in the current study after obtaining
permission from the instructor to distribute thevey at the beginning or end of class. Most of
these participants were not collegiate runnerscamnapleted paper-and-pencil versions of the
aforementioned survey. In total, the study compriggs participants. On the survey
introduction page, participants were informed theaticipation was voluntary and that they
could withdraw from the study at any time (see Appe K). They were also notified that by
beginning the survey, they voluntarily provideditlomnsent. In order to preserve anonymity, IP
addresses were not tracked by the online surveyai.

In addition to the 30 preliminary items from theRRparticipants also completed the
AIMS (Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993) and PPANmsco & Webb, 2006). The AIMS
comprises 10 items which assesses the strengtexahasivity of the athlete role on a seven-
point Likert-type scale (1 strongly disagre¢o 7 =strongly agreg Examples of items include
“I spend more time thinking about my sport thantamg else” and “Sport is the most important
thing in my life” (see Appendices A, H). The AIM&dexhibited strong reliability with high
Cronbach’s alpha values of .93, .87, .81 in Brewan Raalte, and Linder’s (1993) three studies
as well as a test-retest reliability coefficient®® over two weeks in their first study. These
values indicate good reliability (George & MalleB003).

The PPAIS (Nasco & Webb, 2006) assesses both padigrivate dimensions of
athletic identity in addition to overall athletidentity. An example of an item that assesses
public athletic identity is “I fear people will niike me as much if | do not compete well” (see

Appendix H). An example of an item that assessiester athletic identity is “I obtain personal
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satisfaction from competing in athletics.” The PBAlbmprises 10 items with responses on a
five-point Likert scale (1 strongly disagre@o 5 =strongly agreg Regarding the reliability,
Cronbach’s alpha values of .74 and .75 have bgmrtedl for the public athletic identity and
private athletic identity factors, respectively.el@ronbach’s alpha value for the overall PPAIS
was .73. These values demonstrate acceptableiligfi@@eorge & Mallery, 2003).

Additionally, participants completed three open@shduestions: (1) “What does running
identity mean to you?” (2) “In your opinion, whataome unique aspects of running identity in
comparison to other sports?” and (3) “Is there laimgt else that you want to share about your
running identity?” These open-ended responsesheithematically analyzed and presented in a
separate manuscript. Furthermore, participants egbdemographic items such as age,
gender, ethnicity, college athletic classificatianademic classification, and history of injuries
(see Appendix I). Respondents were also askedftalsatify as a non-runner, recreational
runner, serious runner, collegiate runner, or @sifsal runner. Finally, participants were asked
to provide the number of years that they had beempeting in running (i.e., cross-country
and/or track and field), average weekly mileagthenpast month, and the number of hours
invested in running and running-related activipes week.

Data Analysis

Data cleaning.Prior to conducting any data analyses, the data wleaned based on
procedures outlined by Morrow and Skolits (2013)sti-a codebook that specifically listed the
variable names (e.g., composite RIS scores) andtheywere labeled in SPSS was created.
This also included citations of scales, sample sfzbe research dataset, and the list of files in
the project. Second, a data analysis plan thatldec specific types of analyses (discussed

below) and the SPSS syntax was created. Thirdglifiequencies were calculated in order to
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check for any errors in how the data were recomtembded. Fourth, the data were further
scrutinized to check for coding mistakes. Fromgheveys that were completed via paper-and-
pencil, 0.17% of the survey data (i.e., RIS, AIM8d PPAIS responses) were missing, or
.0007% of the overall data. Because of the verypooportion of overall data missing, it was
simply left alone. Fifth, new variables were cretguch as the total RIS scores for the final
scale. Sixth, another round of frequencies andrgeses were performed in order to check for
others errors as well as to check for indices ofradity (i.e., skewness, kurtosis). Seventh, the
data were checked for outliers using Tabachnickraddll's (2013) definition of any values that
were + 3.29 SD from the mean. Outlier scores wengted from data analyses. Eighth, an
Shapiro-Wilk test was performed and revealed namaatity; thus, the alpha level was reduced
from .05 to .025 for data analyses. Ninth, anyaeatble trends were critically scrutinized. Tenth,
the number of cases in each cell was analyzedsarerthat anonymity existed. Eleventh, a final
round of frequencies and descriptives was performeel!fth, because an EFA was
subsequently conducted, the assumptions of lineanid lack of extreme multicollinearity were
tested (Beavers et al., 2013).

Exploratory factor analysis. Using SPSS softwaran EFA, or common factor analysis,
was conducted in order to generate a model tha¢septed the relationships among the various
items. This technique was selected over other fastalysis methods (e.g., component analysis)
since it was hypothesized that the items wouldrtezally reflect (rather tharcause running
identity (Beavers et al., 2013).

First, when evaluating each EFA, the intercorrefatnatrix of all the items were
examined. Using Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2013)ecritn, correlations that were greater than

0.32 justified the possibility of factor loadingdcond, the following values were calculated and
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scrutinized in order to measure the strength ottreslation matrix: Determinant, Bartlett's
Test of Sphericity, and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin TestSaimpling Adequacy, item communalities,
and the proportion of variance explained.

Due to non-normality, principal axis factoring wseected as the extraction method
(Beavers et al., 2013; Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCal&i@trahan, 1999). Subsequently, the
Kaiser Criterion (i.e., eigenvalues > 1.0) and $lceee test were utilized to help determine the
number of factors to retain (Beavers et al., 2048k, Dailey, & Lemus, 2002). Eigenvalues
represent the amount of variance in the itemsdaatbe explained by that factor (Furr &
Bacharach, 2013). Scree plots are graphical repiesens of the items and their associated
eigenvalues, arranged from highest to lowest (Besagteal., 2013).

Finally, based on the assumption that factors wbeldelated, an oblique rotation (i.e.,
oblimin) was utilized in order to produce a soluatwith the simplest structure. Adjusting the
frame of reference reduces the ambiguities of @@lyses, thus producing a more interpretable
solution (Child, 1990, as cited in Beavers et2013). In social science research, oblique
rotations are typically more theoretically appraprithan orthogonal rotations if there are indeed
relationships among the factors (Fabrigar et 899). When interpreting the factor solution,
items that were not significantly correlated wittyaf the factorsr(< 0.32) or items that loaded
on multiple factorsrgigerence< 0.20) were deleted (Tabachnick & Fidell, 20Bhally, items
with communality values < 0.4 were deleted (Cost&llOsborne, 2005).

Reliability. In order to assess the internal consistency o$thée, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were calculated for each of the faxtbat emerged from the scale as well as for the
overall scale. This measure of internal consisteapyesents the homogeneity of the scale

(Litwin, 1995).This method was selected over tesest reliability given the time-sensitive
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nature of this project. Further, given that resgorages are typically lower for online surveys
(Fowler, 2014), it was expected that responses rabtelld be substantially lower for the retest.

Validity. Multiple strategies were employed to establishvidledity of the RIS. First, in
order to establishonvergent validityi.e., the degree to which a measure relatesdthan
measure of a similar construct), Pearson correlatweere calculated between scores on the RIS
and AIMS (Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993) adlvae between scores on the RIS and
PPAIS (Webb & Nasco, 2006). Likewise, Pearson tatitns were calculated between RIS
scores and age, years of running experience, waakdage, and number of hours per week
invested in running aside from running itself. Setdn order to establistoncurrent validity
(i.e., how well the instrument is able to discriat@ between various groups), a one-way
ANOVA was conducted for overall RIS scores amongeélrunning identifications (i.e.,
professional/collegiate/serious runners, recreatioomners, and non-runners). Additionally,
one-way ANOVAs were conducted in order to compai® $tores across NCAA Divisions and
academic classification. Bonferroni post hoc testse also utilized to identify areas with
significant differences between group means. Tégswas deemed suitable for the analyses in
this study due to its flexibility and low chanceTofpe | error (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). It
was also deemed appropriate since the one-way ANSIN Ahis study contained a relatively
small number of groups (i.e., three to five). Wisenificant, effect sizes (i.e., eta-squared
values) were also calculated in order to assessigaibsignificance.

Results

Exploratory Factor Analysis

An EFA was conducted on the initial set of 30 isgfinom the RIS. Because the data were

not normally distributed, principal axis factoringis employed, and an oblique (i.e., direct
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oblimin) rotation was used based on theoreticalragsions and empirical evidence that the
factors were correlated. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin valoés911 and 847 were calculated for the
initial and final solutions, respectively, indiaagi meritorious factorability (Beavers et al., 2013)
The initial loadings of all 30 preliminary itemseaoutlined in Table 1. Examination of the factor
loadings, communalities, eigenvalues, and screesplgported a three-factor solution with 11
items. Cumulatively, these factors accounted fo8%lof the variance; the first factor accounted
for 37.48% of the variance, while the second ad ftactors accounted for an additional
10.38% and 7.09%, respectively. Table 2 depicist @1 the remaining 11 items with the
original item numbers, text of each item, and prirfactor loadings. All items loaded on their
respective factor at greater than .51, and thauliltys on other factors were all less than .22.
Table 3 provides a list of communality values facleitem in the final solution.

The first factor, which contained five items, wasmedrunning performanceThe
second factor, which contained four items, was rthmening exclusivity The third factor,
which contained two items, was nanredning self-identityAll factors were moderately
correlated (see Table 4).
Reliability

In order to assess the internal consistency oRilse Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were
calculated for the RIS and each of its three factalpha coefficients of .82, .81, and .67 were
obtained for theunning performanceunning exclusivityandrunning self-identityfactors,
respectively. An alpha coefficient of .85 was cédted for the composite scale. With the
exception of theunning self-identityfactor, these values represented good relial§iBgorge &

Mallery, 2003).
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Additionally, inter-item correlations were calctdd (see Table 5). Within-factor
correlations ranged from .406 to .619 in thening performancé&ems and from .381 to .686 in
therunning exclusivitytems. The twaunning self-identitytems correlated at .520. Cross-factor
correlations betweerunning performancandrunning exclusivitytems ranged from .146 to
.461. Cross-factor correlations betweanning performancandrunning self-identityanged
from .125 to .314. Cross-factor correlations betwesmning exclusivityandrunning self-identity
ranged from .029 to .424. Given that within-fadgtem correlations were generally higher than
cross-factor item correlations, this provided add#l evidence that the factors were distinct.
Validity

Various forms of validity were obtained. First, thhgorous and systematic Delphi
process (i.e., review from experts) that was urdtert in the creation and screening of the items
supportedace validityof the instrument. Secondpnvergent validityvas established via RIS
composite scores correlating with both AIMS=(.69,p < .01) and PPAIS composite scores (
.56,p < .01). Nonetheless, these correlations were natelewvhich suggested that running
identity and athletic identity are related, yettidist constructs. Table 6 depicts the relationships
between the various composite and factor scorédsedR|S, AIMS, and PPAIS. Furthermore,
there were small, but significant correlations kew RIS composite scores and years of running
experience on a cross-country and/or track and fedm ( = .24,p < .01), weekly mileage &
.22,p <.01), and hours devoted to running outside atfice ¢( = .15,p < .01). There was no
significant relationship between RIS composite ss@nd age = -.08,p > .05).

Third, concurrent validitywas established by comparing RIS scores acrospgr@ee
Table 7). With regard to RIS composite scores,i@ant differences were found among

professional/collegiate/serious runners, recreaticomners, and non-runneis;(704= 835.76p
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<.01). Professional/collegiate/serious runnersestbighest on the RI$A=51.3,SD=10.4)
followed by recreational runnersi(= 25.1,SD = 10.6) and then non-runneid € 15.0,SD=
4.5). Bonferroni post hoc tests confirmed that @ssfonal/collegiate/serious runners scored
significantly higher than both recreational runn@rs: .01,n? = .545) and non-runnerp € .01,
n? = .706) and that recreational runners scored fagnitly higher than non-runnerg € .01,1?
=.259). As seen, large effect sizes were foundiéen all groups.
Demographic Variables

Additionally, other group comparisons and relasioips were assessed. A one-way
ANOVA revealed no significant differences betweealerand female runners in scores on the

composite RISK1 428= .579,p = .447) or each of its three factorsnning performancéF; 4.s

.1.543 p = .215),running exclusivityF, 429= .000,p = .995), andunning self-identityF1, 429

.001,p = .973). Likewise, there were no significant diéleces among NCAA Division |,
Division Il, Division Ill, and NAIA collegiate runers in composite RIS scordss(404= 2.860,p
=.037) orrunning performancecores s 404= .927,p = .428). Although there were significant
differences irrunning exclusivityscores 3, 404= 3.448,p = .017), Bonferroni post hoc tests
showed no significant differences between any tvoags. Similarly, a one-way ANOVA
revealed significant differencesiinnning self-identityfactor scoresHs, 404= 3.696.,p = .012);
however, Bonferroni post hoc tests only revealgditant differences between NCAA
Division Il and NAIA runners§ < .01). Finally, a one-way ANOVA revealed no sfgrant
differences among first-year, second-year, thirdry®urth-year, and graduate students in
composite RIS score&{ 428=.422,p = .792),running performancecores 4, 42= .798,p =

.527), andunning exclusivityscores s, 429= .079,p = .989). Although significant differences



20

were found forunning self-identityscores 4, 429= 2.831,p = .024), Bonferonni post hoc tests
revealed no significant differences between anydvoups.
Open-Ended Responses
A preliminary analysis of the open-ended respofrees the sample of self-identified
serious/collegiate/professional runners revealellipieithemes surrounding running identity.
First, a number of participants emphasidestinctions between runners and joggdos
example:
Not jogger but runner, the long miles of lonelydsavith people besides me who are
going through the same pain; the throbbing in ngg lewards the end of a run only to
pick up the pace even more; the familiar bent ee¢he waist attempting to catch my
breath and staring down in blurry vision at thammifiar shoes (trainers, spikes, flats).
Second, participants discussed skease of communitizat running provided, as exemplified
here: “It means being a part of a larger commuthign the one you are in. Runners can usually
always bond with other runners.” Another participadded:
Running identity is unique from other sport idaatbecause of the immense community
that you build with those who run. No matter wheatdl of running you are currently
involved in, you completely understand the pain badl work that it takes to a runner.
Third, multiple participants describedmmitment, dedication, and hard wa foundational
elements of a running identity: “It means hard wakidication, and perseverance. Pushing
through pain and ignoring the voice in your headrsgg ‘I can’t.”” Fourth, participants also
exhibitedheightened body awarendssrelation to running identity. One participantote, “I
think the biggest physical difference is just theywe look. A teammate describes us as ‘skinny

dweebs.” Another individual stated, “Running igyenuch about the body, the body for many
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is already an identity, to then train it to reaahning goals...perform and compete means
running is exponentially more important to you/ yalentity is about your body achieving those
goals.” Because of these heightened concerns,usaréierences were made to eating disorders:
“I was bulimic for 2 years because my coach toldth@more | ran, the more weight | carried
every step.”

Discussion

The purpose of the current study was to develoglid ®nd reliable scale that assesses
running identity, or the extent to which one idées with the runner role, using a sample of
high-level (i.e., serious, collegiate, or professi) runners. Exploratory factor analysis
procedures supported a three-factor solutioniuiafing performancegb) running exclusivity
and (c)running self-identityBased on the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, tmeposite scale
and each of the three factors demonstrated go@bilél with the exception of theunning self-
identity factor. The RIS also demonstrated numerous fofmalality, includingface
convergentandconcurrentvalidity.

The first factoryunning performancecontained five items that referred to race times,
personal best times, and other performance-retds. Conceptually, it would be expected
that individuals with salient running identities wd also invest a great deal of their self-worth
into how they perform in the running domain. Inetiwvords, the importance that one ascribes to
a given self-concept domain most likely determitiesdegree to which competence or
incompetence influences affect, motivation, andéif-esteem (Harter, 1990). Items 14, 22, and
28 reflected this notion (see Table 2). Item 10off@liments from other runners about my times
are important to me”) also reflected the degreshah one ascribes importance to running

performance; however, it also entailed a publicatision of running identity (Webb & Nasco,
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2006). Nonetheless, the other items pertainingitdip running identity were omitted from the
scale, and, consequentitynning performanceunning exclusivityandrunning self-identity
appeared to be a more adequate representatioa t#dtors. An example of an item that
assessed public dimension of running identity idetl“Compliments from coaches and other
runners about my high mileage are important to rtes’possible that this item was ultimately
deleted (due to cross-loading) because the paatitspdid not perceive high mileage to signify
running performance, albeit, related to runninggrenance. The inclusion of item 23 (“I often
compare my personal best times to other runnest’tbmes”) revealed that performance is not
only judged by running times (i.e., task-orientajidout that how runners rank in relation to
other runners (i.e., ego-orientation) was alsesaliGiven that this sample was validated
primarily on collegiate and professional runnehss tvas not surprising. Likewise, prior research
has shown that athletic identity is positively edated with both task and ego goal orientations
(Proios, 2012a). Previous researchers (e.g., Martah., 1997) who have examined the factor
structure of the AIMS did not find a similar facfeertaining to athletic performance; however,
this aspect was addressed innlegative affectivityactor (e.g., “I feel bad when | perform
poorly in sport”). On the whole, however, mosto¢ items from the AIMS are concerned with
overall sport participation in contrast the RIS g¥hcontains more items about running
performance.

The second factor contained four items pertainbn@ihning exclusivityor the degree to
which individuals rely on the running role compatedther roles. According to previous
research on identity, when an individual is higimyested in one domain, other domains or
identities are often compromised. Martin et al.9q2Pfound a similar factor pertaining to athletic

exclusivity in the AIMS. Given that three of theufdtems in this factor (Items 4, 5, and 8) were
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adapted from the AIMS, it was not surprising theg tindings from these two studies with
regard to this factor were identical. Item 16 (“Ring takes up a considerable amount of my
daily thoughts”) was suggested by a Delphi responhds an alternative to “Running is the most
important thing in my life,” which may be pronegocial desirability bias. Ultimately, however,
both items were retained in the final solution.

The third factor comprised two items pertaininguoning self-identityor the overt
understanding that an individual has of him/herasl& runner. Martin et al. (1997) found a
similar factor, describing this dimension as “seiferenced cognitions in contrast to...athletes’
perceptions of others’ view of them” (p. 76). Ietfiathis factor comprised two items adapted
from the AIMS (“I consider myself a runner” andiiave many goals related to running”). The
original form of these items also accounted forgek-identity factor in Martin and colleagues’
factor analysis of the AIMS.

The scale was originally intended to comprise lpstychological and sociological (i.e.,
subcultural) aspects of running identity. As mem&id previously, symbolic interactionism
informed the development of much of these itemsyewer, the vast majority of those items
were deleted as a result of the Delphi procesgsh&umore, none of these sociological items
remained in the final solution after the EFA wasduacted. This is likely due to the fact that
psychologists and sociologists have traditionafgiguided by different definitions of identity
(see Schwartz, Luyckx, & Vignoles, 2011). From ggb®logical perspective, Brewer, Van
Raalte, & Linder (1993) conceptualized (athletagntity as the degree to which one identifies
with a particular role (e.g., athlete). Therefdhe RIS ultimately reflected a psychological
definition of running identity (i.e., the extentwdich one identifies with the runner role). On the

other hand, Burke (1991), a sociologist, definezhtdy as a “set of meanings applied to the self
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in a social role or situation” (p. 11). Becausersgociology is often more contextual than
psychology, it may have been difficult to “captutb& sociological aspects of running identity in
this scale. Likewise, exploring these social anitlcal nuances of identity may not have been
methodologically aligned with the positivist elent®nf scale research. Nonetheless, a content
analysis of the open-ended questions (see Appéndid perhaps be more suitable to
describing the sociological and subcultural aspettanning identity. These findings will be
presented in a separate manuscript.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study contained a few limitations. First, thaning selfidentityfactor contained
only two items. This may have contributed to thegjionable reliability of this factor as well.
Typically, factors with less than three items ané recommended (Worthington & Whittaker,
2006). Nonetheless, including both of these iteliimately resulted in the best solution in terms
of overall reliability, total variance explainedgenvalues, and communalities. Given this
limitation, it is recommended that more items pertey to running self-identity (e.g., “I refer to
myself as a runner” or “I have many ambitions o running”) be included in future
iterations of this scale. Having a higher numbeitevhs should also help enhance the reliability
of this factor.

Second, after a preliminary analysis of the opetediresponses (e.g., “What is your
average weekly mileage in the past month?”), itajpg that some of the participants were
injured athletes. Previous research suggests tiiatia identity decreases during injury (Brewer
et al., 2010). Accordingly, earlier research ingigtogy has indicated that individuals devalue
threatening aspects of the self in order to maindgpositive self-concept (Markus & Wurf,

1987; Sedikides, 2007). Therefore, it is possibé& tunning identity may have been lower in
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injured participants. As a result, it is recommehttet future studies on running identity
exclude injured athletes or include a question abotrently being injured so that researchers
have the option of excluding them from analyses.

Third, social desirability was not assessed inctimeent study. Consequently, it may be
beneficial to distribute the Marlowe-Crowne So@aisirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe,
1960) in conjunction with the RIS. For example, itleen, “Running is the only important thing
in my life” may be subject to social desirabilitgentifying strong correlations between RIS
items and social desirability could enhance thdityuaf the data. Nonetheless, no correlations
were found in previous research between sociatalalty measures and the AIMS (Brewer,
Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993) or the PPAIS (Webb &siia, 2006).

Future iterations of this scale should attemphtiude more items that assess the public
dimension of running identity. As mentioned, onhecsuch item remained in the final solution.
It is unclear if items tapping into public runnirtentity are too contextual to be “captured” by a
scale (and thus not retained after an EFA) or iflisirunning identity was not adequately
represented in this scale. Adapting items fromRRAIS (Nasco & Webb, 2006) would be one
recommended method for adding more items on pultining identity. Future research should
further validate this scale via a confirmatory gs@ with another sample of high-level runners
(see Extended Literature Review).

One interesting finding was that there were naiigant differences in running identity
or athletic identity among NCAA Division |, Divisioll, or Division Ill runners. Given that there
are typically more resources (e.g., scholarship§)ivision | athletics, it was expected that
Division | runners would demonstrate higher lew@l®oth running and athletic identities.

Likewise, there is a greater emphasis on performan®ivision | institutions; however, there
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were no significant differences in running perfonoa factor scores (see Extended Discussion).
Nonetheless, even at the NCAA Division | level réhare typically less scholarships available
for cross-country and track and field. In fact)ydlinded athletic scholarships are rare for cross-
country and track and field athletes. As a reguttjre studies should assess scholarship status
and the magnitude of the scholarship when examininging identity across NCAA Division I,
Division Il, Division Ill, NAIA, and other collegathletic affiliations.

Likewise, there were no significant differencesunning identity scores across academic
classifications. Murphy, Petitpas, and Brewer ()986nd that first-year college students
exhibited the highest levels of athletic identihdahat seniors had the lowest levels of athletic
identity. Other researchers (e.g., Lally, 2007)ehanggested that as athletes approach
graduation, they begin to divest themselves froendinlete role as they invest more into their
future careers and other identities. It was surpgigherefore, that the results of the current
study did not follow a similar trajectory for rumg identity (see Extended Discussion). Given
the cross-sectional nature of this group compayifigare research should employ longitudinal
designs to see if similar results are obtainedthéumore, mixed methods designs (e.g., surveys
with follow-up interviews) may help elucidate theasons for the inconsistent findings between
running identity and athletic identity in regardsaige and academic classification.

Finally, as previously noted, this scale was vaéidaon a U.S. population that was 80%
White. While this was generally consistent withiasaproportions reported by the NCAA
(2015), a greater exploration of running identityass cultures is needed. For example, there
may be differences in how running identity is urstieod and experienced between Western and
East African cultures. In particular, qualitativetimods (e.g., interviews, co-participant

observation) may best for obtaining thick descoipsi of running identity in non-U.S. contexts
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(Creswell & Miller, 2000). Similarly, it would alsbe interesting to see if the RIS is reliable and
valid for runners in other cultures and countriassmle of the U.S.
Practical Implications and Conclusions

It is hoped that the development of a valid aridioée scale assessing running identity is
of great value to sport psychology, exercise pshag sport sociology, and other disciplines.
For example, sport psychology researchers can exgile relationship between running identity
and student identity, identity foreclosure, camguloration, and other similar constructs in
collegiate runners. In turn, the RIS, particulaHgrunning exclusivityfactor, may have
potential value for identifying collegiate runnevho are at-risk of foreclosing other identities in
favor of running. As a result, this scale may belamented in coaching education and student-
athlete life skills programs at college athletipaegments. Additionally, sport sociology and
social psychology researchers can explore thearkitip between running identity and moral
identity, moral reasoning, and conformity to maseuhorms (e.g., violence, hazing, sexism).
Furthermore, exercise psychology researchers camiae running identity as a predictor of
various health behaviors including obligatory rurpiexercise addiction, and disordered eating.
Likewise, the RIS may be used to identify runneh®are at-risk of developing a clinical eating
disorder. There are a number of other construettsctbuld be explored in relation to running
identity, including body image, overtraining, amdaional intelligence, and various post-injury
responses, to name a few.

Finally, cultural sport psychology has been adviogafior the exploration of athlete
identities for the last 13 years (Fisher, ButrynR&per, 2003, 2005). Specifically, sport
psychology consultants have been called to chadlatigietes to think about their roles beyond

performance and become engaged citizens. This maghieved by having open discussions of
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power as well as encouraging athletes to become aware of superseding social and political
issues. The RIS, particularly the exclusivity factoay be one tool that can identify athletes who

are falling short of these objectives.
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Section 2: Extended Literature Review
Sociocultural Aspects of Running

Since the 1970s, long distance running has bet¢benmost visible form of physical
activity throughout much of the Western world (B&l604; Shipway & Holloway, 2010). As a
sport, there are various permutations, includiagkrand field, cross country, road racing, trail
racing, and orienteering. Likewise, in terms of patitive drive and ability, there exists a
continuum from the leisurely jogger to the serielite runner. The various classifications (as
well as the purported beliefs and practices of eatigroup) along this continuum have often
been debated. Accordingly, several tensions egrsisa among these various subgroups (e.g.,
degree of “seriousness,” mode of running).

In this section, | provide an overview of the sbagical scholarship on running identity
and running subcultures. Adentityis a “set of meanings applied to the self in dadoole or
situation” (Burke, 1991, p. 837). A related ternsudbculturerefers to a smaller group within a
dominant culture that exhibits differences “in stieimgs as language, values, religion, diet, and
style of life from the larger social world of whithey are a part” (Yinger, 1960, p. 626). In this
review, | first briefly discuss the social-hist@icontext of running and its relationship to the
development of running identities and subcultugsond, | outline symbolic interactionism and
discuss its practicality in understanding runnigdentity. Third, | mention other approaches to
understanding running identity, as well as theasiproposed classifications of distance
runners.

The Social-Historical Context of Running
As Gotaas (2008) noted, it is not possible to pl@an objective and complete and

account of the world history of running. Therefdrethis section, | provide a brief account of
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notable events that have shaped the current dseadfirunning, and hence, the production of
running identity.

The origins of running as a primordial human tcaib be traced back to our
Australopithecusincestors (see Bramble & Lieberman, 2004; Go2@88). Prior to becoming a
modernized sport (e.g., track and field, cross-tguorienteering), running existed in various
non-achievement forms. Generally, running was d®rsd a form of play, which Guttman
(2004) defined as “any nonutilitarian physical mteilectual activity pursued for its own sake”
(p. 3). Additionally, in pre-colonial east Africa.¢., modern-day Kenya and Ethiopia), running
was essential for hunting, fighting, rites of pagsaeremonies, and dance (Bale, 2007; Bale &
Sang, 1996). Nonetheless, as Bale and Sang (199éited, competition was not entirely absent
in pre-colonial east Africa as was suggested Wditicanal colonialist writers (e.g., Lindblom,
1920); rather, this was manifested in differentrfsrin comparison to traditional Western sports,
which were characterized by bureaucratization,asggemovements, and other features. For
example, hunting (which required running and sple@wing skills) was considered a
competitive endeavor. In fact, individuals in thardi tribe who were skilled enough to kill a
lion were calleBBarng’etuny an honorable term in this culture (Bale & Sar@f4d).

Accordingly, high performances were valued, antlin, physical training was prevalent in pre-
colonial eastern African cultures.

In particular, the beginning of achievement rugrivas been attributed to an event in 776
BC when a Greek man named Corobeus won a sprinhsgathe length of the stadium at the
first Olympic games, where runners carried flanoelgght the alter of Zeus (Gotaas, 2008).
During the first dozen Olympics, this was the oallgletic event before other running events

were added. Interestingly, the Greeks never recotidees. Instead, they were more interested in
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making symbolic estimations of speed, such as gagiparticular runner was fast enough to
catch or hare or beat a horse in a race (Gota@s, p038). This differed radically from modern-
day serious runners’ obsessions with racing mavkgh is discussed later. When the Romans
came into power, the Olympics fell out of favor,tlhs last Ancient Olympic Games were played
in the 400s AD.

In contrast, Guttman (2004) proposed seven chenatits of modern sports that
distinguish them from primitive, ancient, and mesdiesports and forms of play: (a) secularism;
(b) equality; (c) specialization; (d) rationalizati (e) bureaucracy; (f) quantification; and (g)
records. First, in Ancient times, sport activiteggen coincided with religious and cultic events.
For example, men of the Timbira tribe in Brazil @eequired to participate in a relay race,
which also entailed complicated rituals such asiadasce from meat and sexual intercourse, that
was intended to reenact a race between the sumaod (Guttman, 2004). Although modern
sports may certainly be infused with religious ed@s, such as a pre-game prayer, it largely
remains on the sidelines during competition. Secaratlern sports are based on the perception
of equality and fairness. In other words, everysineuld have an opportunity to participate, and
the rules and regulations should be the same lfpagicipants (Guttman, 2004). Third, while
individuals in primate and ancient times were skilin various areas, modern sport is often
characterized in specialization in a certain spara group of sports with similar skills).
Furthermore, one can observe the specializatidmmirhany sports, such as American Football
which comprises 22 positions, excluding “speciahte” roles. Fourth, rationalization refers to
the rule-bounded nature of modern sport. Althouglkti@an (2004) noted that primitive sports
may have contained more rules, such as the notds &f the Apaches, rules of modern sport

have a logical relationship between means and é&iiitls, as mentioned previously,
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bureaucratization is prevalent in modern sport @gikerning bodies, such as the National
Football League or the National Collegiate Athl&tgsociation in the United States. Sixth, most
feats can be translated into a measurable, quarigfform (i.e., statistics). Seventh, given this
move towards quantification, there is also a grealbsession with national and international
records. These last two aspects, in particularhgtdighted below with regard to the historical
trajectory of achievement running.

The modern Olympic Games, similar in name onlgheAncient Olympic Games, began
in 1896 with a number of political events leadingta that moment (Gotaas, 2009). At the turn
of the 19" century, running was introduced into the curriculof British primary and secondary
education. At this time, running was perceivedéaliorturous activity by many; thus, it was
also thought to be one way of initiating boys intanhood (Bale, 2004). Later, an interest in
speed and personal marks emerged as running dedeiuj a college and professional sport in
the 1860s. Although there were other forms of rogrfe.g., cross-country, orienteering), the
track became the predominant sporting arena dtiisdgime. In the early 1800s, races took
place on grass or gravel tracks, typically desigoednly two-person races (Bale, 2004, p. 41).
This changed in 1867 with the invention of the einttack with laps that spanned 200 yards;
although races continued to be run on grass tnatisthe 1960s (separate records were kept for
grass-surfaced tracks). Throughout the first histhe 23" century, the size and shape of the
track was continuously debated and tested. At 8% Dlympics, the track was U-shaped with a
theatre-like setting at each end. Then, at the P30® Olympics, the track was a 500 meter
grass oval. Next, in 1908 at London, the track messts536 meters (about one-third of a mile)
with longer straightaways that facilitated greateeed. At the Stockholm Olympics in 1912, the

size regressed to 383 meters, and at the 19209#Qlympics, the track increased back to the
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French-influenced 500 meters. Finally, at the19281(ics in Amsterdam, the track measured
400 meters, which became the norm. Additionallgttstg blocks were invented in 1927 and
first used at Chicago in 1927. Also, in the 1970e,synthetic track was invented so that the
track could be used in various weather condititmalignment with the Olympic mottaitius,
altius, fortius(faster, higher, stronget)ese changes reflected an increasing interest in
manipulating nature to maximize speed, as welbastablish an arena to make objective
comparisons and thus take the sport seriously (B8@4; Gotaas, 2009).

In line with this fascination of speed, the figfticially recorded sub-four minute mile
was accomplished by Roger Bannister on May 6, 19%4time of 3 minutes 59.4 seconds. This
remains the most decorated event in running histokgwise, Roger Bannister is widely
regarded as a hero for many in the distance runmortd (Bale, 2006). Accordingly, this event
has been subject to much critical examination withe scholarship of running (e.g., Bale, 2004;
Bale & Howe, 2006; Gotaas, 2009). For example, @0{2009) contended that the Native
American from the Pawnee tribe Koo-tah-we-Cootdeddroo, Chief Great Hawk, was alleged
to have run a mile in 3 minutes 58 seconds perd®dArmy officers who independently timed
him. Moreover, there were rumors of multiple rursereaking the four-minute barrier in
practice. However, these times were not run oardstrdized track and, thus, were easily
forgotten in history.

According to Bale (2004), Bannister was not oullglized for breaking the record, but he
was also renowned for doing it as an amateur. Bstaand Oxford scholar, it was deemed
“improper” to take sport/leisure seriously durimgstera. He was widely regarded as an English
sporting gentleman, as he claimed to only traieghtdays per week of light training. In reality,

Bannister privately was a scientist, structuringthaining plans in a very precise, systematic
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manner. In fact, amid the worship of Bannisteratf@ vocal minority criticized him for his
“cold scientific approach” to running (Bale, 2006pr example, Bannister was very selective
about the meets he competed in. In fact, Bannisitglly refused to attempt the sub-four
minute feat due to the wind that was present ondag before it dissipated to his liking prior to
the race. Furthermore, he accomplished this feiht thve help of two “pacemakers,” his friends
Chris Brasher and Chris Chataway. Consequentlyplpesuestioned whether he was truly
capable of beating world class competitors, oeifAas only interested in merely racing against
a clock (Bale, 2006). He also drew ire for refusioglisclose his scientific methods. Ultimately,
Bannister’s record would only survive for 46 dagsthe Australian John Landy ran 3 minutes
57.9 seconds for the mile (Gotaas, 2009). Withenrtaxt few years, dozens of other runners
would cross the sub-four minute threshold with@aiiving a fraction of the notoriety that was
bestowed on Bannister. Accordingly, Bale (2006jgqued the unreasonableness of the
commons sports fan to valorize the sub-4:00 bamigre than the sub-3:59 barrier.
Nonetheless, the four-minute barrier continuasgpire young runners and excite the
common sports fan (Denison, 2006). Even thoughmiheis not an official event at the
Olympics or IAAF Outdoor Track and Field World Chgionships (it has been replaced by the
1500 meter event), there is a sense of nostalgithi®event in history. “The time, 3:59, is a
stamp of approval; it is something people know tbay trust, a label or a brand that is safe and
comforting” (Denison, 2006, p. 281). Furthermorsyué-4:00 minute alone does not
automatically mean that a (male) middle-distancanen is competitive at the international level,
although, many sports fans who are uneducated aboning believe this. Although this
milestone is not uniquely remarkable as it wasdB4, this feat still plays a significant role in

the construction of a respectable identity (Deni&®6). Trying to explain this unreasonable
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nostalgia, Denison hypothesized that as Africatetgh continue to outperform runners from the
West (i.e., U.S., United Kingdom), the four-minatée serves as a reminder when distance
running was predominantly a White space. Furthegmoe argued that such attitudes (i.e.,
remaining fixated on the past rather than creaingw future) are detrimental to the progress of
distance running in North America and Europe. Gndther hand, the first woman’s sub-five
minute mile did not garner any interest or nostlgor does this issue of western superiority
appear to be a salient issue in women'’s track et {Parry, 2006).

Additionally, it is worth mentioning the runninggbm over the past 40 to 50 years that
has swept up the United States and much of theanestorld. Much of its popularity can be
attributed to the fact that jogging and running eamsignify weight loss and improved fitness
(Abbas, 2004; Bale, 2004). Abbas (2004) noteddRatcise was an integral part of a healthy
society, and in turn, running was the most visfblen of exercise. Furthermore, the idea of the
“runner’s high,” or the euphoric feelings and ovkeetevated mental state that individuals
experienced during or after the run, was widelyligided (Gotaas, 2009). This was often
attributed to release of endorphins; though, ofthetiors (e.g., enjoyment of scenery, exposure to
fresh air) were purported to play a positive ralewell. Accordingly, the public became aware
of its role in potentially reducing depression atlder negative mood states. Because of these
psychological benefits, running became a “posiéigdiction” for many Americans (Gotaas,
2009).

Although serious runners are often quick to distatmemselves from leisure/fitness
joggers, the running boom that occurred in the g@rpopulation actually emanated from the
social worlds of professional athletes. In the 1@®dmpics, many runners from New Zealand

enjoyed unchartered success, prompting other miofea coaches and runners to inquire about
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what they were doing correctly (Gotaas, 2009). Bdlverman, head track and field who coach
at the University of Oregon who would later go orcbach the US Olympic team in 1972, took
a trip to New Zealand with his runners to discayer supposed secrets of their success. There,
he found that ample people of all ages and alslitiere running on a daily basis—not just
serious runners. Bowerman, who was 51 year of atfeedime, had generally assumed that he
was too old to continue running on a daily basig,His opinion was instantly changed when he
was outpaced by a 73-year old man who had suntlweg heart attacks (Gotaas, 2009).

Furthermore, the New Zealand coach, Arthur Lydiaras known for recommending
jogging to individuals with heart disease and galtgpbserving radical improvements in their
condition. Bowerman claimed to have lost 10 poumdshat week-long trip and shared the
benefits of leisurely jogging with the public upmturning to the United States. Additionally,
the famous doctor Kenneth Cooper (1968) advocatedxXercise, especially running, when he
published his famous bodkerobics Cooper had previously been obese and unfit, yput b
exercising on a consistent basis, he was ablesarse this trend. Both Bowerman and Cooper
became effective conduits for the message of rgnnat just because of the knowledge they
delivered, but also due to the fact that they cputtvide anecdotal evidence regarding the
positive effects of running.

The development of achievement running in coloe&st Africa mirrored Western
societies’ increased emphasis on time and recardsesult of colonial influences. Bale (2007)
demarcated this cultural transition into four plsage) the germinal phase (approximately 1900-
1920), (b) the incipient phase (approximately 19230), the struggle for hegemony phase
(approximately 1930-1950), and the take-off phaggioximately 1950 to 1968). As mentioned

previously, running was prevalent in pre-coloniateAfrican cultures (e.g., rite of passage
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ceremonies, hunting). In the early twentieth centBuropean researchers (e.g., Boyes, 1912;
Hinde & Hinde, 1901) were fascinated with indivitkitom the Maasai tribes, asserting that
they exhibited genetic capabilities of running latigtances. In fact, Boyes (1912) wrote that
“the Maasai runner thinks no more of carrying a sage sixty miles a day than we should a
three mile stroll” (p. 61). On the contrary, BaledéSang (1996) critiqued these exotic
representations in addition to Westerners’ fasmnatwith the Maasai tribespeople (which they
termed “Maasai-itis”), noting that they accountedd very small proportion of the overall
Kenyan population. Additionally, European colongartroduced Western forms of running
through the use of a stopwatch and measured degtaBy the early 1920s, young Kenyan
children were partaking in organized sports duia¢oinfluence of Western missionaries and
military regimes. This was undergirded by a pdditicleology in which they sought to “civilize”
natives by teaching them manliness, good temperptrer desirable qualities through sports
(Bale, 2007).

During the incipient phase, achievement runnincpbee more bureaucratized in Kenya
and throughout east Africa (Bale, 2007). Jamest®erKenyan colony’s first Director of
Education, initiated the formation of the Arab akfdcan Sports Association (AASA) in 1924.
Running also was used as form of institutional @aobntrol. For example, plantation owners
held organized races to “keep the locals away fruschief” (Bale 2007). During the 1920s and
1930s, running resembled a hybrid of both westathpe-colonial elements. For example,
more modern events, such the 100 yard dash, wevalpnt; however, the results were not as
guantified as modern track and field events. Funtoee, competitions were less serious than
modern competitive sport events, where applauseviamrily reserved for those who

committed mishaps (Bale, 2007).
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In the third phase, achievement (western) formsihing largely submersed any
remaining pre-colonial elements that were stithatt Indeed, throughout the late 1930s, running
began to resemble modern sport. Accordingly, natioecords began to be recorded and made
official in Uganda and Kenya in 1934 and 1936, eetipely (Bale, 2007). As a result, running
began to be viewed from a European lens, where ansgms were made via statistics (i.e.,
personal records). Nonetheless, early track meets aften disorganized with timing errors and
incorrectly measured distances (Bale & Sang, 19&le (2007) noted that the formation of the
Kenyan Amateur Athletic Association (AAA) in 195¢msbolized the breakthrough of
achievement running. As a result, Kenyans begaaticipate in international events, such as
the 1952 Indian Ocean Games in Madagascar.

In the take-off phase, which spanned the 195@itiir 1968, east Africans continued to
compete in international venues, including the Em@ames (a colonial version of the
Olympics) and the English Championships in additmthe Olympic Games themselves. In
fact, in the 1954 English Championships, KenyameurLazaro Chepkwoney drew the attention
of track and field fans when he rushed into thd Mhile running barefoot in the six-mile event
before dropping out midway through the race, wisietved to reinforce racist notions of African
athletes lacking stamina (Bale, 2007). Additionaillythe 1960 Rome Olympics, Ethiopian
Abebe Bikila won the marathon. Further, Kenyan WalKiprugut won the bronze medal in the
800 meters at the 1964 Tokyo Olympics. Despitedlaesl other accomplishments, notions of
eastern African athletes lacking stamina (and heglite distance runners) continued to persist.
A breakthrough occurred in the 1968 Mexico City i@pics when Kenyans won 11 medals over
six events. This included Kipchoge Keino’s victayer American Jim Ryun in the 1500 meter

race as well as Amos Biwott and Benjamin Kogo fimg top two in the 3000 meter
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steeplechase. The success of Kenyan runners vgasrisgarded as a fluke in part due to the
Olympic Games taking place at an above-averagagdev(Bale, 2007); however, eastern
African athletes have continued to enjoy succesistance running events. Nonetheless,
colonialism and the development of a hierarchigatesm played a critical role in shaping these
developments; they did not simply “happen” (Bale0?2).
Symbolic Interactionism

Symbolic interactionism originated in American isbagical research, but it has also
been employed in social psychology to describe mupgavior. It is philosophically
undergirded by pragmatism, which views organismmaking practical adjustments to the
demands of their environment (Hewitt, 2007). Pratggteado not believe in the existence of
absolute truth, but that it is relative to the reeadd interests of other living things. One of the
primary influences of this framework, Mead (193&)wed that human behavior was too
complex and diverse to be explained by predictblgical instincts. Instead, human acts are
often socially coordinated based on “significannbpls” with shared meanings. Furthermore,
Mead contended that these symbols are predominmamtil gestures that have the potential to
arouse the same response in others as one sedx&ample, as Hewitt (2007) noted, yelling
“Fire!” in a public place can be considered a syhtbat allows everyone present to take control
over their conduct and ultimately produce a plaaaifon. Furthermore, Mead (1934) postulated
that significant symbols allow humans to not omhagine the responses of others but to also
have an awareness of the self. Hewitt (2007) stated

We are able to beconmdbjectsto ourselves; that is, we become able to act war

ourselves as we act towards others, to be oneeahtny things, ideas, persons, or

experiences of which we are conscious and towardhadur activity is directed. We can
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name ourselves, think about ourselves, talk toadues, imagine ourselves acting in

various ways, love or hate ourselves, and feelgppmashamed of ourselves; in short, we

can act toward ourselves in all the ways we canoaerd others.... (p. 9)
This theory is able to account for both inner elgreres and the social nature of human life;
hence, this framework has provided value for tekl§ of sociology and psychology.
Hewitt (2007) outlined the following tenets of syatib interactionism. First, human conduct is
contingent on the creation and maintenance of mgafeople’s behaviors are intentional and
not wholly dictated by culture. Furthermore, intent are guided by these shared meanings. In
brief, objects and categories provide shared mgarand responses, which are variable and
emergent. Moreover, there is an emphasis on thellsooonstructed meaning of the behaviors
rather than on the behaviors themselves. As nttede meanings are neither objective nor
permanent and are often negotiated among diffedngroups struggling to gain consensus.
Second, human conduct is self-referential. In othends, humans act towards themselves with
the same extent as their external world. Furtheemadividuals strive to maintain a positive
self-image. Third, people form meanings througkriattion. As Davies and Banks (1992)
stated, “subjectivity is formulated through discees, given substance and pattern through
storyline and deployed in social interaction” (jp. Bourth, the relationship between culture and
human conduct is bidirectional; that is, culturBuences human conduct; however, it is also the
product of human conduct. Humans are born intcceesg which defines reality for them, but
they do not necessarily have to reproduce thisieiltAccordingly, Blumer (1969) contended
that the survival of a particular belief, normvatue was contingent on individual and collective

actions, or ongoing social processes.
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Methodological considerationsBoth quantitative and qualitative methods havenbee
used in studies that are undergirded by symboleractionism theory. Regarding quantitative
methods, some authors have employed questionrtiaireake inferences about symbolic
interactionism in relation to other variables. F@tance, in exploring sport consumption
behaviors with regard to minor league hockey barayirmstrong (2007) used the six-item
General Scale to Measure Involvement (GSMI; Tragia@oseph, 1984) to measure reference
group influence on involvement with a symbolic pwod She found that repeat spectators scored
significantly higher than less frequent attendeegems indicating that hockey was a self-
expression/identity affirming activity. Additiongll Anson (1974) used questionnaires to
examine the relationship of leadership opiniond;s®cept, and past participation with present
activity participation levels, as well as to ultitaly justify the use of symbolic interactionism in
the study of sport and leisure. Also, Ramos (1@9ployed questionnaires in conjunction with
a symbolic interactionism framework to create madedubjective meaning of leisure.

A wide array of qualitative methodologies has ddsen used to explore symbolic
interactionism in sport. Most pertinent to thisitogre Allen-Collinson and Hockey's studies
based on their collaborative autoethnography ekpgdhe (disruption of) various nuances of
running identity while experiencing knee injuriagricig a two-year span (Allen-Collinson, 2003,
2008; Allen-Collinson & Hockey, 2001, 2007; Hock&05). In simple terms,
Autoethnography is a narrative of the self. Itas ‘autobiographical genre of writing and
research that displays multiple layers of consaiess, connecting the personal to the
cultural....Autoethnographers vary in their emphasishe research process (graphy), on culture
(ethno), and on self (auto)” (Ellis & Bochner, 20@. 739-740). The findings from these

inquiries are discussed in detail below. Also, Odsan, Leggett, and Finch (2012) used
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guestionnaires with open-ended questions to agsestealian football club representatives’
perceptions of a new Australian Football Leagueettgyed sports trainer policy. Responses
were analyzed using a symbolic interactionism fraork, where the authors specifically
searched for objects that held significant meafonghe participants. Likewise, in order to
explore the specific meanings of the coach-athidtgionship, Poczwardowski, Barott, and
Peregoy (2002) conducted in-depth interviews amtigg@ant observations and subsequently
interpreted the findings using a symbolic inter@aism lens in conjunction with social exchange
theory and negotiated order theory.

Identity work . A fundamental contribution of symbolic interactiemi is the
construction and maintenance of identity. Accordim¢his theory, various forms of identity are
jointly created via people’s acts towards themsebsd others’ actions towards them (Hewitt,
2007). Individuals constantly locate themselveelation to one another (e.g., student to
teacher, parent to child, friend to friend). HeW#007) discussed three categories of identity in
relation to symbolic interactionism: (a) situatdentity, (b) social identity, and (c) personal
identity. These categories are not mutually exekisand the salience of each is constantly in
flux. Depending on the sociocultural context, sqraeple rely on just a few identities on a daily
basis, while others manage several.

Situational identities essentially are roles intipalar contexts (Hewitt, 2007). For
example, an athlete and athletic trainer engagesiocial interaction with presumably
understood roles. In this context, the athlete eamjzes his/her “patient” self over other
identities (e.qg., friend, teammate). The athletevke how to act in the athletic training room
setting. Likewise, the athletic trainer typicallgtsrin a predictable manner, making a diagnosis

and recommending a treatment protocol. These peirgpe not only allow for anticipated social
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interaction, but they also contribute to the exgrece of the self. Because of these
aforementioned roles, humans are able to locatadéles in relation to one another. A situated
identity accounts for the integration of a persah@ughts, feelings, and actions in a particular
situation, and it provides a feeling of continuiby a limited period of time (Hewitt, 2007).
Nonetheless, these social interactions are proeeado or disjointedness. People often get
distracted, miss symbols, or midjudge the respookethers, as is often the case with teams
who are said to not be “clicking,” or performing glewitt, 2007). Of course, these situational
identities are temporary and variable based oraméext. While still very much fluid, social and
personal identities entail more stable aspectieself.

In discussing the “person beyond the immediateasin,” Stryker (1980) coined the
termbiographical seltto describe the ways that people locate themsealvdone another in
social life. The biographical self comprises bathial and personal identities. In explaining the
existence of these entities, Scheff (1990) conténldat identification and differentiation are
driving forces in human conduct. Specifically, pkogre motivated to identify with people with
common qualities and objectives. “They must recogthat they are in the same place, that a
particular range and sequence of activities alea#br, and that they are linked to one another
in particular ways” (Hewitt, 2007, p. 101). Thesaued understandings (i.e., identifications)
produce positive emotional responses to othersdnations. Paradoxically, Scheff (1990) also
noted that differentiation, or the knowledge thairadividual is distinctive from others, is
instrumental to healthy social bonds. Individuagato believe that they are making individual
contributions to the group and that their individgeals are worth pursuing.

Per Hewitt (2007), a social identity comprisegthessential features. First, individuals

are located in a particular social space longer Hry situation, as is the case with situational
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identities. For instance, baseball players can kavieus situational identities that reflect their
position or role during a game (e.g., pitcher, loatcbatter); however, the “athlete” or “baseball
player” identities are more consistent and endur8egond, identification with a particular
social category implies that a particular groupreB@ommon norms, values, beliefs, and goals.
As mentioned, these shared symbols and undersgstjipically produce positive affect. Third,
identification has the potential to transform sbcategories into functional communities.
Accordingly, people in the same social circles ¢gfly feel a sense of shared purpose and
develop relationships. Thus, social identity is just a construct of relevance to the self; rather,
it influences how people act towards the individ@ial example, based on significant symbols).
Conversely, others’ actions toward an individual bave a profound impact on his or her social
identity, as well.

Like a social identity, a personal identity locas individual in a social space that is
more extensive and ongoing than any situationohtrast to social identity, the personal identity
is centered on the individual’s life story (HewR07). Moreover, it locates an individual within
society as a whole rather than a particular comtyuRbdr example, former Major League
Baseball player Cal Ripken Jr., who set a recorgli@ying in 2632 consecutive games,
indisputably had a social identity of an “athlegeid “baseball player;” however, his personal
identity (i.e., life story) was marked by dedicatiand a strong work ethic. A personal identity is
“a person’s property...something the person creatgss, and is entitled to modify as her or she
sees fit” (Hewitt, 2007, p. 107). Nonetheless, sdype of social confirmation is still a necessary
element of personal identity. Using symbolic intéi@nism terms, a personal identity is still
dependent on announcements and placements inrtfeersanner as social identity. An

individual must announce his or her social locagod subsequently find a way to demonstrate
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that placement. For example, an adolescent mayusacedis or her intention to be independent,
which might be evidenced by breaking from the p&'eeligious views or staying out beyond a
previously curfew. In return, the parents couldremkledge and place their child into this
identity through various actions, such as adjudtimegrules, bestowing punishments, or
relinquishing the child’s financial dependence loan. Thus, personal identities are not just
intrinsic entities; rather, they are observabletigh language and actions, and they are produced
via social interaction.

Running identity: A symbolic interactionist perspective. Symbolic interactionism has
been a valuable framework for exploring the variasigects of running identity. The following
is a review of the various categorizations, of sgtapthat have emerged from the critical inquiry
of distance running. Specifically, the temporaltenialistic, associative, and vocabularic
identifications of running, as defined by the reshkars in their respective studies, are discussed
below. In particular, the latter three classifioas are based on Perinbanayagam’s (2000)
symbolic interactionist identity categorizations (ted in Allen-Collinson & Hockey, 2007).
Akin to the previous discussion of identity, itimsportant to note that each these categorizations
are not mutually exclusive, as there is certaioips overlap among these various elements.

Time: Thetemporal dimension of running identity. Some sport sociology researchers
(e.g., Allen-Collinson, 2003; Bale, 2004; Smithp2) have offered critical perspectives
regarding the temporal dimension of running andals in shaping running identity. For
example, runners talk about their personal bestsi{inutes and seconds), training schedules (in
weeks and months), and recovery times (typicallyaps, weeks, or months). Employing an

ethnographic analysis informed by symbolic intamagsm, Smith (2002) found that that time
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was salient in their discussions of running achieset, careers with stages and turning events,
and cyclical calendars.

PerformancesPerhaps the most evident way that time manifestsrining is how
runners discuss their race times and personal.besishievement running, times represent the
undisputed method for objectively establishing perfance (Bale, 2004; Smith, 2002). As
evidenced by the Olympic mottatius-altius-fortius(faster, higher, stronger), serious running
has been centered on the time-space compressiznthia 18 century (Bale, 2004, p. 21). In
other words, track and field athletes have beeggddy how successful they are at reducing
their time or traversing a greater distance. Degpi¢ existence of space-oriented records (for
example, the IAAF record for how much distance cae cover in an hour), speed (i.e., time
over distance) has clearly garnered much moredastéBale, 2004; Smith, 2002). As such,
runners are often branded by their times (e.g3:4@ 1500 meter runner,” “a 1:55 800 meter
performer”). “A ‘time’ displays an athletic capagityet, as a type of credential, it also bestows a
particular identity: it is emblematic of the se{Bmith, 2002, p. 350). Accordingly, runners often
talk about times in a possessive manner (e.g.,X&80"). Furthermore, track and field marks
are more privileged than cross-country or roadgache varying terrains (e.g., hills) and, in
some cases, obstacles (e.g., streams, fenceghpangtia runner’s performance across multiple
courses of the same distance; thus, while thesg®ean certainly be significant (for example,
the Boston Marathon or IAAF Cross Country World @ipgonships), they are not deemed as
objective; thus, placing is more important in thesents. In fact, the preciseness of these course
distances is often scrutinized by serious runrensith, 2002). For example, if multiple people
tend to run a better time on a particular coutsequthenticity is often questioned. While there

are still multiple variables that can impact tracid field races (e.g., weather, altitude, type of
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surface), the track is regarded as the gold stdrfdajudging the potential of a serious runner.
Nonetheless, Bale (2004) was critical of thesendke-granted notions of objectivity and
preciseness that are associated with the trackigithtat runners often run slightly more than the
stated distance by briefly running in the outeekn

Running careersSecond, time is similarly an essential featureméeamining the
trajectory of runners’ careers. Often, athletesf@renances are reduced to their personal best
time by year (Smith, 2002). In his ethnography, tBrfound that some runners realized that they
could become an international-caliber athlete wihey improved their personal best time by a
significant margin, as well as beating well-knowsed. Performers could also be judged by other
factors, such as individuals beaten, consisten@edbrmance, and placings in significant races;
however, personal bests remain the privileged mietfi@ssessing an athlete’s career.
Additionally, Nash (1976, as cited in Smith, 2002F suggested that “critical differences
between runners should be identified “in termsnobral career’: changes in diet, physical
appearance, outlook, shoes and kit worn that ane ®eherald and index changes in self-
conception” (p. 351). Moreover, runners are oftegrizant of their time in relation to how
much time they have left to perform at a high leletlalone run at all. In his investigation,
Smith (2002) also noted the widely held belief tleatery well-known runner is just one injury
or illness away from obscurity” (p. 351). In otlveords, many runners share a common anxiety
about the uncertain future to varying degrees; dgthey are cognizant that there is a finite
amount of time in which they can accomplish théijectives.

Allen-Collinson (2003) also critically examinecettemporal dimension of running
identity in relation to the injury and rehabilitati process. In her autoethnography, she noted that

the runners in the study sought to reclaim the tima¢ had been devoted to running prior to their
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knee injuries. They did this by using that blocI&ss intense exercise (i.e., brisk walking) or
rehabilitation exercises. Referring to this asdingéme, she noted that this also came to signify
both progress and failure. For example, in thiseafentioned study, one of the participants
noted that being able to run seven minutes contisiyovithout pain represented progress, yet at
the same time, it was distant from being able to6Q minutes, which signified “real runner” to
him. Additionally, Allen-Collinson (2003) mentionéaner time, particularly with regard to the
participants’ experiences of re-familiarizing theatves with the rhythm of running after a two-
year layoff. Likewise, upon returning to play, thego discussed having to regain a “feel” for
their pace, or how fast they were going, somethiag serious runners are expected to possess.
Finally, Allen-Collinson identified biographicalntie, where participants drew upon past
narratives in order to put their injury into persfpee. For instance, one participant recalled past
successes (e.g., prior good performances) in eod@otivate him during difficult points in
rehabilitation. Additionally, participants drew upearlier phases of injury as markers of
progress. For example, one participant contrastegtesent experience of being able to walk on
hills with not being able to traverse staircasesdhmonths prior.

Training plans.Third, time plays a profound role in how runnergamize and discuss
their training regimens. To start, athletes’ pléres, training, nutrition, work) are centered on
the day of a race. Schedules are designed in agn&mprogressively lead them to a day of the
race. Furthermore, like all sports, professionahing has a consistent temporal organization.
For example, in Britain, the cross-country seagmans from October to March, while track and
field takes place in the summer months (Smith, 2082cordingly, cold and wet conditions do
not promote fast times on the track; however, tayribute to the formation of mud, which is

typical of most cross-country courses. Becausesrggecally occur at a fixed point in the
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calendar year (for example, the Boston Marathoadaitace on the third Monday of April), this
also creates a natural rhythm to how training regisnare structured (Smith, 2002). For runners
who specialize in track and field races, the fllievoted to building up their weekly mileage,
peaking around January or February. At that panatre intensity is introduced into their
workouts, which is often referred to as “speed eadce” or “strength” workouts (e.g., tempo
runs). As the weather becomes warmer in the spnioigths, the mileage decreases, but the
intensity continues to increase as athletes foau® ron interval workouts to prepare them for
races in the summer. Akin to the cyclical natureacke scheduled and training regimens, Allen-
Collinson (2003) found that although the injuredmers in their study presumed a
straightforward recovery, they found it to be moyelical in nature with periods of
improvement followed by setbacks.

Although training methods may differ, the weekimversally considered the most basic
cycle of training (Smith, 2002). Typically, a simmiltype of training occurs on the same days of
the week. For example, intervals may always be ¢eteg on Tuesday, tempo runs on
Saturdays, and the longest runs on Sundays. Insacgbus runners with a full-time typically
schedule their high-volume (i.e., long runs) andhgh-intensity workouts (e.g., intervals, tempo
run) on Saturdays and Sundays since the weekendsffcad them the most time (Smith, 2002).
In the same vein, most races also take place owe¢k&ends. Consequently, the careers of
runners have a profound impact on the temporalezgtion of training. Finally, the act of
keeping a “running log” or “training diary” is esg@l to a runner’s identity. This allows the
individual to look to the past for details of a wout as well as how they felt on that particular
day in order to better plan for the future. A rurlog also enables an athlete to search for

explanations of particular race performances, iegjillnesses, and other occurrences.
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Similarly, Bale (2004) contended that the clock significant symbol in the lives of runners:

Marty Liquori was told by his coach to ‘live likecdock.” This meant rising every day at

the same time and eating and training at the semgedach day. In Liquori’s words, ‘I

must live regularly if ’'m going to progress...l fity life into a groove...It’s like being a

zombie...I'm like a communist athlete who’s confiregda training camp.’ Leslie

Heywood found that she could readily run at fouth@ morning because she was woken

by the discipline of her ‘internal clock’; she addé don’t need any machines, I'm one

myself.’ (Bale, 2004, p. 90)

Accordingly, he asserted that time is central ®odhily routines of serious runners, as evidenced
by these shared experience from two well-known essinFurthermore, he appeared to be

critical of the ways in which the clock dominaté@se athletes’ lives, later arguing how runners
(and other athletes) have increasingly resemblbdrgg as the lines between human and
machine have become blurred. Consequently, Baleeddime as a conservative, oppressive
force for serious runners.

Time: oppressive or empoweringthally, Smith (2002) called attention to a simila
paradox of time in distance running. As previouslntioned, runners can become oppressed by
time due to diminished autonomy. Also, they caneeigmce anxiety about the impact that taking
time off will have on one’s training schedule, aghe case of those who are purported to suffer
from running addition. Additionally, they can becewbsessed with the performances of
themselves and other. These negatives notwithstgn8mith noted that they can also exploit it
as a resource in a myriad of ways. For instancdewtinners may appear to be constrained by

the cyclical patterns of training, they often sture their sessions to balance other obligations
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(e.g., work, family). Discussions of time providenners with shared vocabulary and
understandings that are essential to running igenti

Materialistic identifications. In symbolic interactionism, theaterialisticclassification
refers to how a particular identity is reflectedbiingh settings, props, and personal appearance
(Perinbanayagam, 2000).

Running routedn their autoethnography, Allen-Collinson and Hock2007) noted that
the use of certain running routes were integrahéir identities as runners. Specifically, the
running routes were significant symbols to runnotentity; hence, while they could not run on
them due to injury, they still used them via watkisymbolically, this represented a
commitment to return to previous levels of fitne&dditionally, as mentioned above, devoting
this 60 minutes that was previously allotted toning to walking or rehabilitation exercises
allowed them to preserve part of their running tdess (Allen-Collinson, 2003; Hockey, 2005;
Allen-Collinson & Hockey, 2007). On a more praclievel, walking on soft, grassy routes
placed less stress on their knees in comparisbigteer-impact surfaces, such as pavement or
roads. As opposed to more recreational, “fair-wesdthunners, serious runners invest a lot of
effort into choosing a route that will facilitateetir training objectives (Hockey, 2004). In
particular, they are able to evaluate terrains dbasesubcultural knowledge and select trails that
facilitate movement, maintain momentum, enhancpeance, and avoid injury (Hockey &
Allen-Collinson, 2006). In turn, what constitutegesirable and safe running route becomes
common knowledge within running circles, for exaephrough running clubs or online
message boards. For instance, a route with variabign is often preferred for fartlek runs (i.e.,
Swedish for “speed play,” these runs typically éraa alternation between periods of higher

and lower intensity), while flat, open grass ord®are preferred for steady state runs.
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Experienced runners also possess a heightenedresaregarding the seasonal changes of
running routes. For instance, Allen-Collinson anatkky (2008) were cognizant of the impact
that wet weather would have on trails.

In addition to performance and convenience, sdigtyes prominently into discussions
of running routes. Hockey (2004) noted that expeeel runners are attuned to avoiding routes
with poor street lighting, dense foot traffic, dgg&thways, and uneven terrain. For example,
from their autoethnographic data, while quiet apdrocountry roads would otherwise be
preferred during the day, Allen-Collinson and Hock2008) shied away from these routes in
the evenings as the days became shorter in themdoe to safety and pacing reasons.
Additionally, these authors took on the responsibdf avoiding collision with other pedestrians
by slowing down as trails became narrower, for glanrtSmith (1997) also called attention to
these social interactions that are commonplackeanmunning social world. He noted that since
running is the more “socially deviant” form of laootion in comparison to the more popular
walking, runners often take it upon themselveske tresponsibility for avoidance. Interestingly,
among runners, there appears to be a shared disdaiags that often get in their way despite
the best efforts and hence disrupt the pace af thes (Allen-Collinson & Hockey, 2008;

Smith, 1997). However, this contempt is primarilsedted at the owners of dogs, who often
make half-hearted attempts to control their doggefsthis fundamental conflict of interest,
parks and other recreational areas can represacespf tension between runners and dog
owners (Smith, 1997). However, while runners angl aners do not subscribe to the
predictable forms of social conduct that are oaditn symbolic interactionism, Allen-Collinson
and Hockey (2008) found that runners gave eaclr ethmings about canine-populated zones,

though they may be strangers lending evidenceakshunderstandings among runners.
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Beyond performance and safety considerationsagthetic qualities of running trails
often figure prominently into one’s identity asumner. In particular, Bale (2004) noted that in
multiple books (e.g-The Front Runneby Patricia WarrenThe Loneliness of the Distance
Runnerby Alan Sillitoe) and movies (e.gchariots of Firg, rural running signifies escape from
the rigors of structured track workouts, as welirasidane (sub)urban life. Moreover, because
serious runners typically police their diet anddebr, the unpredictability of nature may
symbolize a temporary escape from these obligatiBake, 2004). Certainly, many athletes have
alluded to intense, sensual feelings associatddmaiture, particularly in high-risk sports
(Laurendeau, 2011; Schneider, Butryn, Furst, & Magw®2007). Furthermore, Bale (2004) noted
that this pleasure is maximized when all the seasegngaged. However, the best way to truly
engage this is by slowing down to take in the soerizale (2004) stated:

Running in the countryside, the beach, the fasethe meadow may refresh the athlete

but it does not permit the runner to fully abstie pleasures and senses of nature in a

way that walking can...the ‘stroll,” not a run...prdes a source of pleasure. One can

take in the landscape and its variety more fulhe may pause and contemplate, even

communicate. (p. 75)

Therein lies an interesting paradox, whereby mamiypsgs runners report the refreshing aspects
of nature, yet concurrently view it as an obstasleunning at a fast pace and staying centered on
the moment.

EmbodimentMaintaining a lean body is essential to a runnieléstity. When runners
are injured, they are unable to engage in the peygess that contributes to their lean
appearance; thus, maintain a fit body becomesensabncern during rehabilitation. Hockey

(2005) noted that people with little knowledge whiming tend to ridicule runners’ appearances
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as “sickly” or “haggard,” yet the autoethnograptiata in this study showed that comments
served to reify their running identities. Accordinghese authors (Allen-Collinson & Hockey,
2007; Hockey, 2005) mentioned that they were pragied with maintaining low body fat levels
while they were recovering from their knee injuritgat is, they wanted to still look the part of a
“real runner.” This heightened body surveillancewced continuously throughout the day, such
as when the authors were examining themselves \daleng in the mirror, performing
stretching routines, or massaging their musclesmduehabilitation. In order to abate this
anxiety, the runners in this study maintained sttiet and reaffirmed their commitment to each
to return to their previous fitness levels. Theatetl, “We both valorized and enjoyed the
strength and light muscularity of our running bagdihe cardiovascular conditioning, and also
the lightness afforded by a relatively lean bodddl€n-Collinson & Hockey, 2007, p. 390). In
addition to remaining associated with their runmiogtes, the act of brisk walking served to
meet these objectives, as well.

On the other hand, there are undeniably negatimserjuences of this obsession with the
body. US female collegiate runners and other ahlet weight-sensitive sports are at an
increased risk of developing eating disorders (8&aHill, 2006; Reinking & Alexander, 2005).
Additionally, almost half of female collegiate diste runners in the US have engaged in
disordered eating behaviors, such as self-induoetting, diuretics, laxatives, and diet pills in
order to keep their weight down. In turn, this ofteads to menstrual irregularities, low bone
density, depression, and a higher risk of injurglfE et al., 2003). Bale (2004) has noted that it
is common, yet perhaps rarely spoken, in serionsing subcultures to subtly observe and
scrutinize other runners’ bodies. Further, he adgbat this is ultimately disempowering for the

individual to succumb his or her body to societakgillance and subcultural expectations.
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Nonetheless, this phenomenon again illustrateshowan interactions with significant symbols
(i.e., ideas, behaviors) have an intrapersonairedoersonal impact on running identity.
Similarly, multiple scholars (e.g., Abbas, 2004;®&nnon & Busanich, 2010) have critiqued
Western society’s portrayal of the ideal athletinfrer’s body, where the young male body is
privileged, while any other deviation is viewedaaindrance. Specifically, Abbas (2004) found
that popular running media (e.&unner’s WorldRunning Timeshave conveyed the message
that being female or over the age of 40 is sedraasg a negative impact on body fat and
running performance (Abbas, 2004). Also, many feshischolars (e.g., McGannon & Busanich,
2010) have also been critical of Western runniriguca which promotes eating disorders and
disordered eating behaviors, particularly for feesalho are held to unreasonable standards of
beauty and thinness.

Clothing and apparelin addition to embodiment, wearing running-apprateiclothing
and apparel is also integral to the runner’s agpear and overall social identity. In the
aforementioned autoethnographic inquiry, Allen-@slbn and Hockey (2007) performed their
running identities by continuing to wear their uswaning gear. Not only did these acts reaffirm
their own running identities, but they acted assigant symbols to other runners,
demonstrating the continuity of their running sslv&pparel, such as serious running shoes,
waterproof running tights, and Gore-Tex jacketsenasjects that were recognizable by other
members of the running subculture. In Goffman’sS@erms, the authors maintained their
usual “props” in order to manage the impressionstioérs, as well as themselves. Hockey
(2005) stated, “We were working hard at gettingkaacrunning; we had not thrown our kit in
the cupboard in desperation; here we were, stitiputhe disciplined effort in and still looking

like runners” (p. 47).
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Associative identifications. As previously mentioned, personal and social idiestido
not simply involve self-reflection of various obfs@nd actions; rather, they emerge through
identification with other people. This is typicakxemplified through various interactions in
running clubs and other related affiliations (AHEollinson & Hockey, 2007; Hockey, 2005;
Shipway, Holloway, & Jones, 2012). In additionéaining about various norms and rituals
related to running, many runners have reporteddiséénce running clubs provide an “extended
family environment” and are a source of strong eomatl attachments. Additionally, running
peers are often a source of sympathy, empathyadwide when faced with a long-term injury
(Hockey, 2005). In their autoethnography, Allen4®slon and Hockey (Allen-Collinson &
Hockey, 2007; Hockey, 2005) found that their fellnmners played an instrumental role in
reaffirming their identities as runners. In fadthaugh they appreciated the social support that
they received during injury and rehabilitation, &itCollinson and Hockey (2007) found that
others’ continued perceptions of them as distannaers was most meaningful for them.
Similarly, they found associative identificatioravnaterialistic identifications. Specifically,
when a fellow runner acknowledge one of the authew pair of running shoes, this helped
validate the individual’s running self (Allen-Calkon & Hockey, 2007). Lastly, these authors
remained associated with the running subcultureebging magazines associated with running
(Hockey, 2005). For instance, they continued edagahemselves on training plans and specific
workouts based on particular goal times. Furtheemibrey read published race results, trying to
deduce where they would have finished if they weralthy.

Vocabularic identifications. According to symbolic interactionism, languagéhis
primary vehicle through which significant symbote @xchanged and recognized in human

interaction (Hewitt, 2007). Therefore, it makessethat there is a myriad of terms that are
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specific to the running culture. Examples of woadsl phrases that have been found to prevalent
in running social circles includdowing up hitting the wall miles in your legscarb loading
andtapering to name a few (Shipway et al., 2012). Runninghevé.e., races, club meetings)
provide opportunities for learning the various ferof identity talk and other norms of the
subculture. Furthermore, the use of certain lingo differentiate the self from other classes of
runners. For instance, while injured, Allen-Colbnsand Hockey (2007) noted that they used
certain words (e.g., “endured”) and phrases (&lggging in”) to distinguish themselves from
“less-committed, fairweather runners” and remaichamed to their “serious runner” identities.
They also found themselves recalling past storiesrevthey exhibited perseverance and
overcame running-related adversity in the pasts brved as motivation to restore themselves
to their previous athletic selves (Hockey, 2005aHy, by expressing these aforementioned
vocabularic identifications, individuals are aldesingage in associative identifications through
these shared understandings.
Other Views of Running

In this section, | have argued that symbolic imt&ionism is a valuable theory for
exploring running identit(ies). In this next sectid review other frameworks that have been
utilized to understand various aspects of runnitegiities and subcultures. In particular, |
discuss figurational sociology and social worldsileey relate to distance running. While these
theories differ from symbolic interactionism, itigrth nothing that these frameworks do not
necessarily dispute or rejects aspects of symbukcactionism. In fact, all three theories
arguably contain elements that overlap with eablerot

Figurational sociology.Drawing upon a figurational sociology framework, i8n§1998)

stated that:
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People are enmeshed in human figurations, webs@rfiependencies, and axes of
tensions that we experience and recognize as &snodiccupational groups, sporting
associations, universities, states, and groupirggatés. It is in and through these human
figurations that people and groups of people puvga they see as their interests and
attempt to minimize their fears. In so doing, tiggye human figurations their immanent
dynamics. (p. 177)
Utilizing this approach, Smith (1998) proposed éhrgpes of individuals who competed in road
races in the United Kingdom: (a) athletes, (b) rmnand (c) joggers. Interestingly, a popular
British magazine in the 1990Running Magazineranded itself as the magazine “for joggers,
runners, and athletes,” trying to demonstrate iteespread appeal. Similarly, the US magazine
followed a similar trajectory, originally beinglét Joggingbefore being renamed Running
and then its present name. According to Smith (),.988letesare those who have potential to
win road races or at least place highly in themusTtheir desire to win and achieve high ranking
within this group of elite runners are their primanotivations for competingloggers also
known as “fun runners,” are individuals who havechances of winning road races (and may
not even compete at all). They train on an infreqasis, and their main motivations include
weight loss, body appearance, and health. Oftandiisparaging manner, they are also accused
of only running in good weather conditions, andsthte also called “fair-weather” runners.
Smith conceptualizedinnersas individuals falling someplace between the &ttd@d jogger
continuum. These people run more than what is reddor basic physical fithess (e.g., 30 miles
per week), yet do not stand a realistic chanceiofhiwg a road race. Smith also noted that
individuals with salient athlete and/or runningndges are quick to distance themselves from

joggers since they are considered nonparticip&aisordingly, in his investigation, he found
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that runners engaged in “repulsion” in respongeetceived lack of recognition. This intense
dislike reveals stark differences in status andgyaamong these subgroups.

Social worlds.Building on Smith’s (1998) categorizations, Shipwa908) sought to
create a new framework of distance running subestuJnruh’s (1980) notion of social worlds
was another essential influen&acial worldsrefer to “amorphous and diffuse constellations of
actors, organizations, events, and practices, whéste coalesced into spheres of interest and
involvement for participants” (Unruh, 1980, p. 26Ihis term encompasses previous concepts,
such axommunities within communitiégoode, 1957hehavior system@rwin, 1977),social
circles(Kadushin, 1976), ansubculturedGordon, 1947; Cohen, 1955). Furthermore, thisiter
“‘communicates the notion that ‘world views’ areewftcreated which unite social actors in terms
of practices, procedures, and perspectives” (Urit@B0, p. 272). According to Coakley (2014),
“these patterns constitute identifiable ways & Bihd social arrangements that are maintained or
changed over time as people interact with eachr'afye. 4-5). Accordingly, these shared
understandings and actions represent importard ohgocial categorization for participants who
strongly identify with a particular social world.

Unruh (1980) proposed four features of involventlat are unique to social worlds in
comparison to other units of organization. Finstolvement in social groups is voluntary
(voluntary involvemeit Likewise, departure from social worlds is alstentional. Second, a
participant can only be involved in a fraction loé ttotal events that take plagaiftial
involvement Third, individuals are likely involved in a mitlide of social worlds to various
degreesrultiple identification. Fourth, media (e.qg., television coverage, irgefarums,

Twitter, and Facebook plays a substantial role@iming and maintaining social worlds

(Stebbins, 2001).



60

Drawing on Unruh’s (1980) notion of social worl@nith’s (1998) aforementioned
categorizations of runners, and a similar invesibgeon 2007 London Marathon runners
(Shipway & Jones, 2008), Shipway (2008) proposedvatypology of the distance running
social world. This contained four concentric cigsleepresenting: (a) sporting “outsiders”, (b)
“occasional,” casual participants, (c) regularreational runners, and (d) experienced long
distance running “insiders.” The outermost circtég, “outsiders,” refer to those with no
particular interest in running or knowledge of thétural meanings of distance running. The
“occasional” participants have a basic understapdirrunning and may engage in it as part of
their general health and fitness. “Regular” runreergage in running in order to supplements
other forms of sport or exercise; thus, running rmeans to an end. Finally, in the innermost
circles, experienced “insiders” are typically a niiemof a running and are familiar with the
norms of the distance running “community.” Runnisa@ salient identity for these individuals.
Utilizing participant observations in conjunctiofthvunstructured interviews across two
distance running clubs over a two-year period, Bhip Holloway, and Jones (2012) examined
the distance running social world and particul&dyv runners were united in terms of their
practices, procedures, and perspectives. Throughdactive thematic analysis, they derived
four themes that were consistent with Unruh’s (39&hcept of a social world: organizations,
practices, actors, and events. Regarding orgaaimtthey found that distance running clubs
were central to developing their social identityasners. In particular, these clubs provided
opportunities for social interaction, activity, ale@rning about distance running. This is very
similar to the notion of social identity in symbmInteractionism.

Next, many of these participant practices rel&vef@elings of pain and suffering during

running, as well as how one deals with injurieg Hra often associated with high-impact
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activities. Indeed, there was a paradox of runders/ing pleasure from pain. Nonetheless, this
ability to tolerate pain and enjoy suffering iscusce of bonding, as well as a marker of social
identity. In fact, such beliefs of pain are whatamte the “insiders” from other categories in
Shipway'’s (2008) typology of running. Bale (20043sacritical of this enamorment with pain,
stating that although sport is often viewed assoape from the mundaneness of life, many
athletes do not know how to escape from sportfitsel

Shipway et al. (2012) framed “insider” runnersaators trying to perform and conform
to a distinctive social identity. They noted thattdnce running identity was more invisible in
comparison to other identities, such as race odgeri\ccordingly, in the aforementioned
investigation, they found that runners would aceat# their identity through dress and
vocabulary. These resemble the materialistic, asseoe, and vocabularic identifications
discussed in Allen-Collinson and Hockey’s (AllenHiZson & Hockey, 2007; Hockey, 2005)
autoethnography. Typically, “insider” runners aomcerned with aligning with the unique ethos
of distance running, an activity that clearly beeameaningful and purposeful in their lives.
Finally, Shipway et al. (2012) discussed the imgace of running events. For example, many
participants stated that the atmosphere of a naeetée.g., ample crowd support at a marathon)
was a major attraction in itself, particularly atde scale races (e.g., New York Marathon).
Additionally, participants noted a sense of euphesiperienced when finishing a race.
Furthermore, races are prime venues for projestangpus elements for projecting various
elements of running identity that have been prestipdiscussed (e.g., clothing, humor,
vocabulary). Thus, races and other events provijgae for these individuals to celebrate their
space in the subculture. Jenkins (1996) takesa#ssrtion a step further, noting that individuals

can emerge from events (i.e., races) with a mdrentaauthentic running identity as they
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continue to become enmeshed in the culture. Finddgse events are also significant for
“insider,” or more serious, runners since theirtpase emotional states are heavily attached to
their race performances.
Summary
In this section, | have provided a review of tbeislogical, cultural, and historical
aspects of running. First, | provided very brieeoxew of key events that had a profound
influence on running identities and subculturexddd, the bulk of this section was centered on
the major tenets of symbolic interactionism. Fumhere, | illustrated why this is a valuable
framework for understanding the personal and saliménsions of running identity. Third, |
mentioned other perspectives that have been entployenderstand the social nature of
running. It is important to mention that there arieost of other notable works within the
sociology of running, namely the body of scholgodioicusing on how running has (re)produced
hegemonic social norms, particularly with regardace (e.g., Bale & Sang, 1996; Walton &
Butryn, 2006). However, | believe these aforemer@tworks were germane to the purposes of
my dissertation project, which is the developmdra scale that assesses running identity.
Definitions
1. Anidentityis a “set of meanings applied to the self in dadoole or situation” (Burke,
1991, p. 837).
2. A subculturerefers to a smaller group within a dominant cdttirat exhibits differences
“in such things as language, values, religion,,@iatl style of life from the larger social
world of which they are a part” (Yinger, 1960, 269.
3. Fitness runningoften used synonymously witbcreational joggingrefers to a running

as a form of exercise (Bale, 2004). Health-relagadons remain a primary motivator for
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fitness running. While many recreational joggers outdoors, the use of treadmills is
more common within this subgroup.

Achievement runningften used synonymously wisierious runningn this essay, refers
to running as a sport (Bale, 2004). In contradith@ss running, achievement running is
centered on speed and the seeking of records anpletition victories. Example of
achievement running sports include cross-countidoar track and field, outdoor track
and field.

Symbolic interactionisis a sociological theory comprising the followiagsumptions:
(a) People, individually and collectively, act dretbasis of shared meanings; (b)
meaning and conduct arise through interactions gnmatividuals; and (c) meanings are
assigned and modified through an interpretive msdtkat is frequently fluctuating
(Blumer, 1969).

In symbolic interactionist terms,ségnificant symbois a “gesture that arouses a similar
response both in the orenployingthe gesture and in the others wiesceiveit”

(Hewitt, 2007, p. 31). These may also be cadiigghs

In symbolic interactionist terms, actis a “fundamental unit of conduct, with an
identifiable beginning and end, that is relatethiorganism’s purposes and that is
oriented toward one or more objects” (Hewitt, 200.772).

In symbolic interactionist terms, afbjectis “anything [tangible or intangible] to which
attention can be paid and toward which action eaditected” (Hewitt, 2007, p. 75).

In symbolic interactionist terms, tiselfis “a social object...to which attention is paid
and toward which actions are directed... [and esaleiafi the formation and control of

human conduct ” (Hewitt, 2007, p. 76)
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10.In symbolic interactionist termannouncementsefer to “any act or gesture that serves to
indicate or claim an identity in the presence tieos” (Hewitt, 2007, p. 134).

11.1n symbolic interactionist terms,pgacements “an act or gesture that assigns a social
location within a situation or the broader commyioit society” (Hewitt, 2007, p. 137).

12.1n symbolic interactionist terms,situated identityefers to a “location the individual has
in interaction with others in a particular socigliation...established when
announcements and placements correspond” (HeW@#,2. 138).

13.1n symbolic interactionist terms,sacial identityrefers to “the person’s sense of place or
location in a community of some kind” (Hewitt, 2Q@/ 138).

14.1n symbolic interactionist terms,personal identityefers to “a claim of special plans,
projects, or purposes, and often entails a send#fefence from others rather than
identification with them” (Hewitt, 2007, p. 137).

15. Social worldsrefer to “amorphous and diffuse constellationaabrs, organizations,
events, and practices, which have coalesced iftersp of interest and involvement for
participants” (Unruh, 1980, p. 261).

Identity, Athletic Identity, and Social Identity
In psychologyjdentity has been defined as the “human capacity — roateghguage — to
know ‘who’s who’ (and hence, ‘what’s what’)... knowgrnwho we are, knowing who others are,
them knowing who are, us knowing who they thinkawe, and so on” (Jenkins, 2008, p. 5). In
order to develop an adequate scale that assessesgudentity, it is necessary to review the
foundational theories regarding identity, identigvelopment, and athletic/running identity.
First, | outline paradigmatic differences regardatgosophical assumptions of the self. Second,

| review sociological theories of identity, emplesg Burke and Stets’ (2009) identity theory,
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which is influenced by symbolic interactionism arahtrol systems theory. Third, since this
dissertation project is situated within sport psjolyy, | delve into greater detail with regard to
the mainstream theories of identity developmemsiychology. Additionally, | review more
recent and critical identity framewaorks, which hde=n mostly influenced by postmodernism,
feminism, and intersectional approaches. Foursipimarize and highlight the differences
among the sociological and psychological theormesraodels discussed in the previous two
sections. Fifth, | focus the discussion on identitgport, specifically addressing athletic identit
and sport subculture socialization. Also, | propagentative conceptualization of running
identity and why this is a worthwhile line of inai Sixth, | conclude this section by discussing
how this background literature can inform pnaxis
Views of the Self: Paradigmatic Differences

When researching the self, it is imperative t@bgnizant of the paradigm being utilized
by the researcher. A paradigm refers to “basiotbtliefs that guide action” (Guba, 1990, p.
17). Each paradigm entails its own ontologicalsegnological, and axiological assumptions
that define reality for the communities who suldsetto it (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Ontology
refers to the nature of reality; that is, what aods for truth (Creswell, 2007). Epistemology
entails the relationship between the researchekaodledge; in other words, how do we know
what we know? Axiology refers to the role of valuesesearch. Finally, these assumptions both
impact and are intertwined with the methodologatadices of the researcher (i.e., the tools that
one employs to explore identity). In this sectibfgcus on the following paradigmpositivism,
post-positivism, postmodernism, and post-strucismalSpecifically, | address the philosophical

assumptions undergirding each one as well as hemtitgt is construed.
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Positivism and post-positivism Positivism is founded on the belief that thatsbeial
world is orderly and predictable (Creswell, 200Mareover, positivists believe in the existence
of singular absolute truths, which can be discadéineough precise and objective
measurements. However, most researchers in psyphatal sport psychology have subscribed
to the less rigid post-positivist paradigm (McGami@oJohnson, 2009). Whereas positivists
make claims of certainty with regard to truth, ppssitivists talk about probabilities, asserting
that absolute truth is not always necessarilyrsdtasle. Nonetheless, both paradigms are
characterized by the scientific approach to resga@ntaining elements of reductionism,
empirical data collection, logic, and determinigtngswell, 2007). As a result, research typically
takes place in a logical, systematic order of stbasis guided by priori hypotheses.

With regard to identity, post-positivists believmat identity is a fixed, given entity, or structsire
or processes in the mind (McGannon & Johnson, 2009 “self is stable, exists concretely in
the person’s mind, and is formed only in part viiural categories of identity such as race,
gender, nationality, and age” (McGannon &Johns@®92 p. 61). However, as McGannon and
Johnson critiqued, in cross-cultural studies, itiest(e.g., race, ethnicity, social class) often
tend to be reduced to categorical variables. Sriyijlas these authors noted, statistical
procedures, such as analyses of variance, aredgbidhe assumptions that within-group
variance is minimized and that between-group vagas maximized. As a result, this may
obfuscate the complex ways that various identdigs other cultural factors are interrelated.
Nonetheless, cross-cultural studies that tend tanldergirded by post-positivism have still been
instrumental in advancing the limited cultural slelnship in the field of sport psychology. Gano-
Overway and Duda (2001) partially managed theseafentioned issues by utilizing

hierarchical regression techniques, which allovggaechers to examine main effects and
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interaction effects. In this investigation, theyight to examine the effects of race, ethnic
identification, and gender on goal orientations.il/they dichotomized race, they allowed
participants to rate their ethnic identity on atommum via the Multigroup Ethnic Identity
Measure (Phinney, 1992). Additionally, in line witle epistemological assumptions of post-
positivism, researchers’ identit(ies) are not cdesed when carrying out studies in order to
make claims of objectivity (McGannon & Johnson, 200 his point of contention with
postmodernists is discussed more below.

Postmodernism and post-structuralismPostmodernists are critical of the
aforementioned traditional assumptions of iderd#ya fixed entity. Instead, they typically
subscribe to a more subjective view of identitygesing that truth claims serve interests based
on personal, cultural, and political dimensionsc{firdson & St Pierre, 2005). Likewise, Fisher,
Roper, and Butryn (2009) suggested that sport mdggly researchers and practitioners could be
more cognizant of how athletes construct and reoactsheir identities from various subcultural
axes of power, including gender, age, race, ettynicationality, social class, age, sexual
orientation. Furthermore, these authors assertaddthletes’ identities are multiple,
fragmented, and dependent upon location ratherftkad or unchangeable” (Fisher et al., 2009,
p. 24). All in all, postmodern perspectives tengtiare the goal of challenging traditional
hegemonic ways of thinking (Creswell, 2007). Fumhere, postmodernists aim to create:

...new texts that break boundaries; that move fragrcdnter to the margins to comment

on and decenter the center; that forgo closed, dedimvorlds for those more open-ended

and less conveniently encompassed; that transtiressundaries of conventional social
science; and that seek to create a social scidraag Auman life rather thaom subjects.

(Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011, p. 124)
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As Moya (2000) noted, essentialist ways of undaditey identity obscure the heterogeneity
within groups. Nonetheless, postmodernists claia ttere is no one way of understanding the
self and identity; therefore, post-positivist mete@nd research can exist alongside
postmodernism as one of many possible approacheS#khon & Johnson, 2007).
Post-structuralism, on the other hand, is a pgradhat can be conceptualized as a form
of postmodernism. This approach emphasizes theofdéanguage in constructing, rather than,
reflecting identity and self-related views (McGanr® Johnson, 2009; Richardson & St. Pierre,
2005). Furthermore, the self and identity are disigely produced and influenced by local,
social, cultural, and political forces. In otherng®, language is used in particular ways and in
certain contexts to construct particular viewshef self. Ultimately, the goal of many post-
structuralists is to create alternative discoutsegenerate more possibilities of thinking, feeling
and behaving (McGannon & Johnson, 2009). As an plamvicGannon and Johnson described
how a female runner who solely subscribes to theidant discourse of having a slim, feminine
body may feel disempowered if she perceives thaishot thin enough to be successful in her
sport. In turn, this may lead to negative emotiand behaviors such as engaging in strict
dieting, counting calories, and purging. Insteld, post-structuralist seeks to create other
discourses that allow female athletes to reconb#é@ athletic identities in an empowering
manner. Furthermore, McGannon and Johnson (20083 ean cultural sport psychology
researchers to be aware of how they themselvedgraohtheir own identities in accordance with
(or in contradiction to) various discourses, notinat this profoundly impacts the entire research
process (i.e., conceptualization of research questimethodological decisions, how results and
voices are (re)presented). This awareness is kanaflexivityand is essential to enhancing the

rigor of various qualitative studies undergirdeddmgtmodern and/or post-structuralist lens.



69

Furthermore, Smith and Sparkes (2010) echoedaheecn that mainstream sport
psychology scholars have tended to conceptualezsdh as something that someone “has” and
that can be “found.” In other words, identity ha&eb discussed as concrete, tangible, and
coherent. Smith and Sparkes problematized thesenspsuggesting that these
conceptualizations are devoid of the cultural fertteat shape identity development. Instead,
they offered narrative approaches, which are aftedergirded by post-structuralist lenses, to
understanding self-identit(ies). They asserted:

individuals cannot be simply understood as hauifiged narrative self that is

ontologically prior to their position in the solvaorld. The self is not singular, but plural

in its origins and subsequent formation... our selwe relational and inhere in the social

interactions a person has with others. (Smith &rkgs, 2010, p. 90-91)

Until the past 10 to 15 years, such conceptuatimatpf the self, which lend itself to culturally-
inclusive research, were generally castigatedeariargins of mainstream sport psychology
research. In other words, critical discussionslehtity beyond the traditional post-positivist
notions of athletic identity have been rare. Rdgehbwever, greater strides have been made to
locate individuals’ multiple, fragmented identitighin complex social matrices that oppress
some people and privilege others rather than trgadientity as a static, unitary, categorical
variable (Fisher, Butryn, & Fisher, 2009; Schinkev&Gannon, 2015).

Sociological Theories/Models of Identity

In sociology, an identity has been defined as ¢$@heanings that define who one is
when one is an occupant of a particular role inetgca member of a particular group, or claims
particular characteristics that identify him or lasra unique person” (Burke & Stets, 2009, p. 3).

This section focuses on Burke and Stets’ (200titletheory, which is primarily informed by
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symbolic interactionism and ideas pertaining totamrsystems theory. These frameworks are
discussed below. Given that symbolic interactionigarticularly traditional symbolic
interactionism, was discussed at length in theiptes/section, only a brief overview is provided.
Finally, the key tenets of identity theory accoglio Burke and Stets (2009) are outlined.

Symbolic interactionism. Although Blumer (1969) coined the tesymbolic
interactionism this theory is rooted in the work of Mead (193#ho posited that the mind/self
is located in society and developed through intevaavith others. Furthermore, language
allows individuals to select meanings (symbols) atidbute them to the self and others. The
self is shaped through social interaction, andiin,tculture is impacted by individuals.
Additionally, people occupy multiple roles within@ety. Accordingly, the self is comprised of
multiple “smaller selves,” each of which can beeredd to as an identity (e.g., self as a father,
self as a student, self as an athlete; Burke 8&S16191). On the other hand, for Burke and Stets,
the term “agent” represents the “overall self” aeffects an individual’s drive to act in a
purposeful, goal-driven manner. Symbolic interag8m can be summarized by three basic
tenets: (a) people, individually and collectivedgt on the basis of shared meanings; (b) meaning
and conduct arise through interactions among iddadis; and (c) meanings are assigned and
modified through an interpretive process thateésjérently in flux (Blumer, 1969).

Identity theory in this sociological framework (e & Stets, 2009) is more
predominantly influenced by structural symbolicenatctionism, a version of symbolic
interactionism proposed by Stryker (1980) who piiea¢arger emphasis on the role of society
and more local social structures in identity depelent. He wrote:

This view sees social differentiation as a contumiprocess countering homogenization

of interactional experience and the structuresiwisiocieties. It sees society as composed
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of organized systems of interactions and role iahips and as complex mosaics of
differentiated groups, communities, and institusiocross-cut by a variety of
demarcations based on class, age, gender, ethmaityion, etc. It sees the diversity of
parts as sometimes interdependent and sometimegandent of one another, sometimes
isolated and insulated from one another and sorestimt, sometimes cooperative and
sometimes conflicting, sometimes highly resistanttange and sometimes less so.
(Stryker, 2008, p. 19)
In other words, Stryker rejected Mead’s notion & gociety that would gradually evolve to
possess a collection of universal, shared meanhhgsetheless, in contrast to the ideas
regarding a fluid social structure in traditiongirgoolic interactionism, Stryker (1980) posited
that these social structures are stable, patteametiprganized. Consequently, he viewed
identities as roles, which entail shared understmysdbased on a social structure and are then
internalized by the individual. Accordingly, thissumes that social structures are stable;
however, multiple researchers in psychology (e.gyton, 1998) and sport psychology (e.qg.,
Smith & Sparkes, 2010; Ryba & Wright, 2005) havieied different views. These are discussed
in more detail below. Additionally, Stryker (198oposed that these identities are organized in
a salience hierarchy, which predicts how an indigidvill behave in a particular situation. A
more salient identity is one that is likely to lmieated across multiple contexts. Identity
salience is determined by behaviors rather thaivishehl perceptions of identity prominence.
Also, perhaps more relevant to the study of athieentity, the more salient a particular identity
is, the more likely an individual will remain comiteid to that particular role. Specifically,
commitment will be high if an individual perceivisat there will be high costs for giving up an

identity, namely the number and strength of the itleone’s social network based on a particular
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role (Stryker, 1980). Defined in this way, thisamgcomprises more post-positivist elements,
assuming that the “stability and constancy of sgleetion, and society makes us able toause
priori theory and develop theory” (Burke & Stets, 200%3).

Control systems.Theories pertaining to control systems were |largefrowed from the
field of cybernetics. Weiner (1948) posited negafiedback could be utilized to control the
output of mechanical and electrical systems, sgcdteam engines or electronic motors.
According to his cybernetic control model, a vagyinput is sent into a system and becomes a
steady controlled output. In turn, some of thipotiis fed back to the input, a process called
negative feedback. For example, if the input risglew a desired level of output, a signal is
delivered to subtract the amount of input intoglistem. In an optimally functioning system, the
output is maintained at a steady state.

Later, Powers (1973) applied these concepts tahsrand other organisms. He noted
that humans differed from non-living systems intthang beings focus on regulating the
control of perception or input to the system. Mg humans strive to maintain a steady and
stable environment rather than consistent outghe. @erceptual control model is a more
complex framework that accounts for these aforemeet! differences in humans. In this model,
Powers distinguishes the system from the enviromniérst, a particular situation is modified by
an individual's perception. Then, it is sent to toenparator, which measures the mismatch
between reference and perceptual signals. Fireftlgr accounting for any error, it modifies this
output (akin to the negative feedback processarcibernetic control model), but it also revises
the original situation (i.e., input). This negatfeedback serves to counteract any disturbances in
the environment, thus maintaining a constancy efsituation. This bears relevance for identity

because it illustrates the relationship betweemadividual and the environment as a dynamic
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control system entailing an active agent and aiyag®rceptive component that allows frequent
adjustment to fit into its environment as well aslter the environment to the individual’s
desires. Furthermore, the degree to which an iddalimatches his environment and with other
beings in a situation has consequences for feelingssmotions, which further influence one’s
behavior.

Applying this model to identity theory, Burke (1®8urke & Stets, 2009) argued that
identity and behavior are connected with a systéghared meanings. In other words, behavior
is tied to the meaning that one places in one’stitie Not all identities are perceived and acted
upon in a similar manner. Burke and Stets (2008yided the example of a student identity. For
one individual, being a student could mean beirggdamic,” which could be enacted by
attending classes regularly, taking meticulous syadead passing exams; however, another
student could attribute a “sociable” meaning tonge student and thus would spend most of
his/her time socializing with friends and attendpagties. In brief, individual meanings
significantly impact behavior as one seeks to aédis/her identit(ies). Burke and Tully (1977)
also contended that multiple bipolar continuumg.(eggood and bad, powerful and powerless,
active and passive) with underlying perceived megsexist for every identity. For example,
Burke and Stets (2009) noted that a “feminine” tdgrrould entail being “noncompetitive”
(competitive to not at all competitive dimensiofpassive” (very active to very passive
dimension), and “feelings easily hurt” (feelingg easily hurt to feelings easily hurt dimension).
It is worth noting that other identity theoristach as Lynne Layton, are critical of such
dichotomies; this is discussed in more detail below

In accordance with identity theory and the pengabtontrol model, an identity serves as

a standard reference or reference for an indivi(Biatke & Stets, 2009). In addition to the
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identity standard, the aforementioned feedback tmwpprises the perceptual input of self-
relevant meanings from a situation. This includew lan individual views him or herself as well
as meaningful feedback received from other pedysn, the feedback loop entails a
comparator, which compares the identity standadita@ perceptual input. Finally, the loop
contains output to the environment (i.e., meanihigélnavior). The system works by modifying
the output in the social situations and mitigatimg discrepancy between the identity standard
and input. Behavior is oriented toward achieving ttongruence, or identity verification. In this
model, commitment represents the amount of pressikeep perceptions of self-in-situation
meanings congruent with the identity standard (Bu&kReitzes, 1991). Accordingly,
commitment moderates the relationship between iigeamid behavior. While this differs with
Stryker’s (1980) views on commitment and identajience, it does not refute the importance of
social structure. For example, Burke and Stetsqp@6ted that a highly committed student with
a strong degree of “academic responsibility” mayediep relationships with other people with
similar identities or those that reward this idgn{e.g., parents, teachers). In turn, the student
would act accordingly by investing time in studyiugd raising his or her grade point average.
Identity model: A synthesized framework.According to Burke and Stets (2009),
identity theory has the advantage of consideriegtity on the “micro, meso, and macro levels.”
Specifically, identity theory combines McGall anith&ons’ (1978) interactional views,
Stryker’s (1980) structural emphasis, and Burk&3380) perceptual control model framework.
Furthermore, Burke and Stets (2009) posited trettities have both cognitive and affective
components. Additionally, they function at bothaamscious and unconscious level. Certainly,

humans are aware of symbols (shared understandings)se language and gestures in an
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intentional matter. However, at other times, indbals behave in ways that are unintentional,
yet reflected by social and cultural forces.

Similar to Burke’s (1980) earlier perceptual cohtnodel, Burke and Stets (2009)
proposed an identity model consisting of four basimponents: (a) an input; (b) a comparator;
(c) an identity standard; and (d) an output. A®dpeach identity standard possesses a set of
meanings and serves as the reference point imihdel, and these are located on a dimension
(e.g., masculine-feminine continuum). Followingpuits refer to the individual’s perceptions; the
control of these cognitions is paramount to thisleloPeople are driven to match these
perceptions with the identity standard. It is intpat to note that a human does not necessarily
change the environment; rather, he or she actsnarmer that changes his/her initial
perceptions. For example, if someone identifiesmasculine, acting weak may result in
incongruence with this identity standard. Next, tbenparator simply compares the inputs to the
identity standard. Finally, the outputs refer te behavior in the situation. In the aforementioned
example, if Tom does not perceive that he is aa@mgiasculine as his identity standard, he will
adjust his behavior to be more masculine or lessri@me. However, it is important to note that
what is considered masculine or feminine in onéucaelmay not be so in another context. Thus,
the feedback loop would need to adjust for theferénces in each situation. Additionally,
Burke and Stets (2009) highlighted that this i®@atinuous loop. Although this occurs in various
degrees of awareness, inputs are always being cethpath the identity standard, and feedback
is always operating to influence outputs in orderevise the initial inputs via the comparator.
Also, in line with the symbolic interactionist infnces, these authors highlighted that the
perceptions (inputs), identity standards, and biehs¢output) are subjectively based on shared

meanings, rather than some objective measurement iolentity performance. The degree to
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which identities are verified is strongly tied tertain emotional states. For instance, if an athlet
experiences a long-term injury, he or she will eigee a discrepancy between the input
(perception of low athletic ability) and identittasdard (salient athletic identity). In turn, the
athlete may experience negative emotions, suchger asadness, and tension. All in all,
however, the control systems and identity theorgef®proposed by Burke and Stets (2009) is
mechanistic, not allowing for the complex, natwed fluid nature of identities to be explored.
Likewise, this model appears to be overly redudsipmssuming that identity can be reduced to
an observable component of someone.
Psychological Theories and Models of Identity Devepment

In this section, | outline various theories ofnitey development. First, | review the basic
tenets of the self-concept as well as how it hahlvelevant in the sport psychology literature.
Then, foundational theories in mainstream psychglogluding Erikson’s (1963) theory of
psychosocial development and Marcia’s (1966, 1898&)ry of ego identity status and
development. Next, | provide an overview sociahtitg theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986), a
framework that has great potential to influencedisgertation project, and discuss its
implications. Self-categorization theory (Turne®82), a related framework, is also discussed.
Finally, several critical theories that are undetgd by postmodernism and feminism are
discussed, including Layton’s (1998) descriptiomender identit(ies), Butler's (1990a, 1990b)
gueer theory, Collins’ (2008) thoughts on Black fieism and identit(ies), and Crenshaw’s
(1989) intersectional approach to understandingtit{ess).

The multidimensional and hierarchical self-conceptSelf-concept is a construct related
to identity that has been used to predict and @xplaman behavioiSelf-conceptefers to “...a

person’s perceptions of him- or herself...formed tiglo experience and interpretations of one’s
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environment” (Marsh & Shavelson, 1985, p. 107). $feand Shavelson outlined six
fundamental premises of the self-concept. Firgtsiif-concept is multifaceted with the ability
to store large amounts of information about theweselFurthermore, these categorizations used
by individuals to organize information are typigathared a particular group. Second, it is
hierarchically organized from general to more sfeperceptions (e.g., general self-concept,
physical self-concept, physical appearance andigddyehility). Third, general self-concept is
stable; however, certain categorizations becontedstble as they become more specific.
Fourth, individuals’ self-concepts become more ifadeted as they progress from infancy to
adulthood. Fifth, the self-concept entails bothctdpsive (“I am a confident runner”) and
evaluative dimensions (“I ran a good race”). Sixtlean be differentiated from other constructs
such as running identity or running performance.

Marsh and Redmayne (1994) further expanded omtre specific physical self-
concept. They posited that the physical self-concemprised six dimensions: endurance,
balance, flexibility, strength, appearance, ancegamhysical ability. Nonetheless, these factors
were derived from a sample of 13-14 year old adelesgirls; thus, it is unclear how
representative this is of the general populatioterestingly, there were significant correlations
between the scores on each of these physical @etlept dimensions, as assessed by the
Sutherland and Marsh (1982) instrument, and phlyStoass test scores (i.e., endurance,
balance, flexibility, static strength, explosiveesigth/power). For example, endurance self-
concept was strongly correlated with endurances$st = .643). Likewise, strength self-
concept was correlated with static strength testesc( = .442). In another study, Marsh, Perry,
Horsely, and Roche (1995) sought to compare tHecsatepts of elite athletes and nonathletes.

As predicted, athletes possessed significantlydrighysical ability self-concepts than



78

nonathletes; however, they did not differ in telwhphysical appearance self-concept. Athletes
also had significantly higher social self-conceptsluding same sex relationships, opposite sex
relationships, parent relationships. Interestingtiletes scored significantly lower than
nonathletes on religion and honesty/trustworthirsetisconcepts.

Erikson’s theory of psychosocial developmengrikson’s (1963) theory of
psychosocial development is one of the foundatitredries of identity development in the field
of psychology. In particular, his stages of psyduie development are one of the more popular
frameworks for understanding psychological chalenthroughout the lifespan. Like Freud, a
notable influence of his work, Erikson posited thabple typically transition through various
life stages, each comprising challenges that meishéistered in order to ensure healthy identity
development, or else these issues may reappedatat @eriod in life. However, Erikson
believed that Freud’s stages of psychosexual dpuetat failed to account for identity
development beyond adolescence. In other wordsahsmontinue to face obstacles and grow
after adolescence. In total, Erikson’s theory cmistaight stages. Each stage contains both
syntonic (positive) and dystonic (negative) asp#ws represent potential outcomes depending
on how the crisis is resolved (or not resolved particular time in life. The first four stageg ar
remarkably similar to Freud’s stages of psychoskdeaelopment, while Erikson primarily
contributed to the final four stages.

In the first stagegral-sensory, infants are highly dependent on their parerggeeially
the mother, for basic needs. If infants possesarawvand affectionate relationship with the
parents, they develop healthy feelings of trustti@ncontrary, if they are not adequately
provided care, they experience mistrust, whichcaftieeir ability to form reciprocal relationships

later in life. In the second stagascular-ang), children (age two to four years) build
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confidence and autonomy by engaging in a varietasis and learning new skills. Children
who successfully manage this stage are able ty t@mselves in a prideful manner and
typically have caring parents. On the other hahdden with more restrictive or critical parents
typically experience feelings of shame and doubdmtiney struggle to master new tasks. In the
third stage lbcomotor-genitdl, children from four to five years of age contirtoggain mastery
over their environment. What distinguishes thisgghtom the previous one is that children also
develop more thought and planning behind thesesta@stcordingly, children begin to ask why
things are the way are. In turn, they gain awareoésvhy they (and other people) do the things
they do. Development of gender identity and otloeiad roles are also prevalent during this
stage. Other scholars (e.g., Butler 1990; Layt®98) have greatly expanded in the area of
gender. These associated theories are discusgeeater detail below. For the purposes of
Erikson’s framework, however, the focus is on atafds increasing sense of initiative, which
flourishes if their parents and teachers encouexgéoratory behaviors. However, if their
parents, teachers, or other people in authoritgtiue or deride these behaviors, they develop
feelings of guilt. In the fourth stagkfency), children between the ages of six and 12 develop
even more complex skills, such as reading andmgiffhey continue to acquire a better
understanding of cause and effect relationshipks&n (1963) noted that the early years in
elementary school are critical for building a clsldelf-confidence. Akin to the previous stage, if
children are encouraged to try new activities (elgawing pictures, solving math problems) and
are subsequently praised for their accomplishmémey, develop a sense of industry. If their
parents and teachers ridicule them for attemptiegée activities, they develop feelings of

inferiority.
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In the fifth stageddolescence teenagers (age 13-18 years) becomes more cogjoiza
how they are perceived by others. In the latergeéthis stage, they establish a sexual identity
and begin to craft potential career roles as thepare for adulthood. As adolescents are tasked
with more responsibilities, they also continue évelop more cogent moral beliefs. Those who
are successful in adolescence develop a securitydevhile those who attempt to avoid
responsibilities exhibit role confusion. During thigth stageyoung adulthooy the individual
(ages 19 to 39) seeks a companion after shorirteipidentity in the previous stage. Those
who are able to make long-term reciprocal commitémothers achieve intimacy. Individuals
who do not form a lasting companionship due to &aejection or other reasons experience
isolation. In the seventh stagai@ldle adulthooyl there is a fundamental shift from focus on the
self to others. As adults (ages 40 to 65) cont{oudegin) parenting, their focus is on providing
for the next generation. Additionally, they musgipeto care for their aging parents later in this
stage. Those who feel productive to society expedegenerativity, while those who are more
self-centered experience stagnation. In the eighthfinal stagelgte adulthood, the individual
(age 65 and beyond) deals with retirement and eedse in the pace of one’s life. If the older
adult is able to look back and feel content withithife accomplishments, (s)he experiences ego
integrity. If the individual does not believe (s)has lived a happy and productive life, (s)he
experiences despair. In fact, on a societal |&kson (1963) viewed these life stages as a
cyclical rather than linear as in Freud’s psychaséstages. In other words, he posited that the
older generation laid the foundation for the nestdgration.

While this is a seminal theory within the areagdentity and development, there are
some notable critiques worth mentioning. Firstk&on’s (1963) model appears to reflect a

typical life of a white middle-class individual dg the time this theory was proposed.
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Accordingly, Erikson published this theory durimg tpost-World War 11/Cold War era, when

the nuclear family was synonymous with the valuemiddle-class American during this time.
Consistent with these taken for granted gender sdhatt are associated with the nuclear family
ideology, there is an emphasis on the mother aprihrary caretaker in the first few stages.
Second, as with any stage model, a common criigtieat not all individuals proceed through
these same stages (e.g., Brewer, 1994). In fatie soay skip stages, and some may revert back
to previous stages; although, Erikson does ackrdiyel¢hat some of these unresolved issues can
surface later in life. Third, it presumes that deopho are unable to find a mate and have kids
suffer from identity disturbances, which is surebt the case. Nonetheless, this is a good
starting point for attempting to understand theali@gment of athletic identity. Its emphasis on
mastering tasks during the early stages, in paaticcnakes it very relevant to sport.

Furthermore, the adolescence and early adulth@ggstare applicable to athletic identity
foreclosure, as well as the idea of collegiateetiisl (not) being able to live balanced lives
(academically, emotionally, socially, intellectyalathletically, etc.).

Marcia’'s theory of identity status and developmentMarcia (1993) further contributed
to the theoretical development of identity in mé&i@am psychology by suggesting that identity
entails structural, phenomenological, and behalvaspects. The structural aspect refers to the
positive and/or negative consequences of idenétyelbpment or lack thereof. Erikson (1963)
highlighted this dimension through his posited egfages of psychosocial development. The
phenomenological aspect refers to individuals’ eatiye experiences of possessing or not
possessing a sense of identity. The behavioracasgkers to observable interactions that can be
attributed to identity formation or identity styladividuals’ commitment to their ideology and

occupation are common general ways of gauging itygiMarcia, 1993).
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Marcia’s (1966) theory of ego identity developm#dused on the phenomenological
aspect of identity. Specifically, he posited thoarnitity development did not result from solely
identity resolution or confusion, as in the cas&ikson’s (1963) stages of psychosocial
development, but from exploratory behavior and cament to personally relevant areas of life,
such as their career, religion, or ideology. Dejregpon how well individuals perform this, four
different identities could result: identity diffusi, identity foreclosure, identity moratorium, and
identity achievementdentity diffusiornrefers to individuals who neither engage in exgtiory
behavior, nor make any commitments to life. In castt individuals experiencirigentity
foreclosureare not engaging in exploratory, but have maderg &xclusive commitment to a
particular domain, such as sport. Typically, tresidion is motivated by parental or societal
approval (see also Pearson & Petitpas, 1990; Bsfifi®78). For example, an NCAA Division |
runner may exhibit a singular focus to their spodrder to win the approval of coaches and
teammates as well as himself as an athlete (ositiye self-concept). In turn, he may neglect
exploration of post-collegiate career opportunibeslisregard relationships with friends who are
not athletes. On the other hand, individuals itagesofidentity moratoriumare actively
exploring multiple options, but have not made any tommitments. For instance, a senior
collegiate runner who is approaching retirementfieer sport may begin to identify less with
the running role and explore other career and boptsgons beyond graduation. Finally, the term
identity achievemens reserved for individuals who have explored ntous options and beliefs
and ultimately have chosen a particular path thagb comfort and fulfillment to him/her. It is
still possible for collegiate athletes to acconiplisis status. For example, a collegiate runner is

highly invested in the sport, but has made thisaghdue to one’s own pleasure rather than mere
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approval from significant others. Also, the runmdro exhibits andentity achievemerggo
status will also likely be balanced in other id8es (e.g., academic, social, career, social).
Additionally, Marcia (1993) later distinguishedtiween identityformationand
construction He wrote:
identity begins to beonstructedvhen the individual begins to make decisions alda
to be, with which group to affiliate, what beligtsadopt, what interpersonal values to
espouse, and what occupational direction to puidost, though not all, individuals
“have” an identity in the original Eriksonian sen€mly some, however, havesalf-
constructeddentity that is based upon superimposition oéeislon-making process on
the given or conferred identity. (p. 7)
In summary, while Erikson’s (1963) stages of psydumal development refer more to identity
construction, the phenomenological aspects of Ma¢iL966) theory of identity development
emphasize the social construction, or self-direetguect, of identity. Marcia (1993) added,
“...people who construct their identities, modifyiagrejecting some elements... know not only
who they are, they know how they became that, hatthey had a hand in the becoming” (p. 8).
Consequently, according to Marcia, not all peoplgally construct their identities; rather, it
would appear that those who achiédentity achievemertt.e., those who have made a
commitment to a role having explored various ro&ejomplish this. On the other hand,
individuals who do not accomplish both of thes&daoncurrently are accepting conferred
identities. This framework also bears relevanceafbtetic/running identit(ies) given that these
are more freely chosen and less conferred tham mt@etities, such as gender, race, ethnicity,
and sexual orientation. Furthermore, there is amdénce of research in sport psychology that

has addressed identity foreclosure and career etmo in athletes (e.g., Brown et al., 2000;
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Murphy, Petitpas, & Brewer, 1996; Pearson & Pesifd®90; Petitpas & France, 2010) and,
specifically, in runners (Horton & Mack, 2000).

Social identity theory.

Key concepts. According to Tajfel and Turner (197%pcial identityentails “those
aspects of an individual's self-image that deringef the social categories to which he [sic]
perceives as belonging” (p. 16). Social identitprisdominantly influenced by group
memberships. Jenkins (2008) also called attentighe differences (although tenuous) between
groupsandcategories”...a group is an actually existing concrete pahteference for its
members, while a category is collectively definibsification of identity, part of local
knowledge” (p. 112). According to Jenkins (200&)jfél was unsatisfied with previous identity
frameworks, which were based on individualism, as wuch of the general psychology
literature at the time. Further, Tajfel sought aencogent psychological explanation for the
existence of prejudice and conflict. Accordinglajfél and Turner proposed a social identity
theory (SIT).

SIT is based on three tenets. First, people stova positive social identity, which is
influenced by a drive for a positive self-concdptople simultaneously strive for both a positive
self-concept and positive social identities (cdlex self). Second, a positive social identity is
achieved through favorable comparisons betweemtlgeoup and out-group(s). Accordingly,
this can occur through positive appraisals of thgroup and/or negative appraisals of the out-
group. Third, when social identity is unfavorabtelividuals will either leave the group or make
their group more positively distinct (Tajfel & Tuen 1979, 1986).

In contrast to social identities, Tajfel and Tur(E986) conceptualized a personal

identity as a mere internalization of collectivendifications. However, they posited that social
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identities were more likely to have an influenceimdividual behavior. While the meanings and
salience of group membership vary across situatibajgel and Turner claimed that group
membership in and of itself is was a strong enqughrequisite to discriminate against out-
group members. Furthermore, society is organizeculiyrally constructed categories, which
confer inequalities in power and resources. In,ttirase categories give rise to reference groups,
who are both privileged and oppressed to varyirggeks. Subsequently, these social
categorizations give rise to social identities, ebhinfluence positive or negative self-
evaluations.

Additionally, self-esteem is contingent on groupmberships and social identities
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Specifically, there is agitive relationship between degree of positive
perceptions about one’s social groups and seleasterhereby people who evaluate their
groups positively have greater self-esteem than eviatuate their group membership in a
negative manner. Although relatively strong relasioips have been found to exist between
personal self-esteem and social self-esteem (Crocldbtanen, Blaine, & Broadnax, 1994;
Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), the direction of thikat®nship remains unclear. Nonetheless, in an
individual's quest to maintain a positive self-cept; people strive to enhance in-group
distinctiveness and exacerbate external differ¢hagel & Turner, 1986). Such similarity
increases one’s self-esteem; however, as a dowrnhidalso gives rise to discriminatory
behaviors. The latter is influenced by subscrilimgtereotypical categorizations, particularly
when making in-group and out-group comparisons. él@, as mentioned, these identities are
not static. Indeed, Tajfel and Turner (1986) weilecareful to point out that how people self-

categorize themselves and perform accordinglhyjllcentingent on social and cultural contexts.
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Implications. The following is a brief overview of the implicatis of SIT since the
inception of this theory. First, SIT has been useexplain the well-known phenomenoniof
group bias whereby members believe that their own group (Engroducts) are superior to
other groups (and theirs), even in situations whigeee are no seemingly obvious causes
(Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992). Additionally, diffentiation between groups is often
maximized at the expense of in-group gain. Noneis&elmembers tend to feel better about
themselves (i.e., increase a sense of collectifeadter engaging in out-group discriminatory
behaviors (Rubin & Hewstone, 1998). AdditionallypBn (2000) argued that SIT provided a
more accurate lens for understanding stereotypespfosed to the traditional view that
stereotypes are irrational distortions that nedaketoorrected, stereotypes can be understand as
reliable guides to judgment and action from th@roup’s perspective. Moreover, because of
social processes, stereotypes may be more easigdlithan previously believed. These two
arguments may hold some relevance for understaraingstereotypes are formed (and
potentially deconstructed) within distance runnibgstly, despite the widespread use of SIT
over the past 30 years, there is no clear theatdigesis for why some social identities become
more salient than others (Hogg, 2001).

Why should we care about social identities? Broagkaking, identity can account for
some forms of motivation and behavior (Jenkins,808ocial groups can certainly mobilize
individuals. Although not explicitly a postmodehrebry, social identity theory does
acknowledge that identity is a performance (Butl®90a), rather than something essential that
someone has. Nonetheless, there are other faatohgiman behavior is very complex. Jenkins

(2008) wrote:
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identity does not, and cannot, make people do amyitlt is, rather, people who make

and do identity, for their own reasons and purpaSesinstead of “identity”, we should

only talk about ongoing and open-ended process@daitification.” (p. 9)

In line with the principles of social constructiem, groups are not objective entities but rather
are real if people believe them to be; thus, peopiestruct their own realities via group
formation. In turn, who people think they are itentwined with who they think other people are.
Jenkins (2008) added:

Categorization... also makes an important contridsuto the distribution of resources

and penalties, and is central to both conflict emwfflict avoidance strategies: part of the

experience of being a group member is categooizdty others and its attendant

consequences. It is very real. (p. 12)

While being critical of positivist and post-posisinotions of identity and acknowledging that it
cannot linearly predict behavior, Jenkins noted ithaould be impossible to have the field of
psychology without discussions of “identity”, orsdussing how people classify themselves and
others.

Self-categorization theory Turner and colleagues (Turner, 1982; Turner, H&gkes,
Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) proposed a more gersaiflcategorization theory (SCT) to explain
intragroup and intergroup processes. This thearydes on the nature, antecedents, and
consequences of the psychological process of sdeatity develop and self-categorization
(Turner et al., 1987). Like SIT, Turner and colleag asserted that there are multiple selves, or
multiple identities, in contrast to earlier possgivconceptualizations of a singular identity (g.g.
Erikson, 1963; Marcia, 1966, 1980). Accordinglye 8elf is conceptualized at multiple levels,

including personal, group, and human identificatidBpecifically, Turner (1980) described
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human identityas a superordinate category gaisonal identityas a subordinate category.
Group identityis located between these two categories. Dueeio shmilarities, SIT and SCT
are both used interchangeably, and in fact, SITheasme the more common framework and
often subsumes SCT.

Nonetheless, in contrast to SIT, a fundamentalmaption of SCT is that social structures
are conceptualized as hierarchical arrangememtdation to their level of inclusiveness
(Turner, 1982; Turner et al., 1986). For exampié¢h@ most general level, an individual may
define himself as a human in relation to other Eg®e@s a human, he may define himself as a
college student. In relation to other college studke identifies as a runner. As a track and field
runner may define himself as 5000 meter specialistlation to his teammate who focused on
the 800 meter event. As noted in these examplesuperseding level of identity influences
subsequent intergroup comparisons. In other wevbde humans strive for group affiliation,
they are also motivated to have a unique identitych entails more specific identification with
increasing similarities among a group.

Lynne Layton: Postmodern gender theory Layton (1998) utilized postmodern,
feminist, and relational psychoanalytic theoriedi8tuss gender identity and its intersections
with class and sexual orientation. Throughout timg, she often draws upon popular culture
examples to support her assertions. As evidencéwbgostmodern influences, Layton is
critical of “naturalness” and “universal truths’athprivilege some groups and oppress others.
The best example of this is the male/female gehptary that the United States and other
societies take for granted. Other binaries inclueerosexuality/homosexuality and
masculinity/femininity. Layton argued that the gretation of these constructs as discrete

categories has helped ensure hegemonic norms, ynaomapulsory heterosexuality and male
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dominance. At the core of her argument is thatdgendentities are subjective, multiple,
partial, and fragmented.

Most traditional psychoanalytic theories are foeshdn assumptions that the nuclear
family is the optimal space for children to devetopl that anything outside this box is abnormal
(e.g., Freud, 1930). Because of these implied bs¢sist assumptions, it has often been
critiqued as an unhelpful framework for clients wdre not straight, middle-class, white males or
straight females, serving to reinforce hegemorgoldgies in a straight white middle-class
dominant culture (Chodorow, 1978, 1995). Despitammn critiques of psychoanalytic theories
being predominantly Eurocentric, Layton (1998) mipéed to reconcile these differences in her
discussion of self, gender, agency, and relatignshiline with Chodorow (1995), Layton
critiques clinical psychologists and clinicians fat considering the ways that culture constructs
gender. Likewise, she asserted that postmodernasshtave paid little attention to how gender
is experienced on the psychological level. Accagtlinshe argued that “the cultural is
psychologically constructed, and the psychologgaultural” (Layton, 1998, p. 10).

As previously mentioned, identities are often in@gted and contradictory. According to
Lacanian psychoanalytic theories (and as reviewedalgton, 1998), the ego originates from
coping with these multiple identities by turningadmirror stage,” where the baby denies the
fragmentation and turns to a homogenous, coheedint.sacanian theorists refer to these as
narcissistic fantasies, which suppress the suljéetferogeneity. The cure to this narcissistic
condition is to promote awareness of the existeatiadition of lack (i.e., acceptance of
heterogeneity). This is challenging given thatwlials who outwardly exhibit these fluid,

fragmented identities are not bestowed the sameedod acceptance as those who embrace
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homogeneity. Likewise, Layton (1998) critiques ttiathal psychoanalytic free association
because it maintains the status quo by imposirghasive identitarian logic on the client.

One of the most critical tensions between relai@md postmodern theories concerns the
issue of whether people have “core” identities.tbay1998) noted that many relational
feminists believe that most children develop a m@hgender identity (i.e., either male or
female) by 18 months and that this identity is e8akto their development. However, few
psychoanalytic theorists and some clinical psyafists question this notion, suggesting that this
nominal gender identity is not inherent but culliyranposed. Accordingly, she advocated for
parents letting children decipher their identityhW¥ a fluid gender identity is something that
postmodernists admire, it is usually not sometlpalgtable to clients who come in seeking a
solution (i.e., core identity transformation or gomence) that will grant them the love and
respect of others. Thus, there is a great de@nsfion between how gender is discussed on the
broader or postmodern level and how individualseeigmce it psychologically (Layton, 1998).

In other words, the difficulties in removing onddebm rigid and hegemonic binaries cannot be
underestimated.

Nonetheless, Layton (1998) argued that the dispsutbetween relational psychoanalytic
and postmodern notions of identity may be less thlaat is commonly believed. According to
the feminist relational view, a “core” identity doraot necessarily mean an essential true self nor
does it profess to be immune to cultural constamctConsequently, Layton acknowledged that
gender and other identities are culturally consédicn a world that is largely coherent and
stable.

Layton (1998) conceptualized narcissism as thiilibato experience self and other as

separate. Pathological narcissism stems from diffess in an individual negotiating dependence
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and independence, as well as connection and ditfat®n. Layton extends previous relational
analytic theories which center on familial souroégdevelopmental traumas to include sexism,
racism, classism, and homophobia. For instancegehdered division of labor, and more
broadly, gendered expectations of behavior, critge narcissistic wounds. In other ways, the
ways males and females alike are constricted tialbpappropriate ways of being. Love is given
and withheld by parents (and society in generagtian how well individuals conform to these
standards of accepted behavior.

For males, these wounds are typically created $svare differentiation between self and
other. According to Chodorow (1978), a baby (relgmslof assignment at birth) develops the
need for relatedness, particularly in the relatngmsvith the mother. When the mother is the
main primary care taker, the child’s initial setfpresentation will be “proto-feminine.” She then
argues that a boy establishes male gender iddatitgis-identifying” from the mother.
Ultimately, the relationship between mother andis@evered prematurely, whereby males are
forced to become independent at the cost of atheathount of dependency (Pollack, 1995).
Relatedness is seen as too feminine, which malss adistance themselves from it. Both the
mother and father help facilitate this break, riésglin hegemonic masculinity, which is co-
constructed with or against femininity. Simplyista rejection of femininity. Males increase
their self-esteem and perform their autonomy bytenally distancing themselves from others
and establishing themselves in a dominant roldjquéarly in relation to women.

For females, developmental traumas typically oeduen there is a lack of differentiation
between the self and other. Accordingly, femalestanght to become overly dependent at the
expense of independence. Per Chodorow’s (1978)ythée mother-son relationship differs

greatly from the mother-daughter relationship, vebgrmothers keep their daughters
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“‘enmeshed.” Likewise, fathers do not allow theiuglaters to exercise their autonomy and
agency in the same way that males do. Love is dgiwéemales who are often submissive and
withhold their needs. The female’s sense of sdifaised on the relationships maintained with
others, and consequently, has more permeable boesda

To summarize in clinical terms, normative masadatyiresembles phallic narcissism,
where only the self is experienced, and normaeweiriinity resembles self-effacing narcissism,
where only the other is perceived as a subjectekample, women crave intimate relationships,
which cannot be adequately returned from men. Addra(1998) contends, “normative
masculinity emerges as pure assertion, omnipotémdi®jdualism...normative feminism
emerges as self-effacing and as drawing subjegtvity from attracting and being loved by an
idealized other” (p. 43). Ultimately, this takemn fgranted system facilitates compulsory
heterosexuality. Ironically, though, if we accdm gender binary as mainstream, it creates a
situation where both males and females are ungatjsis the culturally imposed splitting of
ways of being produces these fantasies that anp#reon will “complete” them (Benjamin,
1994). While these social and cultural forces faté the adoption of these fragmented gender
identities, Layton noted that individuals have #lfsdity to resist engaging in this narcissistic
behavior that constrains society.

Butler: Gender performances and queer theoryThe work of Butler profoundly
influenced many of Layton’s ideas. Like Layton, Bu{1990a, 1990b) was critical of earlier
feminist movements which tended to portray womea asnolithic group with identical
interests. Accordingly, by subscribing to the gerupary, she argued some of these feminists
were actually limiting their options instead of exyling their potential. In fact, Butler (2004)

stated that a more egalitarian society can beitieitl by the “undoing” of gender, which
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oppresses all individuals. As a postmodern andrgieerist, Butler (1990a) construed gender
identity as a performance. Butler (1990a) also echthat these performances reflect one’s
identit(ies) in particular situations. Accordinglpany queer and postmodern theorists reject the
notion of a “core identity.” Examples of genderfpemances include the way people speak,
walk, play, dress, and conduct other activitiegse®fthese are behaviors that occur in a
seemingly natural manner with little reflection loow they were learned; however, Butler
guestions these performances as “natural,” insteadrting that these are learned performances.
She argued that repeated displays of hegemoniceg@ediormances reproduce hegemonic
norms. Butler (1990b) wrote:
...the act that one performs is... an act that has geang on before one arrived on the
scene. Hence, gender is an act which has beearssite much as a script survives the
particular actors who make use of it, but whiatpuiees individual actors in order to be
actualized and reproduced as reality once agair212)
Therefore, in agreement with Layton, Butler (199I200b) also advocated for people to behave
in ways that disrupt (rather than support) the getahary in order to empower all individuals.
Crenshaw: Intersectional identity. Emerging from women'’s studies, the intersectional
theories examine interlocking systems of oppresammhmultiple axes of inequality (Berger &
Guidroz, 2009). Rather than isolating and examimacgh axis of oppression, or identity,
separately, intersectional scholars have callednfare holistic understanding of individuals who
experience more than one aspect of oppression kéagk females, lesbian, lower-class gays,
etc.). Typically, the race-gender-class matrixdedito describe intersectionality; however, it can
and has been expanded to include ethnicity, ndiignage, sexuality, religion, and other

elements of one’s identity. Its beginnings canrbedd back to the legal field, where Crenshaw
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(1989) is recognized as having coined the ternefsgctionality”. When defending African
American women over an employment lawsuit, she daivat she had to argue her case from the
vantage point of her client either being oppressed woman or oppressed as an African
American, not as an African-American woman. Lawg bt recognize the “double oppression”
faced by many women at that time. On a broadet,leversectionality also grew out of the
social movements of the 1960s, which Crenshawgoetl for engaging in singular identity
politics (although acknowledging that these artaai first steps in raising awareness in regards
to a particular oppressed population). African Aicean women found that early feminist
movements (led by white middle-class women) didsuitt their social and political interests. In
particular, hooks (1981) loathed the comparisotnefplights between women’s groups and
black groups. She argued that the implication \was all blacks were men and that all women
were white. Crenshaw (1991) added:
The failure of feminism to interrogate race methag resistance strategies of feminism
will often replicate and reinforce the subordinatof people of color, and the failure of
antiracism to interrogate patriarchy means thatasm will frequently reproduce the
subordination of women. (p. 1252)
In agreement, Yuval-Davis (2009) argued that tmegtial exclusive categories can serve to
reinforce hegemonic norms which serve to createnaaidtain hierarchical relationships and
determine who has economic, political, and cultaegdital. Instead, utilizing an intersectional
approach accounts for the lived experiences o¥iddals from nontraditionally constructed
groups (McCall, 2007). In fact, “the deconstructadmmaster categories is understood as part

and parcel of the deconstruction of inequalitylftgdicCall, 2007, p. 1777).



95

Yuval-Davis (2009) discussed two main ways thegrgectionality can be
conceptualized: additive (fragmentation) and ceiecmodels. The additive paradigm holds that
the various axes of oppression can be viewed as@escombination (or sum) of the amount of
oppression of each level. For example, there dfereinces in how someone is oppressed as a
woman, African American, or a member of the workatgss. However, the argument against
this approach is that someone who is oppresseddrarea is likely to be enmeshed in other
forms of oppression. For example, an African Anmearigzvoman is likely to be a member of the
working-class. Ironically, however, by automatigalssuming that people from similar identity
groups share homogenous, people miss the compkrsaéctions among each various identities.
Therefore, the argument is that this view of indet®onal is overly simplistic, and more
importantly, fails to do anything radically differethan the model of identity politics in earlier
social movements. Accordingly, Yuval-Davis arguledttfragmentation of identities occurs by
failing to recognize the more fluid and dynamicunatof identities. Those who advocate for
collective models claim to stay truer to the liveegeriences of marginalized individuals and to
shed light on these more unique and fluid idergtitie

Collins: Black feminism. Collins is also concerned with intersecting oppess
particularly race, gender, class, and sexualitige lLiayton and Crenshaw, she is also critical of
earlier social movements that were solely focusediogle axes of oppression (Collins, 2008).
Nonetheless, she centers her analysis on the erperof black women, a population who has
traditionally been marginalized in society and abscience research. Similar to postmodern
theorists like Butler, she is also critical of titewhal, scientific, and (post-)positivist ways of

conducting research, noting that these methodddgiad to inhibit social reform and reproduce
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hegemonic norms. Furthermore, she called attentmtise ways that race and gender identities
influence knowledge (how we know what we know).

In view of these concerns, Collins (2008) advoddte a black feminist epistemology,
which is comprised of four main tenets. First, @&ive epistemologies are centered on the lived
experiences of individuals, rather than an assumeedkral, objective position in the social world.
Second, knowledge is advanced through dialoguerétian adversarial debate. Furthermore,
she calls for researchers to insert themselveghetaiscussion (i.e., using the first person),
rather than assuming an impatrtial stance (i.engusiird person speech). Third, knowledge is
value-laden and centered on an ethic of caring, tbloe rejects the binary of intellect and
emotion. Fourth, she calls on researchers to taekeopal responsibility and reflect on how
different ways of knowing (i.e., epistemologiesh @lvance or hinder social justice. Collins
(2008) also noted that different forms of writinge(, academic scholarship, books, stories, and
poetry) can produce a shared identity. Nonethe&ssalso pointed out that there is a tension
between shared collective challenges and uniqueithail experiences. Accordingly, she
challenged people to critically interrogate howteatentity contributed to the overall self, as
well as how certain identities are privileged & #xpense of others. She has utilized this
approach to examine African American women’s exgees of being marginalized as victims
of violence, (Collins, 1998), in academic settii@sllins, 1986), and as US citizens (Collins,
2001).

Summary of Identity Theories/Models

The following is a summary of the similarities attifferences among the identity models

that were discussed. As noted, with the excepti@ymbolic interactionism, a theory that

emerged from sociology, the focus of this secti@s wn psychological perspectives of identity.
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Symbolic interactionism and other sociological the® of identity are based on the following
assumptions: (a) the self develops from interac¢tjonthe self is located in social structures; (c)
social life is organized by the self; and (d) thare multiples selves (Jones & Abes, 2013). In
contrast, many of the aforementioned psychologieadels are focused on the individual and the
role of agency in identity development, includingkgon’s (1963) stages of psychosocial
development, Marcia’s (1966) theory of ego idergiytus, and social identity theory (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986).

Overall, while they emphasize different componeftsientity, Erikson and Marcia
appear to have fundamental similarities regarduig ¢onstruct (Waterman, 1988).
Ontologically, both theories are undergirded inifaasm in which identity is described as a
singular, unitary construct. Additionally, in bdtmeories, religious beliefs, political ideology,
vocational choice, sex-role attitudes, and spopasghting roles are proposed to have a
significant influence in shaping identity developrhd-urther, both theories represent stage
models, whereby individuals progress from a vageatity to a clearly defined identity with
related goals, values, and beliefs. Regarding ififereinces in emphasis, Erikson (1963)
conveyed that identity comprised inner coherenagticuity over time, and self-presentation in
his model of psychosocial development (as cited/aterman, 1988). On the other hand, Marcia
(1980) described identity as a self-structure ihabpable of development. In both theories,
however, successful identity development hingebemoming more independent and
simultaneously deriving less of one’s self-worthnfr external sources (e.g., parents, peers). For
instance, in the second, third, and fourth staf@sychosocial development, children achieve
healthy identity development gain autonomy, iniki@t and industry, respectively. Additionally,

in ego identity status theory, those who experiadentity foreclosure have prematurely
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committed to a role without exploring other ideett often due to pressures from parents or
other individuals (Marcia, 1966). Finally, both Eson and Marcia have been subject to much
criticism with regard to cultural sensitivity. lmgicular, Waterman (1988) noted that the
identity statuses described in Marcia’s framewaekaerived from North American cultures. For
example, other cultures may allow for greater epgilon of multiple roles. Although Erikson’s
theory has not received as much criticism in tagard, it is derived from his clinical
experiences with clients; hence, it is quite dassihat ethnocentrism is present here, as well.
Similarly, Erikson has been critiqued for geneializhis staged to both men and women even
though identity formation in women has generallgribehown to be more complex (Waterman,
1988).

In contrast, SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and SAL(ner, 1982) appear to be
undergirded by post-positivism. Accordingly, in SIis posited that an individual has multiple
selves, or identities (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). fhat, both of these theories portray identity and
its related constructs in probability terms rattieem absolute truths. In contrast to Erikson and
Marcia’s conceptualizations, identit(ies) are slgieonstructed in SIT and SCT. For example,
prototypical members (i.e., those with more powet mfluence) shape how a group identity is
constructed (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Additionally, Heesocially constructed identities are
dynamic and capable of changing over time. As joesly mentioned, the key contribution of
SCT (and the most salient difference between ttveseheories) is that humans are not just
motivated to make intergroup comparisons baseti®@isame level of categories; rather, this
comparison is relative to the higher level (i.egrengeneral) of the self. In other words, a group
of humans who identify similarly on one level oétkelf will strive for more specific

identifications.
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Furthermore, Layton (1998), Butler (1990a, 199@gnshaw (1989) and Collins (2008)
each emphasize the social construction of iderifitys is particularly true of Butler, who posited
that gender identity is purely a social construtemacted by “performances,” thus rejecting the
notion of a “core” identity. Butler's (1990a, 1990lork was undergirded by postmodernism,
asserting that identities are multiple, fragmenged| partial. Further, her work emerged as a
response to earlier feminist movements, which tdriddéreat women as a monolithic group.
Crenshaw (1989) and Collins’ (2008) intersectidhabries were also devised for similar
reasons. Specifically, they advocated that indi@is@re subject to interlocking forms of
oppression. Instead of treating each form of ogio@sas separate entities (e.g., woman,
African-American), they noted that it was importémtecognize the complex ways that these
axes of power intersect and contribute to the egpees of marginalized individuals. In
agreement with other postmodernists such as B@dhns (1990) asserted that objectively-
framed truths obfuscate oppression related gerale®, and class. Nonetheless, while embracing
many of the tenets of postmodernism. Layton (19@8&d that these theories (which were
primarily sociological) failed to account for th@e of the individual in identity formation.
Consequently, her theories combine postmodernighpaychoanalysis, which emphasizes the
role of society in identity development in additimnhow individual agency can impact identity
development.

Identity in Sport

Before describing running identity, it is imperatito address the athletic identity
scholarship in the sport psychology literaturestraubrief introduction is provided. (The
changes and disruptions in identity during athlgtjary, retirement, and forced termination are

discussed in greater detail below in a separateéosecThen, | review a model of sport
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subculture identity and socialization. Althouglsisituated within sociology, | assert that there
are several elements that are fundamentally psggiual, and thus, of interest to my dissertation
project. Finally, | propose a conceptualizatiomwining identity and highlight why this
population is unique from other athletes, thus jatiog a role to further assess and explore this
construct.

Athletic identity. Athletic identity is the degree to which one id&as with the athlete
role (Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993). Drawinig previous research in general psychology
regarding the multidimensional nature of self-cqid®arkus, 1977; Pearlin, 1983), Brewer,
Van Raalte, and Linder noted that athletic identdp be conceptualized on a continuum from a
cognitive structure (in the narrowest sense) tocasrole (in the broadest sense). As a cognitive
structure, or self-schema, an identity facilitateéerpretation and organization of self-related
information. On the other end, the social rolepecupational self-image aspects implies that
significant others (i.e., family, friends, teamngtmedia) strongly influence one’s identification
with the athlete role. Accordingly, Sadalla, Lindand Jenkins (1988) contended that individuals
make conscious decisions to engage in a partisplant or activity based on self-presentation
concerns (i.e., social statements).The cognitinecire and social role dimensions do not
represent dichotomous, opposing viewpoints; raidentities contain both personal and social
dimensions.

Athletic identity has been shown to predict vasidypes of behaviors and outcomes, both
positive and negative. One benefit is a strongesehself, or a salient self-identity. For example,
sport can provide opportunities for social intei@ciind development of one’s self-confidence.

Second, a salient athletic identity is positivediated to performance (Danish, 1983). This makes
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sense given that athletes often must eliminater dtinens of activity (or identities) in order to
devote their time and resources to being succeastlite levels of sport.

However, a strong athletic identity can have sewdnawvbacks, particularly when athletes
neglect other areas of their lives to fulfill thialate role. An exclusive focus on athletics can
have negative ramifications when athletes encounggor events that disrupt their athletic
identity, such as sustaining a serious injuryyiregifrom sport, or forced termination (e.g., being
cut from a team). For example, athletes who maie distinction between their athletic identity
and other identities are likely to experience garinas a traumatic event and may be at an
increased risk of depression (Brewer, Van Raaltejntler, 1993; Allen-Collinson & Hockey,
2007.) Brewer, Van Raalte, and Linder also suggesiat an exclusive athletic identity may be
associated with a greater risk of overtraining,chitin turn, is strongly related to injury
occurrences. Likewise, Brown, Glastetter-Fended, @imelton (2000) found that athletic identity
negatively predicted career decision-making sdltaty in collegiate student-athletes.
Accordingly, an exclusive focus on sport may hinaléretes from exploring other identities. In
other words, these athletes may be subjeictaitity foreclosurewhereby athletes’ singular
focus on sport negatively impacts their developniewther areas of their lives (e.g., academic,
personal, social, spiritual, career; Petitpas &nEea 2010). Additionally, in male athletes, a
strong athletic identity has also been shown tdipteeonformity to masculine norms (e.g.,
hazing, violence, low help-seeking attitudes; St & Steinfeldt, 2012); hence, this construct
may have implications for moral identity and deyet@nt. Within running, athletic identity has
also been shown to be positively correlated witodiered eating and obligatory running (Gapin

& Petruzzello, 2011).
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Sport subcultures.Donnelly and Young (1988) posited that the procés®cialization
into subcultures is an integral aspect of iderfotynation. These ideas are influenced by
symbolic interactionism theorists (e.g., Mead, 193dffman, 1959; Stryker, 1980).

Accordingly, while these ideas emerged from spocidogy, | believe they make many
assertions that are profoundly psychology. In ft@asmework, they discussed three overarching
themes that were common to all sport and leisupeldtures. First, the presentation of “insider”
information (e.g., characteristics of the subcdtand behaviors of its members) is only
accessible to the participant observer. The setttatde pertains to typical subcultural careers
and career contingencies. Third, each subcultiseppropriate subcultural identity and
demeanor.

Subsequently, Donnelly and Young (1988) outlinddua-stage contingency model to
explain the development of individuals’ subcultudantities: (a) presocialization, (b) selection
and recruitment, (c) socialization, and (d) acce@eéostracism. First, in th@esocialization
stage, the individual acquires information abospeacific subculture prior to participation. This
information may be gained through direct (e.g.rpeamily members) or indirect contact (e.g.,
media coverage) with members of a particular subreil Often, this knowledge is highly
stereotyped and based on misconceptions duringliaise. As a result, some individuals are
confronted with traumatic role-transitions that assential to performing an accurate subcultural
identity (Donnelly & Young, 1988). Accordingly, tee authors contended that athletes are, in a
sense, being controlled extraneously as they aceddo modify their roles to conform to this
new identity. During this process, novice athletes/ identify with a new subculture more than
what is actually experienced on the psychologieatl. For example, male collegiate runners are

taught that it is not “cool” to wear “long short§’e., those that go below one’s knees or even
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come close to that level) even though US societywhole would typically scorn males for
wearing “short shorts.”

Then, in theselection and recruitmestage, the individual has an opportunity to be
initiated into the subculture whether by being véted or by actively seeking out membership
(Donnelly & Young, 1988). The likelihood that ardimidual seeks involvement or is recruited is
contingent on a number of factors, including mdisa, opportunity, interest, proximity, life
circumstances, and even chance. Indeed, Donneallyfanong’s potential contributions to sport
psychology can be witnessed in this part of theide.

Next, in thesocializationstage, members undergo training in the subculteaening the
values and perspectives of the group. The inditidagins to identify with the politics and
symbols of the group. In fact, individuals will eft perform rules in various situations that they
perceive to be expected of them, a process caflédipatory socializationThis occurs when
members identify cues (i.e., symbols) that arevegieto a particular subculture. Through this
ongoing process, the individual discovers and niesliprevious misconceptions about the group.
Ultimately, as the individual gains a greater ustirding of the collective self, he or she
acquires a new self-concept. For example, throagtigipating in multiples races, runners learn
acceptable pre-race rituals (e.qg., stretching mestistrides).

Finally, in theacceptance/ostracisstage, the individual exhibits confirmation ofghi
identity. This is demonstrated by “appropriate gotal/or skill requirements, appropriate roles
and identities under specific circumstances, swfaksocialization procedures, and general
resemblance of values between the actor and therlgroup” (Donnelly & Young, 1988, p.
225). The individual may even have to participatagtivities that are viewed negatively yet

condoned within the subculture. However, if theiidlial is not able to demonstrate these
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requirements and/or if role conflicts develop, halee is ostracized or banned from the group.
The stinginess of these policing procedures vaiesss subcultures. In more formal sport
subcultures, an individual may present an idenltigi is convincing to that particular group
without losing an aspect of the self; however,dhgoing social process of identity confirmation
typically guarantees that individuals will not dageahe subculture or its individual members.
Regardless, the members must negotiate tensiowedeisport and career subcultures, as well
as other identities. For example, male runnersidéel tension between wanting to add muscle
mass in order to conform to society’s expectatibmales bodies, yet also remaining lean in
order to perform well and please others in the ingpsubculture (i.e., teammate, coaches, fans).
Most stage models are critiqued on the groundspdicipants do not go through the
same stages in the same order nor does the proassin a linear fashion since individuals can
go back and forth between stages (e.g., Brewe#d)13%is holds true for this model, as well.
However, Donnelly and Young (1988) were carefudttte that these are not static positions. In
fact, socializationis an ongoing stage, and theceptance/ostracisstage is likely to be
repeated. Additionally, the amount of diversityhiit subcultures varies; however, there are
certain situations that allow little deviation frauabcultural norms for safety reasons. For
example, cyclists must trust other bikers to ride istraight line while at high speeds; rock
climbers must trust their partners will remain cand composed; hockey players need to trust
their teammates to come to their defense if a cieetgken against them. Moreover, some
insider knowledge is vital to the integrity and\sual of the subcultural knowledge. For
instance, body builders should not inform “outs&iebout the prevalence of steroids or
homosexual hustling (Klein, 1986). A prime exampienore secretive activities in collegiate

running may be “beer mile” (and other alcohol-retjtraces, which are only accessible to
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“‘insiders” within running subcultures (excludingamhes and administrators). Careful planning
is often taken to avoid outsiders and other indigid who do not understand such rituals, and in
turn, may threaten the status of cherished aas/gissociated with college running subcultures.

Running Identity. Drawing on Brewer, Van Raalte, and Linder’s (1993
conceptualization of athletic identity, running mdi¢y can be defined as the extent to which an
individual identified with the running role. Theca&émentioned literature helps informs running
identity and how it can be measured. Nonethelessetare unique aspects of running identity
that merits its assessment and investigation.

First, several authors (e.g., Chan & Grossman8;1@8verley Veale, 1987; Furst &
Germone, 1993; Morgan, 1979; Pierce, 1994; Sa@&l,;Irhaxton, 1982) have indicated that
runners are more susceptible to exercise addicTioa.termobligatory runnerhas been used to
describe those with exercise addition in this patér population (Coen & Ogles, 1993). While
there are numerous physiological and psychologieatfits of running, it appears that
withdrawal from running (for example, as a restilingury) can produce exacerbated mood
disturbances, including anger, depression, andustor (Chan & Grossman, 1988; Sachs,
1981). As a result, when faced with a serious pjaunners often must manage both the
downsides of exercise withdrawal, which is ofterrengevere in runners (Morgan, 1979), as
well as a reduced athletic identity, which is cleteastic of most high-performing athletes.
Additionally, a scale that assesses running idenéih help determine the relationship between
running identity and obligatory running. On a rethnhote, future research could also examine
approximately what proportion of runners at varitexels (e.g., high school, college,

professional, non-professional) can be classifedidigatory runners.
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Second, runners have an increased of anorexi@aserparticularly females and those
who run higher mileage (i.e., > 40 miles per wedkieeler et al., 1986). In fact, cross-country
and track and field ranked second and fourth resdy for both women and men in a survey
that assessed eating disorder prevalence in NCA#sIDn | sports (Dick, 1991). Thus, stronger
relationships between running identity and eatisgrdiers may be identified that otherwise may
not be observed between general athletic identitiyeating disorders. As a result, individuals
can be identified as at-risk for developing anaaexti another eating disorder. Third, and on a
related note, distance runners take pride in teaimness, albeit still toned bodies (Allen-
Collinson & Hockey, 2007; Busanich, McGannon, & B&e, 2015). For male runners, in
particular, this differs from most other sports;tsias football and basketball, who take pride in
large musculature. In other words, larger, musdobaties are typically engrained with one’s
athletic identity and masculinity; however, smalleaner bodies often exhibit a significant
portion of their running identities. Further, givéreir commitment to running, male runners
appear to be less conscious of gender norms regantiasculine embodiment; however, further
studies on this area are needed.

Fourth, two studies that examined changes in @théentity and included only runners
in their sample (Horton & Mack, 2000; Ronkainerakt 2016) provided exceptions to common
trends regarding athletic identity in other studlest were reviewed. For example, Horton and
Mack (2000) found that athletic identity in runn&ssiot necessarily associated with negative
outcomes. Specifically, they found that marathamers (varying in ages and ability levels)
with high levels of athletic identity were moredil to perform better, demonstrate more
commitment to running, and have a more expandedlswetwork. Interestingly, individuals

with high athletic identity were likely to exper@mboth positive (e.g., high body image, self-
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confidence) and negative consequences of runnigg {mancial difficulties, increased
susceptibility to illness, and decreased occupatiparformance). Furthermore, there were no
significant differences between low-athletic idgn&nd high-athletic identity regarding the
relative importance of other roles (e.g., famityantic partner). Therefore, the authors
concluded that marathon runners can have a hidétiatidentity without neglecting other
aspects of their life; however, these findingstargative given that the authors did not control
for social desirability effects (e.g., providingsttable responses with regard to occupational
performance, self-confidence). Additionally, altigbuthe high-athletic identity group had an
average AIMS score that was similar to that ofemqd athletes (see Brewer, Van Raalte, &
Linder, 1993), the authors did not mention if afyh@se runners ran professionally, which
requires more time commitment. Moreover, sincéelgguipment is required for running, it may
be that running is simply an activity that can léabced in conjunction with other roles.
Otherwise, it is unclear why these findings woudddifferent in runners. Additionally,
Ronkainen et al. (2016) found that elite distanoceners remained connected with running while
still reaping many intrinsic and extrinsic benefgach as camaraderie. Further, although they
were no longer competing at an elite level, thédlyeshbraced a strong athletic identity and
enjoyed competition; thus, a strong athletic idgntias not found to be a detriment in their post-
professional careers. All in all, it is interestitihgit the results of both of these studies (Ho&on
Mack, 2000; Ronkainen et al., 2016) suggestedattidetic identity was not a predictor of
identity foreclosure and other negative outcomemsgquently, a more comprehensive scale

that specifically assesses running identity mapdexied.
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Praxis

Moving forward, the previous literature | haveisaved on identity development,
identity negotiations, and athletic/running identielps inform my praxis as a scholar, educator,
and practitioner (i.e., the integration of theamggearch, and practice, particularly in promoting
social justice). In view of the cultural turn in@ppsychology, Ryba and Wright (2005) wrote:

sport psychology as a cultural studies praxis mawvesy from looking at the athlete in

isolation as a whole, singular, unified individirakhe way orthodox sport psychology
tended to do. Instead, the athlete is considerée ® subject of multiple discourses and
various identifications, a member of numerous dauid cultural groups, and a part of

sport as an institution immersed in a particulaicmultural and historical context. (p.

204)

Accordingly, they noted that sport psychology i$ just a singular discipline but is informed by
other disciplines within sports studies (e.g., spociology, cultural studies, sport philosophy,
sport history) as it becomes more focused on isstiddgference and social justice. As a young
scholar, | echo these views that sport psycholagfepsionals should not only help individuals
reach their potential as performers in the athkatioculture, but also their roles in the larger
culture.

In agreement with Fisher and colleagues’ (2008520athlete as citizen” model, |
believe my role would be to help athletes not hestome better runners, but also help them think
more critically about political and global issuas,well as how social and cultural forces shape
their lives in both oppressive and privileged ways.a result, by moving away from self-
absorption that is predominant in collegiate addeathletes can enhance their agency, which

serves their interests not just as a college steathtete, but in their future endeavors, as well.
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To be clear, my aim would not be to downplay thenginence of their running identities,
especially since my running identity was saliembtighout college. Rather, as someone who has
ideally built rapport with athletes, | want to encage athletes to think about their lives beyond
running. Indeed, Fisher et al. (2009) noted thialest identity is malleable (i.e., not the same in
all contexts) and that mental skills can be tramsteto other areas of life. Nonetheless, getting
athletes to be more politically aware is a har# taigen the time that is required to be both a
student and an athlete. However, by giving attentioother identities (e.g., career), runners may
experience less distress and adjustment issues tweerathletic careers eventually conclude. It
is hoped that runners will be more empowered tbhzeeand avoid maladaptive behaviors that
can result from strongly identifying as a runneg(eovertraining through an injury, engaging in
disordered eating).

Although U.S. NCAA Division | cross-country is jgi@minantly dominated by
Caucasians (National Collegiate Athletic Assocatip015), it is also important to be cognizant
of the various cultural forces (e.g., race, gendass, sexual orientation, religion) that have
influenced their constructed identities. Acknowledgathletes’ sociocultural backgrounds in
order to build rapport and, thus, provide moreaiie sport psychology services, is my goal.
For example, many African American athletes expegeunique stressors in comparison to
Caucasian athletes, such as a lack of campustadivepresenting the interests of Black
students, culture differences, and other studeatsal stereotypes (Coakley, 2007; Eitzen,
2000). Additionally, African American athletes aéen demonized for expressions of
individuality and are often accused of “show bogiti(Peters & Williams, 2009). Likewise,

guises of color-blindness tend to have a negathgact on the athlete-sport psychology
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consultant relationship (Butryn, 2002). As a sppaigchology professional, | can help not only
athletes but also contribute to a more socially sasiety.
Changes in Athletic Identity During Injury, Retirem ent, and Forced Termination

Athletic identity refers to the extent to whiclparson identifies with the athlete role
(Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993). An individuaith a salient athletic identity self-
identifies as an athlete (i.e., personal identitg)ues their athletic role exclusively over other
roles (i.e., exclusivity), and is typically vieweg others as an athlete (i.e., social identity).
Athletic identity has been shown to be a positikedtor of performance (Brewer, Van Raalte,
& Linder, 1993). There are also many potential dendes to having a salient athletic identity, or
“Achilles’ heel” as noted by Brewer, Van Raaltegddrnnder. For example, athletes who identify
strongly with the athletic role are more likelydeertrain and sustain injuries (Brewer, 1993,
Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993). Further, @st athletic identity may also be a barrier to
proper psychological adjustment to injury. Likewiaghletes who exclusively invest their time
and energy into sport are more likely to exhibipamed psychological functioning when
transitioning during retirement or forced termioat{Pearson & Petitpas, 1990).

In this section, | review the impact of these ésdne., injury, retirement, and forced
termination) on athletic identity. In each sectibfitst outline the major theories and models
pertaining to the respective process. | emphabeedle of athletic identity in each model and
make comparisons between the various frameworken Tirspecifically review the literature
addressing the changes in athletic identity foheaent. Finally, | discuss how this information

contributes to the development of a running idgredale.
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Injury

Major Theories and Models of Psychological Respoas to Sport Injury.

Grief response models. Grief has been described as a normal reactiordisti@essing
situation (Lindemann, 1944). Other researchers bavehasized the experience of loss. For
instance, Karl (1987) defined grief as “both anesignce of loss and the process of recovering
from that loss” (p. 641). With regard to the spojtiry context, Mankad and Gordon (2010)
stated:

...grief can refer to an athlete’s perceived losshsas a figurative separation from an

injured body part. For highly competitive athletaghysically fit and functioning body

is essential to their life as an athlete and thmgmy means by which they derive their
identity. Therefore, when injured, athletes maychieadjust to a variety of losses
associated with their condition, such as strerglance, range of motion, and, very

important, independence (p. 329).

Some researchers (e.g., Astle, 1986; Pedersen) aBied that athletes exhibit similar
responses to injury as other forms of loss, sudhsasg a loved one or being diagnosed with a
serious illness. Peretz (1970) identified four gatees of loss: (a) loss of a significant loved or
valued person; (b) loss of some aspect of the @lfpss of external objects; and (d)
developmental loss (e.g., decreased strength gerahmotion with increasing age). Peretz
noted that one incident can transcend multiple foofoss. For example, a professional athlete
who sustains a spinal cord injury can experienloss of athletic identity (i.e., some aspects of
the self) and money (i.e., external loss).

Kibler-Ross’ five-stage model of the grief progesisich was derived from over 200

individuals with terminal ilinesses, is one of thest widely known frameworks in health and
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clinical psychology. She posited that individualsonare experiencing loss go through the
following stages: (a) denial, (b) anger, (c) bangad, (d) depression, and (e) acceptance. First, in
thedenial stage, individuals neglect the realities of thess and believe the problem will correct
itself. For example, athletes may ignore pains@heér symptoms of injury, believing that they
are still completely healthy. Second, in Hreerstage, the reality of loss begins to set in, and
they may blame others. For example, an injurecehihay blame him/herself for overtraining,

or (s)he may lash out at significant others. Thimndthebargainingstage, an individual proposes

a positive alternative to avoid thinking about periencing the negative aspects of the loss. For
example, an injured athlete may bargain with atetthtrainer for less time off or may plead

with a higher power to be a better person if tregorwer soon. Fourth, in tliepressiorstage, as
the reality continues to set in, the individual espnces a period of sadness. For instance, an
injured athlete may become socially withdrawn alsg®xperiences depression and a host of
other negative emotions. Fifth, in theceptancestage, the individual has fully accepted the
reality of loss, whether they ultimately respondmadaptive or maladaptive manner. For
example, an injured athlete who demonstrates aaceptmay be more proactive in seeking
treatment and attending rehabilitation sessions.

Karl (1987) proposed a similar, yet more condisege-phase approach to understanding
grief. First, individuals experienshock(e.g., feelings of disbelief and hope) in respdodess.
Second, individuals attempt to regain equilibriugrcbpingwith the loss. He argued that
individuals typically respond either by avoidingtstressor (i.e., avoidance coping) or by
employing a problem-solving approach (i.e., probfecused coping). Third, in the final phase,
the individual achieves some sortregolution where (s)he has assimilated the reality of his/he

loss. Karl's (1987) model is strikingly similar tioat of Pedersen (1986), who was one of the
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first sport psychology researchers to proposegestaodel of understanding the psychological
responses to injury. Drawing upon Kubler-Ross’ @9®odel, he posited that athletes generally
experience three phases: ¢apck and denialb) preoccupationand (c)reorganization

On the whole, the applicability of Kiibler-Ross96B) model of the grief process to the
injury and rehabilitation context has been questibrOne of the primary criticisms is that
athletes may not experience all five stages irséme, predictable order and that individuals
may oscillate between various stages (Brewer, 199d)\ever, Evans and Hardy (1995) noted
that this model was not intended to be absolutenanw in scope. Despite disagreements
regarding the number and order of stages, many pppchology researchers (e.g., Astle, 1986;
Gordon & Lindgren, 1990; Hardy, Richman, & Rosedfdl991; Pedersen, 1986) stated that this
model is a valuable starting point for understagdire psychological responses to injury. For
instance, Gordon and Lindgren (1990) found evidexickenial, anger, depression, and
acceptance in a case study with an elite fast biowlso, Gordon, Milios, and Grove (1991)
found that physiotherapists reported signs of demd bargaining; anger and depression were
less common and more likely to be a poor sign g€ipslogical adjustment to injury. On the
other hand, Udry, Gould, Bridges, and Beck (199untl no evidence of bargaining and only
minimal support for the denial stage. Further, ¢haagthors questioned the use of the tdemial
asserting that most athletes do not deny the existef their injuries. At best, however, while
athletes have been shown to exhibit many of thesgonses, they are also contingent on various
personal and situational factors (Brewer, 1994 wre Andersen, & Van Raalte, 2002; Wiese-
Bjornstal et al., 1998). In other words, stage nt®él to account for various individual

differences.
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Few sport psychology researchers have directlizedi these grief response models
when examining the role of athletic identity durihg injury process. Nonetheless, Kiibler-Ross’
(1969) five-stage model does provide some insigbarding the more notable responses that
occurs as a result of injury and the subsequestdbathletic identity. In fact, loss of athletic
identity may be the catalyst for these stagesief gAstle, 1986). Partial support exists for this
model in relation to athletic identity. For instan@rewer (1993) found that those who identified
more strongly with the athlete role were likelystoow greater levels of depression during injury.
These findings may indicate that injury is a greadss for those who have more salient athletic
identities. More recently, Zavattaro (2014) empbby@ibler-Ross’ stages of grief framework to
explore self-identity formation and projection dwgiinjury. Using autoethnography
methodology, she found evidence for the five stadegief, which resulted from her diminished
athletic identity while recovering from a torn ACIEor example, she bargained with herself to
allow her quadriceps muscle to start working agiinng rehabilitation. She also reported
depressed moods due to her diminished physicatiedi(e.g., going from working out six days
per week to sitting with hand weights). Howevemare novel finding from this study was that
fear of experiencing the grief process again preageher from returning to play despite being
physically healthy. In other words, she not onlyaeed a fear of re-injury, but also a fear of
experiencing the same cycle of traumatic psychoklgesponses again. In fact, she was more
afraid of the potential psychological setbacks ttirenphysical ones. All in all, however, the
changes (disruptions) in athletic identity are a®tentralized in these grief response models as
other models of psychological responses to spprtyin

Cognitive Appraisal Model. Concluding that the aforementioned five-stage mofdel

grief and loss had little empirical support in g8port injury and rehabilitation context, Brewer
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(1994) proposed a cognitive appraisal model (Figur&Vhile stage models of grief and loss
originated in the clinical and health psychologyaiblines, this model is rooted in the stress and
coping research (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984 )relhean injury is perceived as a stressor.
Accordingly, this model is centered on the impddi@w an athlete interprets the injury (i.e., the
cognitive appraisal). Additionally, there are vaisgersonal and situational factors that
influence injured athletes’ cognitive appraisald #me overall recovery proce$2ersonal factors
are stable, dispositional characteristics (e.df-esteem, locus of control, state anxiety);
situational factorsaare more unstable and dynamic aspects of theteshkocial environment

(e.g., social support network, recovery progreéss bf the season). From this model, one could
infer that the interpretation of the injury (i.eqgnitive appraisal) has a profound impact on the
psychological responses to injury rather than gserccurrence. Accordingly, the initial
cognitive appraisal impacts injured athlete’s e responses (e.g., anger, depression, relief)
which, in turn, influence the behavioral respongeg., adherence to rehabilitation).

I ntegrated model of psychological responseto sport injury. Brewer’s (1994) cognitive
appraisal model laid the groundwork for the WiegerBstal and colleagues’ (1998) integrated
model of psychological response to sport injuryg(fe 2). These authors asserted that the
cognitive appraisal and grief models were not milyexclusive; hence, they devised a model
that highlighted the role of athletes’ cognitivepegasals, yet still included experiences of grief
and loss as an emotional response. To date, tbaa&dered to be the most comprehensive and
accepted model that addresses the psychologigainess to sport injury (Walker & Heaney,
2013).

Like Brewer’s (1994) cognitive appraisal model, WéeBjornstal and colleagues

identified a myriad of personal and situationatdas that can impact injured athletes’ cognitive
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appraisalsPersonal factorpertain to the injury (e.g., type, severity, péred cause, and
recovery status) and individual differences, inabgdpsychological (e.g., athletic identity,
personality, motivational orientation, self-peréeps), demographic (e.g., age, gender,
socioeconomic status, prior sport experience),dmydical (e.g., use of ergogenic aids, physical
health status, disordered eatingituational factorsentail sport (e.g., type, level of competition,
scholarship status), social (e.g., teammate inflasncoach influences, family dynamics, social
support network), and environmental parameters, (ehabilitation environment, access to
rehabilitation). These various factors influencedbgnitive appraisalswhich entail beliefs and
attributions, sense of loss or relief, goal adjwesitnand cognitive coping. In turn, these
influence theemotional responsesich as tension, anger, depression, grief, feankriown, and
various forms of emotional coping. Subsequentlg,eémotional responses can affeehavioral
responsesincluding adherence to rehabilitation, use/disafseocial support, use of
psychological strategies, and behavioral copings#&/iBjornstal and colleagues also expanded
on the earlier cognitive appraisal model by sugggghat these responses could also function in
the reverse direction as seen by the bidirectiarmalws. In other words, the behavioral responses
can also impact the emotional responses, whichdaatllence the cognitive appraisals;
although, this is less common as depicted by tlademarrows in the clockwise direction. The
cognitive appraisals, emotional responses, andviatahresponses are then proposed to affect
both the physical and psychosocial recovery outsogerall, the relationship among the
cognitive appraisals, emotional responses, andviatahresponses is known as the cyclical (or
dynamic) core. Thedynamic coregepresents a three-dimensional spiral that pregeespwards
towards full recovery or regresses downward awamffull recovery depending on how athletes

cognitively, emotionally, and behaviorally procéssir injuries.
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Sport injury literature has provided evidence finetic identity (i.e., a personal factor)
as an influence on the cognitive appraisal andrgibgchological responses to injury. In
interviews with 10 injured NCAA Division IIl athles, Tracey (2003) found that participants
demonstrated a high level of athletic identity andhmitment to sport. In turn, many athletes
reported difficulties adjusting to their injury smthey perceived a significant portion of their
lives was temporarily being taken away. Specificathletes perceived a loss of fitness, reduced
independence, and uncertainties over one’s pla¢beoteam, which challenged their identities
as athletes. Likewise, in a series of four studssyer (1993) found that athletic identity was a
strong predictor of depression, assessed by thietitihdentity Measurement Scale (AIMS;
Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993) and the Beclpi2ssion Inventory (BDI; Beck, 1967) and
the Depression Scale of the Profile of Mood St@@&3MS-D; McNair, Lorr, & Droppleman,
1971), respectively. Additionally, Brewer, LinderdaPhelps (1995) found that low perceived
social support for rehabilitation and low perceiweahtrol over rehabilitation was associated
with poor emotional adjustment to injury in a saenpf 121 patients at a sports medicine clinic
with relatively high athletic identities. Howevéeir athletic identities, as assessed by the AIMS
(Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993) were simplgd®s a way to describe the sample rather
than used as a variable. Finally, in a study @ntaitonsistent runners’ reactions to injury, Chan
and Grossman (1988) found that injured runners deinated greater overall psychological
distress, higher mood disturbance, increased badyemess, and lower self-esteem in
comparison to a group of non-injured consistenheuns. While athletic identity was not directly
measured, the authors inferred that running wadiens aspect of their self-identities. Further,
although running can result in many psychological physiological benefits, psychological

issues can occur when this activity is abrupthyheiawn.
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However, in a later study, athletic identity wag significantly associated with mood
disturbance in a sample of 30 injured athletes whre recruited from various sports medicine,
physical therapy, and orthopedic centers (Greendnerg, 2001). Further, high athletic
identity, low perceived social support, and lowgarceived adequacy of coping skills did not
predict mood disturbance. Nonetheless, this sapgigrised athletes with a wide array of
athletic identity scores in comparison to previstiglies with more homogenous samples (e.g.,
Brewer, 1993; Brewer et al., 1995); hence, this imaye explained these inconsistent findings.
Moreover, Green and Weinberg’s (2001) results neaseHacked statistical power given the
small sample size of 30 participants. Overall, eiililere are multiple personal and situational
factors involved, athletic identity certainly appe&o have a profound influence on how athletes
cognitively appraise an injury. Athletes with sati@and exclusive athletic identities may struggle
to cope with this identity-disrupting event, pamtexly without any other sources of self-worth.
As a result, they may be more likely to experieacger, depression, and other mood
disturbances as outlined in the grief models.

In another investigation, Rees, Mitchell, Evang] Biardy (2010) concluded that while
athletes with a high athletic identity experiencarenemotional distress in response to injury,
they typically also have large social support neks@mainly within sport) to help them cope
throughout rehabilitation. However, the authorsfoanded performance level (i.e., high-
performing vs. low-performing athletes) with atidetentity. In others, the authors used
performance level in order to draw conclusions albioeir athletic identity, which was not
directly assessed. In a sample of 91 injured ab]drewer et al. (2007) also found that
individuals high in athletic identity and low in timism exhibited sharper declines in negative

moods (e.g., anger, depression) and pain througbBoavery. Athletes with a strong athletic
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identity experienced higher levels of negative nwatithe onset of injury compared to
participants with lower athletic identity and higloptimism scores. Furthermore, individuals
who scored low on optimism and low on athletic iitgrdid not demonstrate the same decline
throughout recovery. The authors concluded thabaljh negative cognitive appraisals and
emotional responses are typically prominent dutirggearlier phases of injury for individuals
with a salient athletic identity, this strong idéioation with the athlete role may also facilitate
emotional resilience throughout rehabilitation meldgss of one’s degree of optimism.
Additionally, there has been a great deal of redean athletic identity in individuals
with spinal cord injury (SCI). Athletes with SCIvescored higher on measures of athletic
identity than able-bodied adults (Tasiemski, Kenné&sardner, & Blaikley, 2004). In the same
study, athletic identity, as measured by the AINB&(ver, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993), was not
associated with depression, anxiety, or life satisbn. Studies that have comprised longitudinal
designs with regard to changes in athletic ideraitydiscussed below. Regardless of whether it
has a positive or negative effect, athletic idgritias been shown to be a relevant personal factor
that can influence the psychological responsepaa $njury (for a more recent review of other
factors in the model, see Walker, Thatcher, & LE&l2007; Wiese-Bjornstal, 2014).
Biopsychosocial model of sport injury. As implied, the biopsychosocial model of sport
injury (Brewer, 2002; Figure 3) accounts for biata factors in the psychological response to
injury. Specifically,biological factors(e.g., nutrition, sleep, immune functioning) botfluence
and are influenced lysychological factorge.g., personality, cognition, affect, and behgvio
Likewise,social/contextual factorge.g., social network, life stress, rehabilitatemvironment)
influence and are influenced by psychological fext&imilar to the integrated model (Wiese-

Bjornstal et al., 1998), Brewer identified varidogiry characteristicde.g., type, severity,
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history) andsociodemographic factor®.g., age, gender, race, ethnicity, socioecongtaitis)
that can have influence the biological, psycholalgiand social/contextual factors. Taken
together, the biological, psychological, and sdca@ltextual factors can impact both the
intermediatebiopsychological outcomés.g., range of motion, strength, pain, rate obvery)
and thesport injury rehabilitation outcome.g., functional performance, quality of life,
readiness to return to sport). Finally, the intetirate biopsychological outcomes and the sport
injury rehabilitation outcomes can also influeneeteother.

In comparison to the integrated model of psychaalgiesponse to sport injury (Wiese-
Bjornstal et al., 1998), athletic identity is napécitly mentioned in the biopsychosocial model
of sport injury; although, it is presumably subsdnas a psychological factor. As a result, many
findings that support the connection between athigéntity and the psychological responses to
sport injury are also true of this model, namely link between thpsychological factorand
sport injury rehabilitation outcome#dditionally, this model accounts for the conmeat
betweempsychological factorandsocial/contextual factorsAs mentioned previously, athletic
identity can influence the composition and deptbrmd’s social support network (Green &
Weinberg, 2001; Rees et al., 2010). However, tleeaedearth of research addressing the
relationship between athletic identity apidlogical factors Likewise, the relationship between
athletic identity andbiopsychological outcomes ambiguous. One related finding is that athletes
who have a high athletic identity are more likedyptay through pain as well as prematurely
return to play (Roos, Ornell, Gardsell, LohmandeL,indstrand, 1995). Moreover, significant
alterations in range of motion, instability, andrpean also influence athletic identity by
signaling to the athlete that a change is thesstifle is warranted. Similarly, when injured

athletes experience decrements in range of maiwgirance, laxity, and other biopsychological
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factors, they may question their athletic idergitie accordance with this model (Brewer et al.,
2002), a strong athletic identity (psychologicaitéa) may also help an athlete become more
resilient and manage pain during rehabilitationefimediate biopsychological outcome). For
example, as described above, athletic identitycoemribute to emotional resilience during
rehabilitation (Green & Weinberg, 2000). Perhapdj\viduals who derive their self-worth from
their sport performances show a greater drive toptete their rehabilitation exercises and
quickly return to play.

Athletic identity and rehabilitation adherence. In addition to the aforementioned
frameworks that outline the psychological responsesjury, Brewer et al. (2002) provided a
schematic representation of the hypothesized oslstiips among psychological factors,
rehabilitation adherence, and rehabilitation outedfigure 4). In brief, they posited that
rehabilitation adherence can mediate the relatiprsttween psychological factors and
rehabilitation outcomePsychological factorgnclude self-motivation, social support, athletic
identity, and psychological distress. These cauoémice both rehabilitation adherence and
rehabilitation outcomeRehabilitation adherencleas been assessed by appointment attendance,
practitioner ratings, and completion of home exagsiand cryotherapy. As mentioned
previously, rehabilitation adherence can impatiabilitation outcomessuch as functional
ability, subjective symptoms, and joint/ligamentdaaty. In summary, adherence to
rehabilitation is a significant behavioral respongech can have a profound impact on both
physical recovery and psychological adjustmenbjory.

There is scant research on the relationship betatgetic identity and adherence to
rehabilitation. Brewer et al. (2003) found parsapport for the role of athletic identity in the

aforementioned schematic representation of psygiwbfactors, rehabilitation adherence, and
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rehabilitation outcomes. In a sample of 61 indialduvith acute ACL tears, they found a
significant positive relationship between athlédientity and home exercise completion, but only
for younger participants (primarily adolescentskelwise, there was a significant positive
relationship between athletic identity and hometirgrapy completion in younger participants,
but not older participants. The authors concludhed the interaction between age and athletic
identity may have been observed since identificaivith the athletic role is typically more
exclusive in adolescence. Further, most of the geuparticipants were likely living with
parents, who may have played an instrumental roémsuring their adherence to rehabilitation
exercises and cryotherapy as opposed to indepdpndeihtering to these exercises on their own
accord. Further, as mentioned previously, Greenvdethberg (2000) suggested that individuals
with a high athletic identity may be more emotidpa¢silient during rehabilitation; thus, one
would expect that individuals with a high athlatdentity may be more motivated to adhere to
rehabilitation and return to sport in a timely manmdditionally, Podlog et al. (2013) found
that athletic identity and self-presentation consaxere positive predictors of rehabilitation
overadherence. As a result, it is possible thatamlreerence was not accounted for in earlier
studies (Brewer et al., 2003; Green & Weinberg,@0AIl in all, one would expect a positive
relationship between athletic/running identity aedabilitation adherence, which would
seemingly lead to a successful return to sportth@rother hand, individuals who identify
strongly with the athlete role are also at a greas& of overadhering to rehabilitation exercises,
which could subsequently lead to a premature retusport and greater chance of re-injury.
Nonetheless, these findings are tentative at beshdhe sparse research in this area; thus,
further inquiry into the relationship between atidédentity and rehabilitation adherence is

needed.



123

Changes in athletic identity during injury. In comparison to the research on retirement
and career transitions in athletes (discussed hetbere are fewer studies that have documented
the change in athletic identity during injury. Tgally, individuals strive to maintain a positive
self-concept by devaluing potentially threatenispexts of the self (Markus & Wurf, 1987,
Sedikides, 2007). For example, athletes who haee gEasons are more likely to divest their
athletic identities in order to distance themselves their perceived failure in sport (Brewer,
Selby, Linder, & Petitpas, 1999). Accordingly, Breavet al. (2010) postulated that decreases in
athletic identity are also common during injuryoirtler to preserve one’s self-esteem in response
to not being able to fully participate in practmecompetition for a prolonged period of time.
Decreases in athletic identity would also be exgabgiven that athletes temporarily (or
permanently) lose some of their physical abilit@sewer et al. (2010) confirmed this hypothesis
in a sample of 108 physically active people whoensmheduled for ACL reconstructive surgery.
Using the AIMS at four different phases (pre-opergtsix months post-operation, 12 months
post-operation, and 24 months post-operation), theyd that athletic identity decreased over
time with the sharpest decline occurring betwegrasd 12 months post-operation (i.e., the
return to play phase for most athletes with thysry). Interestingly, athletic identity did not
return to pre-operation levels and continued tdideceven at 24 months post-operation;
however, the authors did not provide any explanati@garding this finding. For instance, there
may have been other factors at play (e.g., perdesuecess of recovery, place on team) that
facilitated lower post-injury athletic identity.

Nonetheless, other sport psychology researchersfband contradictory findings. For
example, in their case studies of injured NCAA Bion | female athletes, Madrigal and Gill

(2014) found that two of the three athletes ma@dithe same levels of athletic identity at pre-
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injury (baseline) and the return to play phase; éwav, participants did not complete the AIMS
at other phases (onset of injury, midway throudtabditation). Moreover, the small sample size
obviously hampered the generalizability of theselifigs. Additionally, Hawkins, Coffee, and
Soundy (2014) examined the changes in athletidityen athletes with SCI. Remarkably, they
found that while they were cognizant of changeghyfsical limitations, the perceived loss of
identity was buffered by an athletic identity thads retained by joining a wheelchair badminton
club. Although a strong athletic identity may besidered a precursor for poor psychological
adjustment to injury (Brewer, 1993; Brewer et 2010), these authors concluded that
maintaining a strong athletic identity could hetpletes adjust to SCI. In turn, healthy
adjustment to SCI can also help facilitate a stratidetic identity. Consequently, the type of
injury can certainly have an impact on the changeghletic identity as well as its impact on the
psychological responses to injury.

Research in cultural sport psychology and spariosagy has identified embodiment as a
central factor in examining the changes in athlielentity. Embodiment and disrupted running
identity was discussed in a previous section; heoaly a brief account is provided here. In their
autoethnography of managing identity disruptiom assult of knee injuries, Allen-Collinson and
Hockey (2007) found that they tried to retain sayhtheir running identity my maintaining a
slender body, particularly since gaining weight \@asoncern during the recovery process.
Comments about their lean bodies from significahers also helped reify their running
identities. Additionally, Sparkes and Smith (2062)nd that several male athletes who sustained
spinal cord injuries critically reflected on preustaken for granted notions of masculinity (i.e.,
playing a contact sport). Further, these authaerésd that an exclusive athletic identity

combined with acceptance of hegemonic masculinitjbits athletes with SCI from fully
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accepting their injuries and exploring other ideesi, or narratively reconstruct their sense of
self.
Retirement

Major theories and models of retirement and careetransitions of athletes.

Grief response models. Similar to the sport injury literature, Kibler-R$1969) five-
stage model of the grief process has been apmidtketresearch on retirement from sport.
However, Taylor and Ogilvie (1993) noted that bibté factors that lead to these traumatic
psychological responses and the factors that alidwiduals to successfully cope at each stage
was lacking in this model. Also, as previously ni@meéd with regard to the sport injury literature
(e.g., Brewer, 1994), this model was derived fran-athlete populations, and not all athletes
retiring from sport have experienced each stagkarsame order. Nonetheless, there is ample
evidence for athletes exhibiting depression aneptenice when managing athletic identity loss
during retirement (Alferman & Gross, 1997; Grovayhllee, & Gordon, 1997; Lally, 2007).
Additionally, athletes have been shown to demotesetager during retirement, particularly
when unexpected events occur that lead to theifrexn sport (Fortunato & Marchant, 1999;
Kerr & Dacyshyn, 2000). On the other hand, therelieen little empirical support for the denial
and bargaining stages. Overall, however, in corsparto the sport injury literature, fewer
researchers have used this framework to examimeteshexperiences of retirement from sport.

Developmental model of transition. In the early research on career transitions détas,
Schlossberg’s (1981) developmental model of tramsiFigure 5) was one of the most widely
used frameworks. In this model, retirement is cpheaized as a transition rather than a singular
event. Specifically, she stated that transitior=iogvhen “an event or non-event results in a

change in assumptions about oneself and the woddtaus requires a corresponding change in
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one’s behavior and relationships” (Schlossberg11885). Some of the more prominent
antecedents to retirement include: (a) a changéysical context (e.g., moving to a new city);
(b) taking on a new social role (e.g., getting & ijab); and (c) physiological changes (e.g.,
puberty, injury). According to the model, the indival’s perception of the transition,
characteristics of the individual, and charactessof the pre- and post-transition environments
influence how (s)he adapts to the transition. Afiidual’s perception of the particular
situationincludes information such as role change (gailoss), affect (positive or negative),
source of transition (internal or external), timifog-time or off-time), onset (gradual or sudden),
and duration (permanent, temporary, or uncert@eperally, Schlossberg hypothesized that
transitions from internal sources (e.g., voluntatyrement) are easier to adapt to in comparison
to transitions that are forced upon them (e.gisenetent due to career-ending injury). Further,
she also posited that positive adaptations are tikalg to occur when transitions are perceived
to be “on-time,” gradual, and certain (i.e., perewatrfor desired transitions or temporary for
undesired transitions). The subsequent portioh@htodel comprisesharacteristics of the
individual that are said to influence how an individual adapta transition. These include
gender, age, state of health, socioeconomic staaspsychosocial competence. Next,
characteristics of pre- and post-transition envineentsentail internal support systems (e.qg.,
intimate relationships, family unit, friend netwgrknstitutional support, and physical setting.
Ultimately, adaptationis dependent on: (a) the balance of one’s resswcd deficits; and (b)
differences in one’s assumptions about the selftha@nvironment (e.g., support networks)
before and after the transition. Given the vastlapewith Taylor and Ogilvie’s (1994)

conceptual model of adaptation to retirement, the of athletic identity is discussed below.
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Conceptual model of adaptation to retirement. Drawing upon the theoretical work of
Schlossberg (1981) as well as the earlier resear@thletic retirement (e.g., Allison & Meyer,
1988; Baille & Danish, 1992; Coakley, 1986; OgilgeHowe, 1986; Werthner & Orlick, 1986)
Taylor and Ogilvie (1994) proposed a comprehensigdel of retirement that was specific to
athletes (Figure 6). First, they outlined multipluses of retiremenincluding age, deselection,
injury, and free choice. In turns, this impactshbfaictors related to adaptation to retirement and
available resourcegactors related to adaptatioimclude self-identity, social identity,
developmental experiences, perceptions of cordral,tertiary contributors. Examples of
available resourceare coping skills, social support, and pre-reteatrpplanning. Together,
these two factors also influence each other asasathequality of adaptation to retirement
Taylor and Ogilvie posited that an athlete canezigxperience healthy career transitioor a
retirement crisisn which psychopathology, substance abuse, ociaunzdiproblems, and/or
family/social problems may be present. Finallyyéhare various cognitive, emotional,
behavioral, and socialterventionghat can be used to abate an athlete’s retireontsnd.

Overall, this is a model that provides a compreivensnderstanding of the factors related to
athletes’ experiences of retirement; however, iigortant to note that athletes will not
necessarily have a retirement crisis or a heattimsttion in a dichotomous manner. For
example, an athlete may be able to explore otheecaptions and form social networks in
healthy manner, yet may still dwell on not meetpgrt goals and suffer from depression.

Of particular interest in this model is the impatathletic identity in adjusting to
retirement from sport. In fact, it has generallgbhe@mphasized more in models of retirement and
transition from sport than models of psychologiesponse to sport injury. Although the role of

athletic identity is most prominently highlightedderfactors related to adaptation to
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retirement athletic identity may have an indirect influerarecauses of athletic retiremerkor
example, Taylor and Ogilvie (1994) noted that clofogical age is often a key factor in an
athlete’s decision to retire. Specifically, for nyaathletes, as they get older, they shift theiugc
away from themselves and towards others (e.g./yaand friends), suggesting that the mutual
exclusivity of an athlete’s role decreases in thesances (Svoboda & Vanek, 1982). Indeed,
athletic identity has been shown to decrease vgéhadter adolescence (Brewer, 1993; Brewer,
Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993). Additionally, an indiual may develop other priorities around the
needs of others versus themselves, thus decraasimgthletic identities before ultimately
retiring.

In this model, however, athletic identity and otkelf-identities are highlighted as factors
that could affect how an athlete copes with tramsitiuring retirement. Much of the research in
this area is centered arentity foreclosurgewhich occurs when individuals prematurely commit
to a role, occupation, and/or ideology, typicallyaa early age due to parental influences
(Petitpas, 1978). Individuals with a salient andlesive athletic identity derive most of their
self-worth from their performances in sport; hertbejr self-esteem is at risk when they become
disengaged during sport (Pearson & Petitpas, 19&0iner & Lavallee, 2008). Likewise, these
athletes are typically more “unidimensional” anditlself-concepts are not very complex
beyond their sport, which could also result in p&togical and emotional difficulties
transitioning into the non-sport world (Cecic Erpical., 2004; Grove et al.,1997; Martin et al.,
1997; Sparkes, 1998). Accordingly, both high atbletentity and high identity foreclosure have
been linked to low career maturity (Murphy, Petitp& Brewer, 1996) and poor coping skills
during career transitions (Crook & Robertson, 19%lmilarly, Grove et al. (1997) found that

athletic identity was significantly correlated wite degree of psychological adjustment needed
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during retirement and the time taken to make ttaasition adjustment. Also, in a sample of 85
former elite Slovene athletes, Cecic Erpic et2004) found that athletic identity was a strong
predictor of the severity and number of psycholabdfficulties as well as difficulties
organizing post-sports career life. Accordinglylates who reduce their athletic identities as
they approach retirement have been shown to caper béth retirement (Lavallee, Gordon, &
Grove, 1997). Some individuals may also retain iqo of their athletic identities by remaining
involved in sport through coaching, broadcastingsport administration (Petitpas, 2009). In a
comparison of coaches and non-coaches who wel@alér athletes, coaches reported a smaller
discrepancy between their current athletic ideritg athletic identity at the time of retirement
(Shachar, Brewer, Cornelius, & Petitpas, 2004). ddeches group also exhibited a stronger
tendency towards identity foreclosure and less gagent in exploration of other career
possibilities. Consequently, going directly intaching may not be an ideal way of coping with
retirement for some individuals. Nonetheless, recesearch appears to suggest that a strong
athletic identity is not necessarily problematic éo athlete’s post-retirement life. For example,
through interviews with 19 Finnish elite distanoemers, Ronkainen et al. (2016) found that
athletes stayed involved with running due to cantania and competition (although they were
not competing at the same high levels as they pusly were). Participants also stated that they
were able to intrinsically reconnect with the j@fsunning when the internal and external
pressures of professional running dissipated. Tiieoas also asserted that there are multiple
meanings of athletic identity (i.e., multiple atiidedentities) dependent on social and cultural
forces.

Similarly, athletes’ social identities, anotheitical factor in Taylor and Ogilvie’s (1994)

conceptual model, are also altered during retirémfsstording to Petitpas (2009), elite-level
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and highly visible athletes, in particular, may eleyp a strong sense of entitlement, believing
that the sport system will take care of them fer st of their lives. Often forgetting about the
time and effort it took to work their way up to ttep, they may be less willing to start at the
bottom of another career trajectory. As a resh#tytmay believe that the sport system has
abandoned them. Additionally, athletes with an esigle athletic identity often may feel the
need to reclaim the self-worth associated withrtbecial identities as athletes (Taylor &
Ogilvie, 1994). On the other hand, athletes withae diverse social identity that encapsulates
family, friendship, educational, and occupatior@hponents are more likely to adapt better to
retirement (Werthner & Orlick, 1986). Thus, as imaglin the conceptual model, an athlete’s
self-identity and social identity can both impdet awvailability of resources to cope with
transition. Consequently, pre-retirement planniag assist in expanding an athlete’s self-
identity (Pearson & Petitpas, 1990; Petitpas, 20@§jor & Ogilvie, 1994). Likewise, it is
important for significant individuals in athletdsles (i.e., friends, family, former teammates) to
allow the athlete to be released from that rola(8@n & Petitpas, 1990; Webb et al., 1998).
These findings and recommendations also suppoftbskiberg’s (1981) developmental model,
where she highlights the importance of pre-tramsiind post-transition environments.
Perception of control is another factor that hesrbstudied closely in conjunction with
athletic identity. In a sample of 93 retired atb&gtWebb et al. (1998) found that those who
reported low levels of perceived control had loVifersatisfaction scores, more retirement
difficulties, and greater uncertainty about thaifat Further, for athletes who sustained a career-
ending injury, lacking control was positively cdeted with athletic identity; although, this was
not the case for those who retired due to deseledti free choice. These findings illustrate the

complex relationships among various factors in thaglel. Whether or not it is mediated by
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athletic identity, a low perception of control hasequivocally been associated with poor
psychological adjustment to retirement (Cecic ErfWylleman, & Zupancic, 2004; Werthner &
Orlick, 1986).

As mentioned previously, factors related to adaptao retirement, namely athletic
identity and social identity can also influenceitalde resources, which both influence quality
of adaptation to retirement. For example, althopighretirement planning may be available to
athletes, individuals with strong and exclusivdedtb identities are less likely to utilize these
resources (Pearson & Petitpas, 1990; Petitpas, 286a&hner & Orlick, 1986; Wylleman, De
Knop, Menkehorst, Theeboom, & Annerel, 1993). Adled Adler (1991) also found that
college basketball players engaged in role enguilfras a result of becoming seduced by fame
and the possibilities for their sport as a lucewareer. In turn, they neglected other roles and
identities, which led to transition difficulties dig retirement. Moreover, many high-performing
athletes are often enmeshed within dense, sodiabnls (e.g., teammates, coaches, athletic
trainers, sport administrators) that can influeattdetes’ decisions about role investment and
other development issues (Nixon, 1992; Pearsont&pas, 1990; Remer, Tongate, & Watson,
1978). Within this network, athletes are often esggbto a homogeneous array of opinions,
which often restrict athletes from exploring otheles and careers, which in turn, can lead to
post-career difficulties. Additionally, given thafair amount of their social support network
members are within sport (e.g., coaches, teammettdstic trainers, sports medicine personnel),
athletes may experience loneliness and boredomrafteng (Petitpas, 2009). Likewise, athletes
are accustomed to regimented schedules; thusdetihletes may not know how to cope with

uncertainty about their future. These findingssitate that athletic identity can both directly and
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indirectly (via other factors such as social suppetwork, pre-retirement planning, etc.) impact
their adaptation to retirement.

Changes in athletic identity during retirement.On average, athletic identity tends to
peak during adolescence (i.e., the high schoolsydmafore gradually declining over time
(Brewer, 1993; Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 199&bb et al., 2004). Accordingly,
Wiechman and Williams (1997) found that athletientty increased each year in high school;
however, expectations of playing collegiately anghimfessionally was a greater predictor of
athletic identity. Moreover, in this sample of higthool athletes, males had higher AIMS scores
than females, perhaps due to more limited oppdrasior professional women’s sports. In the
context of Erikson’s (1959) psychosocial stageslenftity development, adolescents strive for
industry; thus, it is common for high-school atbketo privilege their athletic commitments over
their academic responsibilities, particularly ieyhhave been encouraged to be active in sport
from a young age. During the college years, indigld more critically interrogate and search for
their personal identity, which entails active expton of various roles, identities, and
possibilities for adult life (Erikson, 1959). Howay due to the time commitment and exclusive
nature of their athletic identities, college atagebften avoid these pursuits (Adler & Adler,
1991; Pearson & Petitpas, 1990). In turn, individweho have maintained a strong and salient
athletic identity experience confusion during tine ef their sport careers (Kerr & Dacyshyn,
2000; Petitpas, 2009). Having identified with thielete role for a significant portion of their
lives, athletes struggle to answer the questiond\aim 1?” and search for other sources of self-
worth as they transition out of sport. Given tlneyt no longer perform their athletic roles,
athletic identity typically decreases. However,taeoreason is the aforementioned hypothesis

that people self-consciously act in a biased matmeraintain a positive self-concept (Markus
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& Wurf, 1987; Sedikides, 2007). Consequently, gitleatt athletes have been shown to divest
their athletic identity during a poor season (Breefeal., 1999) or a long-term injury (Brewer et
al., 2010), it would be expected that athletes daldcrease their athletic identities as they
approach retirement and explore other social, cape@cademic roles.

Multiple researchers have documented the chamgathlietic identity during transitions
out of sport. Martin, Fogarty, and Albion (2014)aexined changes in athletic identity over a
four-year period in three groups, comprising atdetho: (a) had recently retired at onset of the
study; (b) were intending to retire within the néxtee years; and (c) who had no plans to retire.
They found that athletic identity decreased irttakke groups; although, the biggest changes
occurred for the group that had recently retiraterestingly, the retirement group also reported
a significant increase in life satisfaction. Laeallet al. (1997) also found that athletic identity
decreased after retirement in 18 former elite &Bldn turn, these changes were associated with
recovery from distressful reactions to retirement.

Some researchers have also used qualitative neetaahin more insight and thick
description regarding the changes in athletic itleduring retirement. Lally (2007) interviewed
six former collegiate athletes at three phases @ree month after beginning final season, one
month after retiring, and one year after retiringil generally found a decrease in athletic
identity as they approached retirement and tramstl into life after sport. In fact, multiple
participants in this study reported that by thiird or fourth years in college, they realized that
they would not compete professionally; thus, theyaptively withdrew their identities from
their sport and explored other areas of their(fide example, a swimmer got involved with road
races and triathlons) in order to psychologicatigpare themselves for retirement. After retiring,

although they experienced some feelings of sadtiem® was generally no “identity crisis” as
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the participants had expected. Finally, one yeat-petirement, athletes continued transitioning
into new roles (e.g., student, businessman). Taithégtes proactively prepared for retirement by
reducing their athletic identities, which appeat@tielp them transition into their new roles. In
interviews with former elite female gymnasts, Kand Dacylshyn (2000) found that most
participants identified exclusively with the atldeble. As a result, they initially experienced
feelings of disorientation, frustration, and vojbu retiring from their sport, which one
participant (and the authors) referred to as “Nawhend.” Ultimately, however, some of the
retired gymnasts in this study were able to esthldinew sense of the self and become oriented
toward other roles. Participants also indicated thldng time to reflect and deconstruct one’s
sport experiences (e.g., questioning decisionsatpthrough pain and injury, becoming aware of
disordered eating habits) was essential to hegalyghological wounds and achieving re-
orientation of the self.
Forced Termination

In this section, | review the literature on atldedentity with regard to transitions that
athletes face as a result of forced terminatiortjqudarly season-ending injuries and deselection
(i.e., not making the team). In an earlier stutiwas discovered that 95% of professional soccer
players were forced to retire against their williiigVilovic, 1968). While this figure may be
high in comparison to other contexts (i.e., typsmdért, level of competition), forced termination
is a common occurrence. Moreover, several spothmsggy researchers (e.g., Pearson &
Petitpas, 1990; Petitpas, 2009; Taylor & Ogilvig94; Webb et al., 1998) have asserted that
athletes who unexpectedly exit from sports aresagaificantly greater risk of poor
psychological adjustment to retirement than thoBe @xit by free choice. Athletes with a high

athletic identity who were forced to retire froneithsport are also more likely to obsess over
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their sport (Petitpas, 2009).They are not affortfedopportunity to psychologically and
practically prepare for their retirement in compari to athletes do who voluntarily retire from
their sport. Likewise, they may experience feelinfdepression, wondering if all the time
invested into sport was worth it. Athletes may déssl a diminished sense of control from
having one’s athletic identity undermined (Werth&eDrlick, 1986). Consequently, it is
important to critically examine athletes’ experiea®f dealing with these transitions.

Relevant modelsThere are no additional theoretical frameworks #natsolely specific
to forced termination in sport; rather, these issten be integrated into previous models. For
example, in the case of career-ending injuriesjritegrated model of psychological responses to
sport injury (Wiese-Bjornstal et al., 1998) accauiarr relevant personal factors (i.e., type of
injury, perceived recovery, athletic identity) tleain influence the perception (i.e., cognitive
appraisal) of these injuries as well as the subsstgemotional and behavioral responses.
Further, the cyclical core in this model takes iatcount both the physical (e.g., ability to
perform daily activities of living) and psychosdaiacovery outcomes (e.g., overcoming
depression, exploring other career options) ineé¢islwho are forced to retire due to a career-
ending injury.

Nonetheless, because models of retirement spdbifacddress both the causes and
retirement as well as the specific factors thatrtoute to positive adaptation, these may be
more helpful in describing and explaining athlegeriences of forced termination. For
example, Schlossberg’s (1981) developmental mddehosition accounts for several factors
that are paramount to forced termination, includivlg change (loss), onset (gradual or sudden),
and duration (permanent, temporary, or uncerténgddition to the perception of the particular

transition, the characteristics of the individuemely athletic identity with respect to this
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discussion, is also a key factor in determining lamwathletes copes with forced termination.
Nonetheless, Taylor and Ogilvie’s (1994) conceptnatlel of athletic retirement appears to a
relevant and helpful framework when attemptingnderstand athletic identity and forced
termination. As discussed previously, the modebants for specific events that cause a
transition, some of which can be directly relatedorced termination (i.e., injury, deselection).
Additionally, these are intertwined with factorsated to adaptation, namely athletic identity
(which is subsumed under self-identity and sodahtity). Consequently, although each of the
sport injury and retirement models can be appliefbtced termination in some capacity, |
discuss the relevant research primarily withindbetext of Taylor and Ogilvie’s (1994)
conceptual model of athletic retirement.

Injury. In cases where an athlete sustains a career-eimjling athletes are even more
vulnerable to short- and long-term psychologicatraéiss. Kleiber and Brock (1992) found that
collegiate athletes who were exclusively investedport versus academic and career roles
exhibited lower self-esteem and life satisfactime to 10 years after sustaining a career-ending
injury. Similarly, in a narrative case study, aiteeéquestrian rider struggled to regain a sense of
identity after being forced to retire due to aasesiiliness (Sparkes, 1998). As Sparkes noted, the
exclusive focus on the glorified self (i.e., farm&lgersonal pride associated with her athletic
accomplishments) created challenges. In fact, aysyafter retiring, this former elite athlete
still reported feeling betrayed by her physical padd unable to incorporate new identities,
exhibiting what Sparkes (1998) called a “fragmergel.” Although some researchers have
contended that the detriments of retirement froortspay be overblown and that it is simply

just one of many transitions throughout the lifespallison & Meyer, 1988; Baillie & Danish,
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1992), these findings suggest that a salient, ekauathletic identity in conjunction with forced
termination can be associated with long-term nggatonsequences.

Additionally, Webb et al. (1998) examined the relaships between athletic identity and
multiple variables (e.g., life satisfaction, retivent difficulties, feelings of uncertainty abougth
future, self-value, belief that one has little cohbver outcomes) in three groups: athletes who
retired due to injury, athletes who retired dueéselection, and athletes who retired voluntarily.
They found a significant positive relationship beém athletic identity and uncertainty about the
future in athletes who were forced to retire duajory. Interestingly, this relationship was not
significant in athletes who retired due to des@cbr to free choice. Similarly, they found that
the relationship between self-value and uncertabtyut the future was only significant for the
group of athletes who sustained career-endingigguLikewise, athletic identity was a predictor
of perceived lack of control for these athletes wiave forced to retire due to injury. Given that
retirement due to injury is more sudden than retéet due to deselection, the aforementioned
retirement models (Schlossberg, 1981; Taylor & @gjl1994) would predict more difficulties
with adaptation. These findings also make sensengivat athletes typically experience
diminished controllability, predictability, and falmrity in response to a traumatic event (Taylor
& Taylor, 1997). Additionally, Webb et al. (1998)und that the injury group demonstrated the
strongest relationship between athletic identitg kiie satisfaction, which was negative.
However, the authors noted that this was not samt, citing the lack of statistical power with
the small sample size of injured athletes:(28) and/or the difficulties of assessing gldifel
satisfaction, a construct that can be biased bpoéeany mood states.

DeselectionSimilarly, athletes who are forced to retire dueléselection (i.e., not

making the team) are likely to experience moradiffies when transitioning out of sport than
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those who retired by free choice. Athletes who destrate the greatest deficits between their
sport aspirations and athletic abilities are aaggerisk for coping poorly with transition out of
sport (Petitpas, 2009). While athletes who aredidro retire due to serious injuries may
experience lower feelings of perceived control pretlictability than those who retire
voluntarily or due to deselection, some scholaeafBon & Petitpas, 1990; Webb et al., 1998)
have postulated that athletes who are cut froms$eaay experience substantial losses in self-
esteem. As mentioned, individuals with salient|esize athletic identities derive the bulk of
their self-worth from their performances in spdinijs, athletes who are forced to retire as a
result of poor performance (i.e., deselection) fp@yt a greater risk of self-esteem issues,
especially if they cling to a strong athletic idgnt

Conversely, athletes who divest their athletioitdg after deselection may show greater
psychological adjustment. This was evident in a@gtuhere Grove, Fish, and Eklund (2004)
assessed changes in athletic identity from prezBefe to immediate post-selection, and finally
to 14 days after selection in a sample of 47 ferhagk school athletes. Although athletic
identity levels were initially the same for bothested and non-selected athletes, athletic identity
decreased over time for the non-selected partitspaith the greatest decline being observed
from pre-selection to immediate post-selectionik&ll explanation was that the non-selected
athletes distanced themselves from their athldgatities in order to protect their self-concept
(Markus & Wurf, 1987; Sedikides, 2007). Likewiseygiralian football (soccer) players reported
a sharp decline in their athletic identities upavoiuntary retirement (Fortunato & Marchant,
1999). Furthermore, deselected athletes felt absaland isolated, stating that there were
limited social support networks from athletic cluBéso, despite receiving social support from

family members and friends, they believed that tveye unable to empathize with the
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challenges they were facing. This illustrates hbevpgublic dimension of athletic identity can
serve as a barrier to successfully coping withregtent. Together, these findings provide
support for Taylor and Ogilvie’s (1994) conceptoaddel of athletic retirement by illustrating
how deselection can directly influence a myriadiaators related to adaptation to retirement and
available sources, which interactively influence tfuality of adaptation. In another study,
however, there was no relationship between athidtiatity and self-value for athletes who
retired due to deselection (Webb et al., 1998).dtlosless, for these deselected athletes, Webb
and colleagues found that athletic identity wastst®ngly correlated with feelings of
uncertainty about the future in comparison to injand free choice groups. As mentioned above,
this study lacked statistical power due to a reédyi small sample of athletes who retired due to
deselectionr{ = 40); hence, these findings are tentative at best

Summary. To summarize, involuntary retirement, which tyflicaesults from a career-
ending injury or deselection, and strong athletentities are collectively risk factors for poor
psychological adjustment to retirement. In linehaichlossberg’s (1981) model, the sudden
onset, which is more common with career-endingrieg) appears to tax an individual’'s
resources. Career-ending injuries are also assdowath greater uncertainty about the future
and low feelings of control (Webb et al., 1998)t Paylor and Ogilvie’s (1994) conceptual
model of adaptation to retirement, injury and desbn are also disruptive to an individual’s
athletic identity. A serious injury obviously impgione’s physical abilities in sport; while,
deselection provides negative feedback about @isfgies. In turn, such events can lead to
decreases in self-esteem. Although these athletdyically prevented from planning for a
smooth transition out of sport in comparison tdettfs who voluntarily retire, intentionally

decreasing one’s athletic identity appears tolstille a protective effect in regards to one’s self-
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concept (Brewer et al., 2010; Grove et al., 20djhdrawal from the athlete role can also allow
for exploration of other career, social, and/ordmraic roles (Petitpas, 2009).

In this section, | explored the major theories amatlels in sport psychology relating to
the psychological responses to sport injury, reteet, and forced termination, particularly
focusing on the role of athletic identity in eadltteese events. Generally, when athletes possess
a salient and exclusive athletic identity, theyatra greater risk of poor psychological
adjustment during injury (Brewer, 1993; Madrigal&ll, 2014; Roos et al., 1995) or retirement
(Cecic Erpic et al., 2004; Crook & Robertson, 198tgve et al., 1997; Lavallee et al., 1997;
Murphy et al., 1996; Wariner & Lavallee, 2008). Mtimeless, there has been some counter-
evidence, which suggests that a strong athletitityemay either assist an athlete in coping with
these identity-disrupting events (Ronkainen et2fl1,6; Tasiemski et al., 2004) or have no effect
on how an athlete adapts (Green & Weinberg, 200@9refore, while it would be generally
expected that runners would cope with identity+gsing events (i.e., injury, retirement, forced
termination) in a similar manner, a strong athleticunning identity may actually be beneficial
depending on various factors (Horton & Mack, 20R0nkainen et al., 2016). Further research is
needed to address the unique experience of runners.

Scale Development: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

In this section, | explain how | will further vehte the RIS by using a confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). Using similar procedureshescurrent study (e.g., convenience sampling,
completion of the RIS, AIMS, and PPAIS), | will re¢ a sample of high-level runners to
complete the RIS. While collegiate runners willibeluded, | will aim to include a balance of
serious club runners, professional runners, aner dtigh-level runners as well. This section

focuses primarily on CFA.
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The purpose of CFA is to evaluate the psychomptoperties of a new measure, or the
factor loadings that were discovered in the EFAr(idgton, 2009). The CFA will be conducted
on high-level runners (e.g., serious, collegiatgrofessional) so that the sample can resemble
the EFA as closely as possible. The CFA will bedtared in accordance with the steps outlined
by Furr and Bacharach (2013): (1) specificatiom ofieasurement model; (2) statistical
computations based on the model; (3) interpretaifdhe output; and (4) model modification
and reanalysis if necessary.

First, using SPSS software, a figure will be eddab depict the model that arose from
the data in the EFA. In order to achieve this,ttiree factors that are hypothesized to reflect the
construct of running identity will be identifiedinning performanceunning exclusivityand
running self-identityAdditionally, the specific links between itemsldactors as well as
between factors will be specified.

Second, once the model is specified, the followialyies will be calculated via Amos
software: actual variances and covariances, paerastimates, implied variances and
covariances, and indices of good fit (Furr & Baeladw, 2013). Initially, the actual variance of
each item and the actual covariance between eachgbdtems will be calculated. Then, these
values will be used to estimate various parametgeh as the factor loadings of each item (item-
factor parameters). Also, parameters that destndestimated connections among various
factors will be calculated (factor-factor paramsjeFor each parameter, an inferential statistic
will also be calculated, indicating the degreeighgicance with the associated null hypothesis
being that the estimated parameter is O in the latipn. Next, these estimated parameter values
will be used to compute implied item variances eodariances. Typically, if the specified

model is good, there will be matches between thgahand implied variances and covariances
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(Furr & Bacharach, 2013). Finally, using SPSS saftwindices of goodness, which describe the
adequacy of the hypothesized model, will be catedlaAdditionally, indices of modification,
which can describe how the model can be improvékba/evaluated. Accordingly, the model
will be subject to reformulation until arriving atmodel of good fit.

In the third overall step of CFA, these aforemaméid values will be interpreted. The
most common fit indices are chi-square valye9,(the standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR), the comparative fit index (CFl), the Tuckewis Index (TLI), and the root mean
square of approximation (RMSA,; Furr & Bacharachl20 Large statistically significant chi-
square values typically indicate poor fits; howewelarge sample size, which is a necessary
assumption of CFA, typically produces significahi-square values. Because of this paradox,
these other aforementioned other indices will bengired. Hu and Bentler (1999) provided the
following benchmarks:_< .08 for the SRMR, < .08 flle RMSA, and > .95 for both the TLI and
the CFI. If the values generally indicate poortfign the modification indices will be examined.
If the values generally indicate good fit, then ffa@ameter estimates will be evaluated in order
to determine the psychometric properties of thées@aurr & Bacharach, 2013). In other words,
while fit indices provide an overall summary of édequacy of the proposed model, the
parameter estimates describe how well each iteatgslon a particular factor or on the scale
overall.

Accordingly, in the fourth step (if necessary)mtethat do not load adequately may be
removed from the scale in order to improve the peyeetric properties of the instrument (Furr
& Bacharach, 2013). As a result, the aforementicarealyses will be conducted on the revised
model. Ideally, this should not occur more tharceyiparticularly given that this is based on a

previous EFA. However, if several modifications ehée be made, this may indicate that the
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final solution from the EFA (i.e., the current sgiidnay need to be revisited (Furr & Bacharach,

2013).
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Section 3: Extended Discussion

In this section, a more thorough interpretatiothef results is provided. In particular,
some of the less significant findings briefly mentd in the manuscript section are further
discussed here. First, the similarities and difiees between the RIS and AIMS (Brewer, Van
Raalte, & Linder, 1993) are scrutinized more clps&hen, an explanation for the lack of
sociological and cultural items in the RIS is offgr Finally, the relationships between running
identity and demographic variables as well as tioeig comparisons that were only briefly
interpreted in Section 1 are discussed in greattild
Comparing and Contrasting the RIS and AIMS

As previously mentioned, all 10 items from the /ABNBrewer, Van Raalte, & Linder,
1993) were adapted for the RIS. Generally, the wéathlete” and “sport” from the AIMS were
changed to “runner” and “running,” respectively; foe RIS. Ultimately, six items remained in
the final solution of 11 items. These items andrtbemparisons with the RIS are highlighted in
section one; whereas, this section primarily fosus®the four items that were not included in
the RIS. Prior to beginning that discussion, howeiés interesting to note that item 28 (“I feel
bad about myself when | do poorly in a race”) wasally eliminated during the Delphi process.
This may have been because this item from the AWS adapted somewhat differently than the
rest. Specifically, the item, “I feel bad about mlgsvhen | perform poorly in sport” was not
changed to “I feel bad about myself when | perf@morly in running” as the aforementioned
rules would dictate because “race” was deemed spweific and appropriate rather than
“running” in general. This may have contributedelphi respondents not rating this item
highly; however, none of the reviewers explicithgmtioned this. In the pre-test, former

collegiate runners conveyed that this item wasrggdeo include in the RIS; therefore, it was
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added back into the pool. As previously indicaied|so remained after the EFA, loading on the
running performancéactor at .667. While we assert that the Delptintéque enhanced the rigor
of the current study, it is also worth emphasizimg importance of utilizing multiple methods
and sources for developing and refining the iterhemdeveloping a scale. Creating a survey is
an iterative process (Colton & Covert, 2007).

The four items adapted from the AIMS that were elated during the EFA included
Item 3 (“Most of my friends are runners.”), Iten{"6need to participate in running to feel good
about myself.”), Item 7 (“Other people see me maad a runner.”), and Iltem 9 (“| would be
very depressed if | could not compete in runnindgt®ms 3 and 7 referred to social identity
aspects of being a runner. In fact, these two itientise AIMS have previously been found to
load on asocial identityfactor (Martin et al., 1997). Nonetheless, thésms were missing from
the EFA in the current study for running. Intenegly, these were the last two items to be
eliminated before arriving at a final solution.d?rio this step, both items loaded on thening
self-identityfactor. Conceptually, this was unclear; howevdurther analysis of the
communalities revealed that their values were «hich suggested that it may represent an
additional factor that needs to be explored (Cts&IOsborne, 2005). Consequently,
researchers who explore future iterations of tbédesshould attempt to include more items that
assess social running identity. Likewise, thesastsimply may not have been representative of
running identity. The social aspects of runningiitg are discussed below. As a result of
eliminating these two items, an increase in thgpron of variance explained was observed,
providing further justification for this decision.

Additionally, Item 6 (“I need to participate in mimg to feel good about myself.”) was

removed during the EFA due to cross-loading. Irstngly, in multiple factor analyses of the
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AIMS (e.g., Brewer, Boin et al., 1993; Matrtin et, dl997; Proios, 2012b), the associated item
from the AIMS (“I need to participate in sport &ef good about myself.”) has not been found to
load on any factor, except when a unidimensioraleswas revealed in its original development
(Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993). This suggékts Item 6 may not be a psychometrically
sound item. Conceptually, this item did not resemaith any of the three factors that were
produced in the current study as well.

Finally, Item 9 (“I would be very depressed if lutd not compete in running due to
injury.”) was not present in the final solutiors Hssociated item in the AIMS is phrased, “I
would be very depressed if | was injured and cawglicompete in sport.” As seen, this item was
adapted differently. In the first version, the iteras adapted as “l would be very depressed |
was injured and could not compete in cross-coumtityack.” In the first round of the Delphi
process, a reviewer suggested removing conjunctsuth as “and” and “or.” This was also
consistent with Colton and Covert’'s (2007) recomdaions for writing clear and effective
items. Furthermore, references to cross-countryti@oit were removed to make it more
generalized to running. As a result, this item waslified to “I would be very depressed if |
could not compete in running due to injury.” Lat@rthe pre-test, an individual suggested that
the word “very” was redundant given that responsl@duld be rating the intensity of their
agreement; thus, this word was omitted. Nonethgthege is evidence to suggest that Item 9
may not have originally been a psychometricallyrsbitem. Future iterations of this scale
should include more items pertaining to injury nder to tap into the negative affect associated
with the sudden withdrawal of running. Other itemese created to assess how runners negotiate
pain and the possibility of not being able to rarg(, “I run when | have minor pain.”); however,

this may have been tapping into multiple constr@etg., negative affect, running addiction).
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Consequently, Item 9 and other similar items mayehapresented thoughts and/or behaviors
related to running identity but not necessarilyeir@nt to running identity.
Lack of Sociological Items in the RIS

As previously mentioned, there very little iterhatttapped into the sociological aspects
of running identity (e.g., Allen-Collinson, 2008jlén-Collinson & Hockey, 2007; Hockey,
2005) in the final solution. In fact, most of theéans were eliminated during the second round
of the Delphi process. Prior to the Delphi procésste were 26 sociological items. After the
first round, seven were eliminated, and 10 socickddgtems were added, netting a total of 29
items. Most of these eliminated items pertainethévocabularicidentifications of running
identity (see Appendices C, E). Then, 24 items vedéireinated in the second round, leaving only
five items in the initial pool for the pretest apitbt test phases. While the sample of Delphi
respondents included some sport sociology expérdsg,tended to agree with the sport
psychology experts that the more sociological-dadntems were not suitable for the scale.
Therefore, it appeared that some of these items netrgeneralizable across all experiences of
identity. Furthermore, a number of reviewers ndted the items contained several cognitions,
emotions, and behaviors that may have betated(but notinherenj to running identity.
Similarly, some reviewers expressed the conceltnetlsaale which comprehensively contained
cognitions, emotions, and behaviors of a “typicakiner would have little utility when assessing
relationships with other constructs in sport psyobyp and sport sociology. Of the five
sociological items that survived the Delphi process the pilot test, only one of these items
remained: “Compliments from other runners abouttimmgs are important to me” (Item 10).
This item pertained to thessociativadentification of running identity, or the degreewhich

one values attention from other runners. Thisgs alosely related to Nasco and Webb’s (2006)



148

notion of public athletic identity, or an individteperception of how he or she is perceived by
others in the role of a runner.

Retrospectively, the lack of remaining sociologitains was not surprising given that
psychologists and sociologists defidentity differently. For example, Jenkins (2008), a
psychologist, defined it as the “human capacitgeted in language — to know ‘who’s who’ (and
hence, ‘what’s what’)... knowing who we are, knowingo others are, them knowing who are,
us knowing who they think we are, and so on” (p.I®)}port psychology, Brewer, Van Raalte,
and Linder (1993) defined athletic identity as éx¢éent to which one identifies with the athlete
role. On the other hand, Burke (1991), a sociotadgfinedidentityas a “set of meanings
applied to the self in a social role or situatigp’ 837). Accordingly, sociological phenomena
are typically more contextual than psychologicalstaucts. As a result, it may be difficult to
include the social and cultural aspects of runming scale. In other words, the positivist
underpinnings of psychological scale research malenit challenging to explore the
sociocultural aspects of running. Consequentlyrtsesearchers should be wary of using scales
to explore identity from a sociological framewohkstead, they should employ methods that
align with more appropriate paradigms, such asasgonstructivism or post-structuralism,
depending on the specific research question. Famele, Allen-Collinson and Hockey (2007)
utilized an autoethnographic approach to explomaing identity disruption during injury.
Demographic Variables: Group Comparisons and Relatinships

In terms of gender, there were no significantedt#hces in composite RIS scores or any
of its three factors in the sample of high-leved.(iserious, collegiate, and professional) runners
This was consistent with previous research (e.gwBr, Van Raalte, & Linder, 1993; Nasco &

Webb, 2006) who found minimal gender differencekigh-level athletes. Brewer, Van Raalte,
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and Linder reported that males exhibited higheelewf athletic identity, but only in the non-
athlete, recreational/fitness athlete, and intraddiocal/regional athlete samples. Moreover, the
sample sizes in these studies were generally sifali.suggests that a greater emphasis on sport
may be placed on males in U.S. society; howevemhifyh-level athletes (including runners) who
invest a lot of time into their sport, there apgearbe no differences in running identity. At firs
glance, this finding appears to diverge from Buslamt al. (2012), who found that male and
female runners described their running identitiéfe@ntly. However, Busanich et al.
conceptualized running identity as a social comsivan grounded in post-structuralism.
Accordingly, the male runners and female runnehsketed hegemonic masculinity and
hegemonic femininity, respectively, in how theyk&d about food and their bodies in relation to
their running identities. On the other hand, theent study was grounded in positivism in
which identity was framed as more fixed, stablel predictable over time (for a more in-depth
review of paradigms and identity, see McGannon Bn3on, 2009).

In terms of academic classification, there wereigaificant differences in composite
RIS scores or each of its factors in the curramdystLikewise, there was no significant
relationship between age and running identity. T\as somewhat surprising given that athletic
identity has been speculated to decrease througlodage, particularly as college athletes begin
to think more about their careers and other radethay approach graduation (Lally, 2007).
Nonetheless, this difference may be explained byfdht that running is an activity that many
people continue to do in varying degrees of contipetiess beyond college in comparison to
other sports, where a more abrupt withdrawal mambee common. In other words, many
collegiate runners continue to run after graduatibuas, in comparison to other athletes, they

may not proactively divest their running identiteesthey approach the end of their
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undergraduate academic tenure. Future researdimrklgjuantitatively and qualitatively
explore how collegiate runners change their runidegtity before and after their collegiate
running careers.

Additionally, there were no significant differersceamong NCAA Division I, Division I,
Division Ill, and NAIA runners for both running idéty and athletic identity. This finding did
not support the general notion that Division | ates exhibit higher athletic identities. There are
two possible explanations for this occurrence.tFass-country and track and field are not
highly-watched sports; therefore, there is lesoopmity to develop a public athletic identity in
comparison to high-revenue sports. In other watdsdifferences in viewership/spectatorship
for cross-country or track and field between NCAAiBion | and other athletic affiliations is
not as vast as high-revenue sports, such as foottahsketball. This might also explain why the
RIS only contained one item that tapped into putliming identity. Second, although NCAA
Division | runners typically still outperform runrsefrom other athletic affiliations, there may be
more parity among Division I, Division I, Divisiohl, and NAIA in cross-country and track and
field than there is for other sports. As a restktye may be more variance in the degree to which
one identifies with the runner role among eachetithbffiliation. Nonetheless, these findings

and interpretations are very tentative, and furteeearch is needed to explore these phenomena.
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Research on ndividual or group characteristics or behavior (including. but not limited to, research on
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this project, which is 08/25/2016.
In the event that subjects are to be recruited using solicitation materials, such as brochures, posters, web-based
advertisements, etc., these materials nmst receive prior approval of the IRB. Any revisions in the approved
mmmabo&mamwwmbyﬂ!m;naum In addition, you are

responsible for reporting any imanticipated serious adverse events or other problems mvolving risks to
mlaxscoﬂmmhmmmdbythhcﬂmm
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responsible for reporting any unanticipated serous adverse events or other problems involving nsks to subjects ar
othssinﬂummreqlindbyﬂuloalmlnﬁqn

Finally, re-approval of your project is required by the IRB in accord with the conditions specified above. You
approval o .

Sincerely,

"m)”,l IR

Colleen P. Gilrane, Ph D.
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Appendix B: Modification of AIMS Items

The following table depicts the Athletic Identityddlsurement Scale (AIMS; Brewer, Van
Raalte, & Linder, 1993) and the associated itente@Running Identity Scale (RIS), illustrating
which stems were modified lvold. Note: ltem numbers and context represent thegiral

order prior to the Delphi technique. Likewise, soteens (6, 10) were modified after the Delphi

technigue and scale pretest.

AIMS

RIS

1. | consider myself aathlete.

2. 1 have many goals relatedrny sport.
3. Most of my friends arathletes.

4. Sport is the most important part of m
life.

5. | spend more time thinking abauy
sport than anything else.

6. | need to participate imy sport to

feel good about myself.

7. Other people see me mainly as an
athlete.

8. | feel bad about myself when | do
poorly insport.

9. Sport is the only important thing in
my life.

10. I would be very depressed if | were
injured and could not competesport.

1. | consider myself eunner.

2. | have many goals relatedrtanning .

3. Most of my friends armunners.

4. Running is the most important part of my
life.

5. I spend more time thinking abautning
than anything else.

6. | need to participate icross-country and
track to feel good about myself.

7. Other people see me mainly asianer.

8. | feel bad about myself when | do poorlyain
race.

9. Running is the only important thing in my
life.

10. I would be very depressed if | were injured
and could not compete gross-country or

track.
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Appendix C: Items Reflecting Sociological Aspectsfdrunning Identity

The items below reflect the sociological aspectsiohing identity. As seen, item 29 overlaps
with both the materialistic and associative idecdifions. Additionally, items 2 and 7 that are
modified from the AIMS overlap with the associatidentification of running identity. Item
numbers are based on their order prior to the D@lpitess.

I. Materialistic identification (Allen-Collinson & Hockey, 2007; ldkey, 2005)
13. I enjoy being leaner than my non-running fiien
15. | frequently think about how my food choicedl impact my running performance.
16. | often sacrifice certain foods for the sakeng running performance.
17. | often sacrifice alcohol for the sake of mapming performance.
18. | get irritated when other collegiate runngesr long running shorts.
19. I never pay less than $100 (retail value}rfaining shoes.
20. | feel anxious if | do not wear a watch on .
21. 1 would be concerned about gaining weightifak injured.
22. 1 tend to avoid trails that are frequenteddxyreational runners.
24. | prefer to run on soft, dirt trails.
25. 1 know someone is a real runner when | seéhi@nwearing tights.
26. 1 know | am a real runner when | am able ®®g jawline.
28. | often wear dri-fit clothing (e.g., half titg) during my workouts.
29. Compliments from others runners about my lezdy are important to me.

Il. Associativadentification (Allen-Collinson & Hockey, 2007; dkey, 2005)
14. Compliments from other runners about my tigr@simportant to me.
23. Only runners can understand running-relatpadies.
29. Compliments from others runners about my leagy are important to me.
30. People often ask me about my mile time.
31. People often ask me if | have ever run a rharat
35. | get irritated when other college students'd@alize cross-country is a sport.

lll. Vocabularicidentification (Allen-Collinson & Hockey, 2007; §lway et al., 2012)
11. I getirritated when | have to explain whaadlek is to other people.
12. | tend to use a lot of terms (e.qg., fartleknpo, splits) that non-runners don’t
understand.
36. If someone were to use the word “rabbit,”firet thing that would come to mind
would be running.
37. Regardless of how often it has happened td kmw what it means to “bonk.”
38. Regardless of how often | have experiences] tikinow what it means to “hit the
wall.”
39. If people were having a conversation about LiS®ould not immediately cross my
mind that they are having a conversation abouwtllaitinogen.
40. | often use the abbreviations PB and/or PRlkoabout my best performances.
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Appendix D: Cover Page/Informed Consent Statemenelphi Process)

Introduction: You have been invited to provide feedback on a seale, theCollegiate

Running Identity Scal@RlS). You are being asked to assist in this enolebgcause you have
conducted research on running in the sport psygyand/or sport sociology literature in the
past. Additionally, you may have had prior expecesas a runner or are currently still a runner.
The overall purpose of this study is to developrastrument that assesses collegiate running
identity.

Information about Participants’ Involvement in the Study: It is projected that 10-15 experts
will participate in the Delphi process (Hsu & Samrdf, 2007). You will be asked to provide
feedback in four phases:

* In the first phase, you will view a preliminarytlisf items that have been generated to
assess collegiate running identity. You will halre bpportunity to provide as much
feedback on these items as you would like (e gmstthat you think should be omitted or
modified, suggestions for additional items). A®ault, a preliminary questionnaire will
be created that incorporates the suggestions faurapd other experts.

* In the second phase, you will have the opportuliteview this preliminary scale and
rate how well each item assesses running identity 4-point Likert scale (1 = not at all
applicable, 2 = barely applicable, 3 = fairly apphle, 4 = very applicable).

* In the third phase, you will see the mean and nmediings from the entire panel of
experts. You will have the opportunity to quali@lly justify your opinions on those
items that are significantly different from the gpoconsensus, or you can revise your
opinion.

» In the fourth phase, you will see other expertgrai)mous qualitative feedbacks and
rationale for each item and have one last oppdstdairevise your opinion if you desire.

The time to complete each phase will vary by tidviual, but it is estimated that each phase
of this process should take 15 to 30 minutes topteta.

In each phase, you will be emailed a unique lingrtwvide feedback online via Qualtrics. You
will have one week to provide feedback in each phas

Participants must be 18 years of age or older ttcgzate.

Risks and Protections:There is minimal risk for harm or injury. Howevdryou experience
any discomfort, you are free to withdraw from thedy at any time with no penalty.
Additionally, your feedback will remain anonymouasdveryone, except me (i.e., the principal
investigator). Additionally, any identifying inforation will be omitted when showing
individuals’ opinions to the entire panel of exgert

Benefits: Your feedback on this survey will help coacheBladic trainers, career counselors,
sport psychology professionals, and other indivisleahance the well-being of collegiate
runners. For example, athletic trainers may be tabpredict an athlete’s susceptibility to
overtraining and playing through injury. Also, ceetors can identify runners who are at risk of
foreclosing other roles (e.g., career exploratiarfavor of running.
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Confidentiality: Your responses will be anonymous to everyone,@xee (i.e., the principal
investigator). Further, any data that is printeidnli be kept in a locked, secure file cabinet;
although, this will not include any identifying orimation.

Contact Information: If you have any questions at any time about thidys you can contact
the principal investigator, Mr. Matthew Bejar viaail (mbejar@vols.utk.eduor phone (865-
974-8768) OR Dr. Leslee Fisherligher2@utk.edwr 865-974-9973. If you have questions
about your right as a participant, contact the [Riirperson in the Office of Research &
Engagement atbchair@utk.edwr 865-974-7697.

Participation: Your participation in the Delphi process is volanyt you may decline to
participate at any time without penalty. If you kdtaw after beginning the process, your
responses will not be saved. By beginning the suyry@u are acknowledging that you: (a) have
read the information on this page; (b) are at |&8stears of age; and (c) voluntarily consent to
participate in the Delphi process.
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Appendix E: Running Identity Scale Preliminary Items (Pre-Delphi Process)

Exerts reviewed the following items in Phase Iref Delphi proces®olded items were
omitted, andtalicizeditems were modified as a result of the feedbacdkimphase.

1. I consider myself a runner.
2. 1 have many goals related to running.
3. Most of my friends are runners.

. Running is the most important part of my life.
. I spend more time thinking about running thaytlaing else.

. Other people see me mainly as a runner.
. | feel bad about myself when | do poorly in eera

4
5
6. | need to participate in cross-country and tracKeel good about myself.
-
8
9

. Running is the only important thing in my life.

. I would be very depressed if | were injured aadld not compete in cross-country or track.
. I getirritated when | have to explain what a &rtlek is to other people.

. I tend to use a lot of terms (e.qg., fartlekype, splits) that non-runners don't understand.
. I enjoy being leaner than my non-running frend

. Compliments from other runners about my tinresmportant to me.

. | frequently think about how my food choicedl wnpact my running performance.

. | often sacrifice certain foods for the sakengfrunning performance.

. | often sacrifice social activities for the sal¥ my running performance.

. | get irritated when other collegiate runneeawiong running shorts.

. I never pay less than $100 (retail value) fairting shoes.

. | feel anxious if I do not wear a watch on rag.r

. I would be concerned about gaining weightifals injured.

. I tend to avoid trails that are frequented by ecreational runners.

. Only runners can understand running-relatadies.

. | prefer to run on soft, dirt trails.

. I know someone is a real runner when | see hihgr wearing tights.

. I know I am a real runner when | am able toraggawline.

. When | wake up in the morning, the first thirtgink about is my run.

. | often wear dri-fit clothing (e.g., half tightduring my workouts.

. Compliments from others runners about my leadylare important to me.

. People often ask me about my mile time.

. People often ask me if I have ever run a marath

. My race performances have a big impact on rfyeseeem.

. I spend a lot of my time researching race tesul

. I spend a lot of my time on running websites.

. | get irritated when other college students’tiogalize cross-country is a sport.

36.

If someone were to use the word “rabbit,” tirstfthing that would come to mind would be

running.

37.
38.
39.

Regardless of how often it has happened to mi&now what it means to “bonk.”
Regardless of how often | have experienced thisknow what it means to “hit the wall.”
If people were having a conversation about LSO, would not immediately cross my

mind that they are having a conversation about a Haucinogen.

40.

| often use the abbreviations PB and/or PRltoabout my best performances.
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Appendix F: Running Identity Scale Preliminary Items (Post-Delphi Round One)

The following is the resulting list of preliminaitgms that experts evaluated these items in
Phases Il, Ill, and IV. ltems 34-53 were added eesalt of the feedback.

1. I consider myself a runner.

2. 1 have many goals related to running.

3. Most of my friends are runners.

. Running is the most important part of my life.

. I spend more time thinking about running thaytlaing else.

. I need to participate in running to feel goodwatmyself.

. Other people see me mainly as a runner.

. | feel bad about myself when | do poorly in eera

9. Running is the only important thing in my life.

10. I would be very depressed if | could not corapetrunning due to injury.
11. I tend to use a lot of terms (e.qg., fartlekype, splits) that non-runners don't understand.
12. | enjoy being leaner than my non-running friend

13. Compliments from other runners about my tinresraportant to me.

14. | frequently think about how my food choicedl wnpact my running performance.
15. | often sacrifice certain foods for the sakengfrunning performance.

16. | often sacrifice social activities for the ealf my running performance.
17. | get irritated when collegiate runners weaglounning shorts.

18. I go through at least five pairs of trainingsh per year.

19. | feel anxious if | do not wear a watch on rag.r

20. I would be concerned about gaining weightwials injured.

21. Only runners can relate to running-specifiaiigs.

22. | know | am a real runner when | am able toraggawline.

23. When | wake up in the morning, the first thirtgink about is my run.

24. | often wear dry-fit clothing during my workaut

25. Compliments from others runners about my leadylare important to me.
26. People often ask me about my mile time.

27. People often ask me if | have ever run a marath

28. My race performances have a big impact on rfiyeseeem.

29. | spend a lot of my time researching race tesul

30. I spend a lot of my time on running websites.

31. | get irritated when college students don’tizeacross-country is a sport.
32. If someone were to use the word “rabbit,” tingt thing that would come to my mind would
be running.

33. | often use the abbreviations PB or PR to ahitut my best performances.
34. Running takes up a considerable amount of iy tteoughts.

35. Running gives me a sense of self-worth.

36. Running is one of the top priorities in my life

37. The type of surface is a significant consideraivhen considering my training routes.
38. | often wear my watch so that the face is @niiside of my wrist.

39. I know someone is a real runner if they arerimgea GPS watch.

40. It is important to me that | run for the expletnned amount of time.

41. It is important to me that | run the exact pled distance.

N

5
6
e
8
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43.
44,
45,
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| know someone is a real runner when | seel@miearing split-shorts.

| get anxious if | have to take a day off fraiomning.

Running a lot of mileage gives me a senselbis®th.

Compliments from other runners and coachestdabemnumber of miles | run are important

to me.

46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

My self-worth is tied to my personal best times

| often compare my personal best times to tbbsther runners.

| feel excited when people ask me about myinghtimes.

| know | am a real runner when | can see my. rib

| have multiple types of shoes for differentgmses (e.g., training, racing, and tempo shoes).
Most of my romantic partners have been runners.

| run even when | have minor pain.

| often dream about running.
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Appendix G: Expert Ratings (Post-Delphi Process)

The following table represents the Delphi respotslgatings of the preliminary items after
Phase IV. In total, 27 items were rates in “conash§.e., median of at least 3.25 and at least
70% of reviewers rating it “3” or above on a 4-ganale); these items abpelded.

Item M Mdn SD Reviewers’ Justifications
for not Revising Rating

1. | consider myself a 4.00 4.00 0.00

runner.

2. 1 have many goals related 3.89 4.00 0.33

to running.

3. Most of my friends are 3.56 4.00 0.73 -People with a strong runner identity

runners. would be likely have most of their friends
as runners, but the item does not measure
how runners identify themselves.

4. Running is the most 3.89 4.00 0.33

important part of my life.

5. I spend more time 3.67 4.00 0.71 -People with a strong runner identity

thinking about running than would be likely to endorse this item as

anything else. descriptive, but the item does not assess
how runners think of themselves.

6. | need to participate in 3.56 4.00 1.01 -This item pertains to a property of runner

running to feel good about identity, not to the identity itself. An

myself. apple may be red, but being red does not
make it an apple.

7. Other people see me 3.44 4.00 0.73 -People with a strong runner identity

mainly as a runner. would be likely have other people see
them mainly as runners, but the item does
not measure how runners identify
themselves.

8. | feel bad about myself 3.22 3.00 0.97 -Feeling bad about oneself might be a

when | do poorly in a race. likely consequence of maintaining a
strong runner identity, but the item does
not assess runner identity per se.

9. Running is the only 3.56 4.00 0.53

important thing in my life.

10. I would be very 3.67 4.00 1.00 -Feeling depressed might be a likely

depressed if | could not consequence of maintaining a strong

compete in running due to runner identity, but the item does not

injury. assess runner identity per se.

11. Itend to use a lot of term 3.11 3.00 0.93 -This behavior might be more likely

(e.g., fartlek, tempo, splits)
that non-runners don't
understand.

among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-l just don't think this is realistic. A



12. | enjoy being leaner than 2.56
my non-running friends.

13. Compliments from other 3.56
runners about my times are
important to me.

14. | frequently think about  3.44
how my food choices will
impact my running.

15. | often sacrifice certain  3.22
foods for the sake of my
running performance.

16. | often sacrifice social 3.44
activities for the sake of my
running performance.

17. | get irritated when 2.11
collegiate runners wear long
running shorts.

3.00

4.00

4.00

3.00

4.00

2.00

0.73

0.73

0.73

0.97

1.01

0.60
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runner would need to be socially inept to
think he/she could use these terms in
general conversations. Therefore, to me
this reflects someone who is odd not
someone who has a strong runner
identity.

-This item presupposes that respondents
are leaner than their non-running friends.
People can enjoy feeling lean without
running being a part of their identity per
se.

-1 think this reflects a social identity
component (e.g., how | distinguish myself
from the out-group of non-runners)
-People with a strong runner identity
would be more likely than others to value
compliments about times, but the item
does not assess identity per se.

-This cognition might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This behavior might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This behavior might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This feeling might be more likely among
those with a strong runner identity, but
the item does not assess identity per se.
- I don't really get too bothered by a
runner wearing long shorts. Length of
shorts is such an arbitrary thing. What
constitutes long? 9” seam? | think this
item isn’t too clear.

-I agree they wear split shorts or half
tights or full tights, but to say they "get
irritated” does not seem like a common
thing. 1 would like it better if it was
reworded in a way that does not use that
language. Something like "I can tell a
serious runner from a recreational runner
because they are wearing split shorts" or



18. I go through at least five
pairs of training shoes per
year.

19. | feel anxious if | do not
wear a watch on my run.

20. 1 would be concerned
about gaining weight if | was
injured.

2.44 2.00 0.88

3.00 3.00 1.12

3.11 3.00 1.05

21. Only runners can relate t 3.11 3.00 1.05

running-specific injuries.

22. 1 know | am a real runner 1.78 2.00 0.44

when | am able to see my
jawline.

23. When | wake up in the
morning, the first thing |
think about is my run.

3.44 4.00 0.88
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something like that, that identifies the
split shorts as being "a runner" Yes some
do get irritated but you are only touching
a small % with that wording in my
opinion.

-This behavior might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This feeling might be more likely among
those with a strong runner identity, but
the item does not assess identity per se.
-This feeling might be more likely among
those with a strong runner identity, but
the item does not assess identity per se.
-This is probably true of every single
competitive distance runner in America. |
don't think this separates anyone in terms
of "running identity" Every competitive
runner knows that if they are leaner they
will be better. Also this seems to be more
eating disorder related than running
identity related and | do believe the two
are different in the context of developing
a scale for "running identity" or "Disorder
Eating in Runners"

-People with a strong runner identity
would be likely to endorse this statement,
but the item does not assess identity per
se.

-Athletes in all sports | have found can
share their feelings and concerns about
injuries.

-People with a strong runner identity
would be likely to endorse this statement,
but the item does not assess identity per
se.

-As a runner, | was more concerned with
ab muscles showing than jawline. Most
other runners were concerned with this
too. Jawline isn’t a feature we focused on
much.

-The first thing that people think about in
the morning is not necessarily an
indicator of their identity. Thoughts of
this sort might be more likely to occur in



24. | often wear dri-fit 2.33 2.00 1.00

clothing during my workouts.

25. Compliments from others 2.67 3.00 0.87

runners about my lean body
are important to me.

26. People often ask me abo 3.11
my mile time.

27. People often ask me if I  3.22
have ever run a marathon.

28. My race performances  3.67
have a big impact on my
self-esteem.

29. | spend a lot of my time  3.33
researching race results.

30. I spend a lot of my time  3.22

3.00

3.00

4.00

4.00

3.00

0.93

0.97

0.71

1.00

0.97
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those with a strong runner identity, but do
not assess it directly.

-Wearing dri-fit clothing while working
out says nothing about a person's pattern
of self-identification.

-When | was in college, we had only
cotton issued by the school. A lot of
schools today don't issue really premium
gear (think NAIA, NCAA D3). This item
might cause more noise then get at your
objective.

-I do not see specific clothing central to a
running identity at all. Someone could be
quite scruffy but still hugely invested in
his/her running identity.

-People with a strong runner identity
would be more likely than others to value
compliments about a lean body, but the
item does not assess identity per se.

-1 think recognition from people who
make up the group you are most
concerned with means a great deal to
someone who want to strongly identify
with that group. Being seen as lean is
code for being fit, dedicated, in shape and
committed. And this is what can make a
runner feel good about his/her running
identity and as a result strengthen it.
-People might be more likely to ask those
with strong runner identities about their
mile time, but the item does not directly
assess identity.

-People might be more likely to ask those
with strong runner identities if they have
run a marathon, but the item does not
directly assess identity.

-Self-esteem is not tantamount to self-
identity. This statement might be more
likely to be endorsed among those with a
strong runner identity, but the item does
not assess identity per se.

-This behavior might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This behavior might be more likely



on running websites.

31. | get irritated when 256 3.00 1.13
college students don't realize
cross-country is a sport.

32. If someone were touse 2.22 2.00 0.97
the word “rabbit,” the first

thing that would come to my

mind would be running.
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among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This feeling might be more likely among
those with a strong runner identity, but
the item does not assess identity per se.
-Most college students | knew had an
awareness of cross country. This really
never happened to me.

-l just don't think this is realistic. A
runner would need to be socially inept to
think he/she could use these terms in
general conversations. Therefore, to me
this reflects someone who is odd not
someone who has a strong runner
identity.

-l would say this bothers most
competitive collegiate runners. They are
passionate about their sport and want
respect like any other person. My view
on this may be skewed as | have worked
with very high level collegiate runners to
mid-level collegiate runners.

-This cognition might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-I could easily see dropping my rating
downto a3 or2. Ifthe
conversation/survey were all about
running, and the question was phrased in
a running context, then rabbit would be
perceived in terms of running. But if
someone stopped me on the street and
asked me what | think of when she/he
says a rabbit, not sure running would
necessarily be the first thing that comes to
mind.

-l just don't think this is realistic. A
runner would need to be socially inept to
think he/she could use these terms in
general conversations. Therefore, to me
this reflects someone who is odd not
someone who has a strong runner
identity.

-I don't know to be honest, | was guessing



33. | often use the
abbreviations PB or PR to ta
about my best performances

34. Running takes up a 3.67
considerable amount of my

daily thoughts.

35. Running gives me a 3.78

sense of self-worth.

36. Running is one of the top 3.89
priorities in my life.

37. The type of surfaceisa 3.11
significant consideration

when considering my training
routes.

38. | often wear my watch so 2.33
that the face is on the inside

of my wrist.

4.00

4.00

4.00

3.00

2.00

3.11 3.00 1.05

0.71

0.67

0.33

0.93

1.00
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on how people would respond to this.
Rabbit or pacer is a very common term so
| put a 4. This item could be removed and
it wouldn't change anything for me as far
as the scale goes.

-This behavior might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-l just don't think this is realistic. A
runner would need to be socially inept to
think he/she could use these terms in
general conversations. Therefore, to me
this reflects someone who is odd not
someone who has a strong runner
identity.

-This cognition might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-Self-worth is not tantamount to self-
identity. This feeling might be more
likely among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This cognition/behavior might be more
likely among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This behavior might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-I do not see specific clothing central to a
running identity at all. Someone could be
quite scruffy but still hugely invested in
his/her running identity.

-This is fairly common but | don't see it as
much currently with the new GPS
watches where you tap/slap them to start
and stop them as that is more natural to



39. | know someone is areal 2.22 2.00 0.83

runner if they are wearing a
GPS watch.

40. It is important to me that 3.00
run for the exact planned
amount of time.

41. It is important to me that 3.00
run the exact planned
distance.

42. 1 know someone is a real 2.56
runner when | see him/her
wearing split-shorts.

43. | get anxious if | have to 3.56
take a day off from running.

44. Running a lot of mileage 3.44
gives me a sense of self-
worth.

3.00

3.00

3.00

4.00

4.00

1.00

1.00

0.88

1.01

0.88
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wear the watch normal then. | would
leave this on here personally as the GPS
watches are still fairly new and even if the
person taking the survey does not do this,
they more than likely know someone who
does or used to do it.

-This cognition might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-l would keep this. If you have a GPS
watch and are not a serious runner, that
would be rare in my experiences, except
maybe a serious hiker or something like
that. They are very common and
becoming more common especially with
apps like Strava where you can share your
workout with the world. You want to find
some interesting stuff about running
identity go study people who Strava their
workouts...yikes OCD and ego to the max
:-) not all of them but pretty common

from what | have experienced.

-This cognition/behavior might be more
likely among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This cognition/behavior might be more
likely among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This cognition/behavior might be more
likely among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This refers to the one | mentioned above.
This makes more sense to me than the
"irritated" question above.

-This feeling might be more likely among
those with a strong runner identity, but
the item does not assess identity per se.
-Self-worth is not tantamount to self-
identity. This feeling might be more

likely among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.



45. Compliments from other 3.67
runners and coaches about

the number of miles | run

are important to me.

46. My self-worth istiedto  3.78
my personal best times.

47. |1 often compare my 3.44
personal best times to those

of other runners.

48. | feel excited when 3.44

people ask me about my

running times.

49. | know | am a real runner 2.56
when | can see my ribs.

50. | have multiple types of 3.33
shoes for different purposes
(e.g., training, racing, and
tempo shoes).

51. Most of my romantic

partners have been runners.

3.00

52. I run even when | have 3.44

minor pain.

53. | often dream about 3.33

running.

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

3.00

4.00

3.00

4.00

4.00

0.71

0.44

1.01

1.01

0.73

1.00

1.00

1.01

1.00
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-People with a strong runner identity
would be more likely than others to value
compliments about mileage, but the item
does not assess identity per se.

-This cognition/behavior might be more
likely among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This feeling might be more likely among
those with a strong runner identity, but
the item does not assess identity per se.
-People with a strong runner identity
would be likely to endorse this statement,
but the item does not assess identity per
se.

-This behavior might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-This behavior might be more likely
among those with a strong runner
identity, but the item does not assess
identity per se.

-People with strong runner identity might
be more likely than others to run while in
pain, but the item does not directly assess
identity.

-People with strong runner identity might
be more likely than others to dream about
running, but the item does not directly
assess identity.
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Appendix H: Feedback Items (Pretest)

The following are open-ended items that were inetlidiith the pretest survey. These questions
are taken from Colton and Covert’s (2007) guiddifer pretesting survey instruments.

The following are questions to consider when reungvthis scale:

1.

2.

9.

Overall, what were your reactions to the scale?
Were the directions clear?
Were there any spelling or grammatical problems?

Were there any items that were difficult to intetpor ones that could be interpreted in
multiple ways?

Were the response alternatives clear?
Did you have issues with the format or the flowtems?
Do you think this would be too time-consuming av twief?

Would you have any concerns about confidentialitglmout how this questionnaire
would be used?

What items do you think capture collegiate runrighentity?

10.What items do you think are irrelevant to collegiainning identity?

11.Do you have suggestions for additional items?

12.What other concerns or feedback do you have ab@istale?
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Appendix |: Pilot Test Survey

The purpose of this survey is to assess runningiigethe extent to which one identifies with
the running role) and athletic identity in collegiaunners.

Instructions: For the following questions, please circle the hamwhich corresponds most
closely toyour personal thoughts, feelings, and experiencese&cin item, indicate on a scale
from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agreeifems 1-40 and from (1) strongly disagree to
(5) strongly agree for items 41-50. Please cirdky one response (hnumber) per item.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1. I consider myself a runner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. | have many goals related to running. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Most of my friends are runners. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Running is the most important part of my life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. I spend more time thinking about running than
anything else. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. | need to participate in running to feel goodub
myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Other people see me mainly as a runner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Running is the only important thing in my life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. I would be depressed if | could not competauiming
due to injury. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Compliments from other runners about my tinres a
important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. | frequently think about how my food choicedl wi
impact my running performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 |7
12. | often sacrifice social activities for the ea my
running performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 |7

13. When | wake up in the morning, the firstthingink | 17 2 3 4 5 6 7
about is my run.

14. My race performances have a big impact on rtiy se
esteem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. | spend a lot of my time researching race tesul 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. Running takes up a considerable amount of my da
thoughts.

17. Running gives me a sense of self-worth.

18. Running is one of the top priorities in my life

19. | feel anxious if | have to take a day off froamning.
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20. Running a lot of miles gives me a sense ofwetth.

21. Compliments from other runners and coachestabpu
my high mileage are important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 |7

22. My self-worth is tied to my personal best times 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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23. | often compare my personal best times to other
runners’ personal best times. 1 2 3 4 5 6

24. | feel excited when people ask me about myingn
times. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

25. I have multiple types of shoes for differentgmses
(e.g., training, racing, and tempo shoes). 1 2 3 & 6 7

26. | often run when | have minor pain.

27. |1 often dream about running.

28. | feel bad about myself when | do poorly iraee.
29. | often run when | have serious pain.

30. Running gives me a sense of community.

31. | consider myself an athlete.

32. | have many goals related to sport.

33. Most of my friends are athletes.

34. Sport is the most important thing in my life.

35. I spend more time thinking about sport thartlzing
else.

36. | need to participate in my sport to feel gabdut
myself.

37. Other people see me mainly as an athlete.

38. | feel bad about myself when | do poorly inrgpo
39. Sport is the only important thing in my life.

40. | would be very depressed if | were injured aadld
not compete in sport. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

41. Athletics help me express my emotions andrigsli 1 2 5

N

4
42. It is very important for me to succeed at mgrsp 1 4 5
43. My popularity with others is related to my atit 1 4 5
ability.

N

44. | obtain personal satisfaction from participgtin 1 2 3 4 5
athletics.

45. | only participate in sports because | am gaiod 1 2 3 4 5
them.

46. | often fear people will not like me as muclhdfo 1 2 3 4 5
not compete well.

47. My primary reason for competing in my sport is 1 2 3 4 5
receiving awards and recognition.

48. Being an athlete is an important part of wiaonl 1 2 3

49. | fear not receiving the recognition and afent get | 1 2 3
from being an athlete when | retire.

50. I would feel a great sense of loss if | sudgevere 1 2 3 4 5
unable to participate in my sport.
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Open-Ended Responses:

1. What does running identity mean to you?

2. In your opinion, what aspects of running idenéite unique from other sport identities?

3. Is there anything else you want to share about sunning identity?
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Demographics

Age:

Gender Identity: (Adapted from Human Rights Campa15)

Female Genderqueer/Androgynous Intersex

Male Transgender Transsexual
Cross-dresser FTM (female-to-male) MTF (maldetmale)
Other (please specify):

Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin? @pted from U.S. Census Bureau, 2010)
No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano
Yes, Puerto Rican
Yes, Cuban
Yes, another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin.

Please specify:

What is your racial identity? (Adapted from U.S.nSes Bureau, 2010)
White
Black, African American, or Negro
American Indian or Alaska Native

Please specify name of tribe:

Asian Indian Japanese Native Hawaiian
Chinese Korean Guamanian or Chamorro
Filipino Vietnamese Samoan

Other Asian (please specify):
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Other Pacific Islander (please specify):

Other (please specify):

College Athletic Classification:

NCAA Division | NCAA Division Il NCAA Division Il

NAIA USCAA NCCAA
ACCA NJCAA CCCAA
NWAC Other:
Academic Classification: Freshman Sophomorelunior Senior  Graduate

What category best describes your identity in reheto running ?
Collegiate/Professional Runner Serious Runner
Recreational Runner Non-runner

How many years have you been competing for a arosstry and/or track and field team?
(Include all years since elementary school, if mayle.) years

What was your average weekly mileage in the pasithto miles | don’t know

Aside from actual running, approximately how maowyits per week do you invest in your sport
(e.g., researching race results, strength traimgregyace rituals, etc.)? hours

In the space below, please discuss your historymiing-related injuries in as much detail as
you can recall, including the type of injuries approximate recovery time of each injury. Also
indicate if you sustained the same injury multijahees.

Thank you for taking the time to complete this syrwhis research will be used to assist
coaches, athletic trainers, sport psychology preif@sals, and other practitioners improve the
experiences of collegiate runners. If you have gungstions or concerns about this research,
please contact Mr. Matthew Bejar at mbejar@volsadk
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Appendix J: Recruitment Email (Pilot Test)

Hello Coach (last name),

My name is Matt Bejar, and | am a third-year Phident in the Sport Psychology and Motor
Behavior program at the University of Tennesse@xiile. For my dissertation project, | am
conducting a study with the intention of developangurvey that assesses collegiate running
identity. Although there is a scale that measutieletc identity, there is not an instrument that
specifically assesses the nuances of running igleBly creating such a scale, sport psychology
researchers should be able to conduct furtheregwdhere they can examine the relationship
between running identity and other important caredt, such as identity foreclosure, disordered
eating, and moral reasoning, to name a few. In, itire our hope that coaches, athletic trainers,
career counselors, and other professionals caetber lequipped to address the needs of
collegiate runners and enhance their well-being.

Thereforewe would like you to forward this email and sunlie to your distance runners.
Participation is completely voluntary and all respes will be anonymous (i.e., IP addresses will
not be tracked by the survey software).

We would greatly appreciate their participationthiéy agree to participate in the study, the
survey should take no more than ten minutes to tetep

<survey link>

Please do not hesitate to contact meala¢jar@vols.utk.edar 865-974-8768 if you have any
guestions.

Thank you for your time!

Matthew P. Bejar, M.A.

PhD Student: Sport Psychology and Motor Behavior
Graduate Teaching Associate

Department of Kinesiology, Recreation, and Spantiigts
144 HPER Building

University of Tennessee

Knoxville, TN 37996-2700

(865) 974-8768 (GTA office phone number)

(865) 974-8981 (fax)
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Appendix K: Cover Page/Informed Consent StatementRilot Test)

Introduction: You are invited to take part in a research stithg purpose of this study is to
develop an instrument that assesses collegiatéengindentity.

Information about Participants’ Involvement in the Study: You will be asked to complete an
online survey with # items. It should take no mttvan 10 minutes to complete. Participants
must be 18 years of age or older to participate.

Risks and Protections:There is minimal risk for harm or injury. Howevdryou experience
any discomfort, you are free to withdraw from thedy at any time with no penalty.
Additionally, your responses will remain anonymoilst is, your IP address will not be tracked.

Benefits: Your participation in this survey will help coachathletic trainers, career counselors,
sport psychology professionals, and other indivisleahance the well-being of collegiate
runners. For example, athletic trainers may be tabpredict an athlete’s susceptibility to
overtraining and playing through injury. Also, ceetors can identify runners who are at risk of
foreclosing other roles (e.g., career exploratiarfavor of running.

Confidentiality: Your responses will be anonymous. Further, Any daat is printed off will be
kept in a locked, secure file cabinet; althougls tll not include any identifying information.

Contact Information: If you have any questions at any time about thidys you can contact
the principal investigator, Mr. Matthew Bejar viamail (mbejar@vols.utk.eduor phone (865-
974-8768) OR Dr. Leslee Fisherligher2@utk.edwr 865-974-9973. If you have questions
about your right as a participant, contact the [Riirperson in the Office of Research &
Engagement atbchair@utk.edwr 865-974-7697.

Participation: Your participation in this study is voluntary; ymay decline to participate at any
time without penalty. If you withdraw after begingithe survey, your responses will not be
saved. By beginning the survey, you are acknowtegithat you: (a) have read the information
on this page; (b) are at least 18 years of age(@nebluntarily consent to participate in this
research study.
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Appendix L: Tables and Figures
Table 1

Initial Factor Loadings for RIS Items

ltem Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 actét 6  Factor 7

1 -- -- .700 -- -- -- --
2 -- -- .600 -- -- -- --
3 -- -- 465 -- -- -- --
4 -- 714 327 -- -- -- --
5 -- 792 -- -- -- -- --
6 339 416 -- 507 -- -- --
7 -- .397 .398 -- -- -- --
8 -- 575 -- -- -- -- --
9 .329 347 -- 337 -- -- --
10 677 -- -- -- -- -- --
11 -- -- -- -- 597 -- --
12 -- -- -- -- .652 -- --
13 -- 455 -- -- 416 -- --
14 631 321 -- -- -- -- --
15 -- 412 -- -- -- -- 511
16 -- .550 -- -- -- -- --
17 376 322 .329 481 -- -- --
18 -- 438 490 -- -- -- --
19 -- -- -- 557 -- -- --
20 -- -- -- .798 -- -- --
21 .530 -- -- 486 -- -- --
22 .656 -- -- -- -- -- --
23 .659 -- -- -- -- -- --
24 518 -- -- -- -- -- --
25 -- -- 406 -- -- -- --
26 -- -- 451 -- -- 732 --
27 -- 335 -- -- -- -- 345
28 .553 -- -- -- -- -- --
29 -- -- -- -- -- .683 --
30 -- -- .535 -- -- -- --

Note.RIS = Running ldentity Scale. This table represé¢in¢ initial exploratory factor analysis
with all preliminary items. Principal axis factognvith a varimax rotation was used at this stage.
All loadings < .32 are suppressed. The Kaiser-M&)&in measure of sampling adequacy in
this sample was .920 with 53.8% of the variancdamged.
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Table 2

RIS Items and Factor Loadings

Item Item Text Running Running Running
Number Performance Exclusivity Self-ldentity

14 My race performances have a big impact .706 -- --
on my self-esteem.
22 My self-worth is tied to my personal best .695 -- --

times.

10 Compliments from other runners about .691 -- --
my times are important to me.

23 | often compare my personal best times to .677 -- --

other runners’ personal best times
28 | feel bad about myself when | do poorly  .667 -- --

in a race.
5 | spend more time thinking about running -- .898 --
than anything else.
4 Running is the most important part of my -- .730 --
life.
8 Running is the only important thing in -- .629 --
my life.
16 Running takes up a considerable amount - 519 --
of my daily thoughts.
2 | have many goals related to running. -- -- .748
1 | consider myself a runner. -- -- .638

Note RIS = Running Identity Scale. Iltem number referthe original order in the initial set of

30 items. Running performance, running exclusiatyl running self-identity represent the three
factors with their respective loading for each itéractor loadings < .32 are not listed. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 843 in this solution with 54.9% of the
variance explained.



Table 3

RIS Item Communalities

ltem Number Initial Extracted
14 .569 .642
22 499 .582
10 .355 425
23 .387 460
28 451 482
5 .650 .826
4 .539 .601
8 .360 426
16 525 516
2 415 .661
1 .297 422

Note.RIS = Running ldentity Scale. Principal axis faoig was employed.
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Table 4

RIS Factor Correlation Matrix

211

Factor Running Performance  Running Exclusivity  RogrSelf-ldentity
Running Performance 1.000 -- -
Running Exclusivity 455% 1.000 --
Running Self-ldentity .306 311 1.000

Note.RIS = Running Identity Scale.
*r> .32
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Table 5

RIS Item Intercorrelation Matrix

ltems 14 22 10 23 28 5 4 8 16 2 1

14  1.000 -- -- - -- -- -- - - -- -
22 .614 1.000 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -
10 490 .501 1.000 --
23 464 507 .452 1.000 - -- - - - - -
28 .619 471 406 481 1.000 -- - - - - -
5 412 373 172 219 .3271.00 - -- -- -- --
4 369 .335 146 185 .221 .686 1.000 - - -- --
8 321 .355 236 .160 .241 522 .482 1.000 - - -
16 461 420 270 .346 .388 .667 .474 .381 1.000 -- --
2 314 258 182 278 214 380 424 129  .414.000 -
1 256 145 125 199 214 237 255 .029 .227520 1.000

Note.RIS = Running ldentity Scale. Bolded correlatiomgresent inter-factor correlations.
Italicized correlations represent cross-factor &atrons.
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Table 6

RIS Correlations with AIMS and PPAIS

Scale/Factor RIS Composite Running Running Running
Performance Exclusivity Self-ldentity
AIMS Composite 688 589" 603 310
- Self-Identity 451 348 313 607"
- Social Identity 464 359 430 293"
- Negative Affectivity 614 667 389" 189"
- Exclusivity 520 .358 609" .096
PPAIS Composite 558 556 417" 176
- Public 382 438" 247" .010
- Private 518 439" 317 671

Note.RIS = Running ldentity Scale. AIMS = Athletic Idég Measurement Scale. PPAIS =
Public-Private Athletic Identity Scale. AIMS comjtesscores are based on the 10-item scale
developed by Brewer, Van Raalte, & Linder (1993)e RIMS subscales (self-identity, social
identity, negative affect, and exclusivity) ared@®n the four-factor structure proposed by
Martin et al. (1997). The PPAIS and its two factars based on Nasco and Webb’s (2006)
development of the 10-item scale.

*p<.05

** p<.01
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Table 7

RIS Composite and Factor Means and Standard Dewviati

Serious/Collegiate/ Recreational Non-Runners
Professional Runners
Runners

M SD M SD M SD
RIS Composite 51.35 10.43 25.36 10.75 14.96 4.48
(11 items; min 11, max 77)
Running Performance 23.64 6.30 10.93 6.39 6.61 2.61
(5 items; min 5, max 35)
Running Exclusivity 14.75 4.93 6.34 3.42 451 1.30
(4 items; min 4, max 28)
Running Self-ldentity 12.96 1.58 8.07 2.84 3.87 1.89

(2 items; min 2, max 14)

Note.RIS = Running ldentity Scale. One-way ANOVAs amahBronni post hoc tests revealed
significant differences between all three groupsRts composite, running performance,
running exclusivity, and running self-identity sesr
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Phase I:

Creation of
RIS Items

* Literature Review
* Delphi Technique

» Feedback from additional
experts and former
collegiate runners

Phase II:
Pretesting of RIS

* Online and paper-

Phase III: and-pencil modes
Pilot Testing of data collection
of RIS » Exploratory

Factor Analysis

Figure 1.Phases of Running Identity Scale (RIS) development.
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Personal Factors Situational Factors

Cognitive Appraisal

Emotional Response

Behavioral Response

Figure 2 Cognitive appraisal model of psychological adpestt to athletic injury. Adapted from
Brewer (1994).
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Figure 3.Integrated model of psychological response totsppury (Wiese-Bjornstal et al.,

1998).
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Sociodemographic Factors

-Socioeconomic status

Characteristics of the Injury Age
-Type -Location o e
-Cause:- “History -Race/ethnicity
-Severity
Biological Factors _

-Endocrine -Sleep Psychological Factors

-Metabolism -Circulation -Personality

-Neurochemistry -Respiration -Cognition

-Tissue Repair  -Immune -Affect

-Nutrition function -Behavior

Social/contextual Factors
-Social network

-Life stress

-Situational characteristics
-Rehabilitation
environmer

-Strength
-Joint laxity

Intermediate Biopsychological Outcomes
-Range of motion

-Pain
-Endurance
-Rate of recovery

Sport Injury Rehabilitation Outcomes
-Functional performance
-Quiality of life
-Treatment satisfactions
-Readiness to return to sport

Figure 4 Biopsychosocial model of sport injury. Adaptednfr Brewer (2002).
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Psychological Factors
» Self-motivation
e Social support €
* Athletic identity
* Psychological distress

Rehabilitation Adherence
Appointment attendance

e Practitioner ratings

* Home exercise completion

* Home cryotherapy completion

Rehabilitation Outcome
* Knee laxity
* Functional ability
* Subjective symptoms

Figure 5.Schematic representation of hypothesized relatipssimong psychological factors,
rehabilitation adherence, and rehabilitation outegBrewer et al., 2000). Adapted from
Granquist and Brewer (2013)



Event or nonevent resulting in change or assumpti
OR change of social networks, resulting in growth

TRANSITION

deterioration

PERCEPTION OF THE
PARTICULAR TRANSITION

or uncertain
Degree of stress

Role change: gain or loss

Affect: positive or negative
Source: internal or external
Timing: on-time or off-time
Onset: gradual or sudden
Duration: permanent, temporary

CHARACTERISTICS OF PRETRANSITIOI
AND POSTTRANSITION ENVIRONMENTS
Internal support systems:

-intimate relationships

-family unit

-network of friends

Institutional supports

Physical setting

(@)

on

CHARACTERISTICS Ol
THE INDIVIDUAL
Psychosocial competence
Sex (and sex-role identification
Age (and life stage)
State of health
Race/ethnicity
Socioeconomic status
Value orientation
Previous experience with a
transition of a familiar nature

ADAPTATION

Movement through phases following transition:

pervasiveness through reorganization.
Depends on:

1) Balance of individual's resources and defici
2) Differences in pre- and post-transition
environments (e.g., perception, supports, and
individuals)

ts

Figure & Developmental model of transition. Adapted froami®ssberg (1981).
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Causes of Athletic Retirement:

Age
Deselection

Injury
Free Choice

Factors Related to
Adaptation to Retirement:
Self-identity
Perceptions of Control
Social Identity
Tertiary Contributions

Available Resources:
Coping Skills
Social Support

Pre-retirement Planning

Quality of Adaptation
to Athletic Retirement

Retirement Crisis:
Psychopathology
Substance Abuse

Occupational Problems
Family/Social Problems

Healthy Career Transition

Figure 7. Conceptual model of adaptation to retirement agrathletes. Adapted from Taylor

and Ogilvie (1994).



222

Vita

Matthew P. Bejar was born in San Jose, Californi&eptember 1, 1987. He is the son
of Philip Bejar and Leslie Bejar and has two yourgjblings, Michael Bejar and Nicole Bejar.
He is also the grandson of James Riley, DorothgyRioseph Bejar, Vicky Bejar, and the late
Stella Bejar. Matthew attended Bellarmine Collegep@ratory for his secondary education and
graduated in May 2006. He then earned a BS in Esecience and a BA in Psychology from
Gonzaga University, graduating in May 2011. Whil8allarmine and Gonzaga, he patrticipated
in cross-country and track and field and was coadtyePatrick McCrystle, Terry Ward, Kevin
Swaim, and Pat Tyson. Next, he attended San Jage Giversity to obtain his MA in
Kinesiology with a Concentration in Sport Studiesier the supervision of Dr. Ted M. Butryn.
He graduated in August 2013, and his thesis watlezht‘Experiences of Coping with Injury in
Athletes from Low-to-Middle Socioeconomic StatuscBgrounds.” Afterwards, he attended the
University of Tennessee, Knoxville and earned a RhKinesiology and Sport Studies with a
Concentration in Kinesiology and a Specializatiotsport Psychology and Motor Behavior

under the guidance of Dr. Leslee A. Fisher, gradgah May 2016.



	Development of the Running Identity Scale
	Recommended Citation

	/var/tmp/StampPDF/Gf5rl0fFen/tmp.1461174151.pdf.rywFt

