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Abstract. The aim of this study was to examine the validity and reliability of Leach et al.’s (2008) model of in-group
identification in two studies using Russian samples (overall N = 621). In Study 1, a series of multi-group confirmatory
factor analysis revealed that the hierarchical model of in-group identification, which included two second-order factors,
self-definition (individual self-stereotyping, and in-group homogeneity) and self-investment (satisfaction, solidarity,
and centrality), fitted the data well for all four group identities (ethnic, religious, university, and gender) (CFI > .93,
TLI > .92, RMSEA < .06, SRMR < .06) and demonstrated a better fit, compared to the alternative models. In Study 2, the
construct validity and reliability of the Russian version of the in-group identification measure was examined. Results
show that these measures have adequate psychometric properties. In short, our results show that Leach et al.’s model is
reproduced in Russian culture. The Russian version of this measure can be recommended for use in future in-group

research in Russian-speaking samples.
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Research into in-group identification has expanded
in recent decades, with the recognition that group
membership is a major influence on individual expe-
rience and behavior. According to social identity
theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel, & Turner, 1986) and self-
categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987) identification with in-groups is an
important part of individual self-concept that influ-
ences the attitudes and behavior of individuals.
Awareness of one’s membership in a social group
leads one to think and to behave in the ways mem-
bers of this group do.

There are many conceptualizations and much opera-
tionalization of in-group identification in the litera-
ture. Some authors operationalize it as a unitary scale,
others approach it as a multidimensional construct,
but there is little agreement regarding the set of
its components (for reviews see Ashmore, Deaux, &
McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Leach et al., 2008). Leach et al.
(2008) have reviewed different approaches to the con-
ceptualization of in-group identification and systema-
tized its components proposed by different authors in
asinglelogical and coherent model. Their model includes
five main components: individual self-stereotyping,
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in-group homogeneity, solidarity, satisfaction, and
centrality. Individual self-stereotyping is the degree to
which an individual perceives herself or himself as
similar to an in-group prototype. In-group homogeneity
is the degree to which an individual perceives her or
his in-group as relatively homogeneous and distinct
from relevant out-groups. Solidarity refers to a sense of
belonging, a psychological attachment to the in-group,
and coordination with the other group members.
Satisfaction refers to the positive evaluation of the
in-group. Centrality is the salience and importance of
in-group membership.

Based on this analysis, Leach et al. (2008) devel-
oped a hierarchical model of in-group identification,
which consists of these five components integrated
into two more abstract, higher-order dimensions:
self-definition and self-investment (see Figure 1).
Leach et al. (2008) operationalized this hierarchical
model in a 14-item measure. Most of the items were
close adaptations of those used in previous narrow
approaches. The authors validated their measure in
seven studies using different groups (University,
Dutch, and European). Results showed that their
theoretical first- and second-order factor models fit
the data well and the scale was shown to have high
internal consistency, concurrent validity, construct
validity, and discriminant validity. An independent
examination of scale structure conducted by Howard
and Magee (2013) showed that the theoretical model
has an acceptable fit to the data from different types
of in-groups: country, state, university, and online
group (the Reddit.com community). This hierarchical
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Figure 1. Hierarchical (multicomponent) model of in-group identification. Standardized item loadings are presented in the
following order: Russians/Orthodox (Christians) /Students/Males & Females. ISS — individual self-stereotyping; IGH — in-group

homogeneity.

model of in-group identification is important because
it was created by combining multiple approaches, the
main classic and contemporary models of the in-group
identification, and specifies similarities and differences
between its components. The measure based on this
model can be used for studying identification with
groups of any type.

The model has been widely used in psychological
research. In recent years, the Leach et al. (2008) mea-
sure of in-group identification was used in at least
20 studies using different types of target groups:
ethnic, national, and racial in-groups (Danel et al.,
2012; Giamo, Schmitt, & Outten, 2012; Koval, Laham,
Haslam, Bastian, & Whelan, 2012; Leach, Mosquera,
Vliek, & Hirt, 2010; Philpot & Hornsey, 2011;
Shepherd, Spears, & Manstead, 2013; Stiirmer et al.,
2013; Wang, Minervino, & Cheryan, 2013), gender
in-groups (Correia et al., 2012; Good, Moss-Racusin, &
Sanchez, 2012; Kenny & Garcia, 2012), student
in-groups (Becker, 2012; Correia et al., 2012; Cruwys
etal., 2012; Leach et al., 2010), online in-groups (peo-
ple from an online forum sharing the same interests)
(Howard, 2014; Howard & Magee, 2013), the army
(Sani, Herrera, Wakefield, Boroch, & Gulyas, 2012),
group of experiment participants (Hartmann &
Tanis, 2013; van Veelen, Otten, & Hansen, 2013), sup-
porters of mental health advocacy (Gee & McGarty,

2013), and organizational in-group (Smith, Amiot,
Callan, Terry, & Smith, 2012). But, with the exception
of two studies (Correia et al., 2012; Danel et al.,
2012), the Leach et al. (2008) measure was used only
in English-language samples. Danel et al. (2012) and
Correia et al. (2012) translated the Leach et al. (2008)
items into Polish and Portuguese languages, respec-
tively, but did not examine structural validity of their
translations. At present time, the measure exists only
in the English version.

Group identification is a very popular research
topic around the world, including Russian-speaking
countries. The Leach et al. (2008) model and measure
of in-group identification would be very useful in
countries where the issues of ethnic, national, and
other types of social identification have not been suf-
ficiently studied. The aim of this study was to examine
the Leach et al. (2008) model of in-group identification
in three different Russian samples. In Study 1, we
focused on the validity of the hierarchical model.
We applied confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to the
data from four different in-groups (ethnic, religious,
university, and gender). In Study 2, we examined the
convergent and discriminant validity of the five com-
ponents of in-group identification by assessing the
component correlations with different measures of in-
group identification.
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STUDY 1: FACTORIAL VALIDITY AND
RELIABILITY EVIDENCES

Method
Participants

Three samples were employed. The first sample included
226 undergraduate students of the Higher School of
Economics (86 male, 135 female, 5 respondents did not
specify their gender, M (age) = 18.13, SD = 1.18 (5 people
did not specify their age). For students, participation
in the survey was part of a Psychology course. They
completed a paper-and-pencil questionnaire. The sec-
ond sample included 146 people who identified them-
selves as Russian (58 male, 88 female, M (age) = 33.1,
SD = 11.8). The third sample included 249 people who
identified themselves as Orthodox Christian (143 male,
106 female, M (age) = 30, SD = 8.6). In the second and
third samples, participants completed an online ques-
tionnaire. Links to the survey were placed on special-
ized websites dedicated to psychology and the Russian
culture.

Procedure and Measures

All participants completed a structured questionnaire
that included a 14-item measure based on a hierarchical
model of in-group identification (Leach et al., 2008).
The items were translated from English into Russian
by the authors and then back-translated by a bilingual,
native speaker of both languages, who was unaware
of the subject of the questionnaire. Differences in trans-
lations were discussed until agreement was reached.
The Russian version of the items can be found in the
Appendix. Each item was scored on a 7-point scale, all
7 options verbalized ranging from 1 (absolutely disagree)
to 7 (absolutely agree). We created four versions of the
measure for each in-group: Russian, Orthodox Christian,
gender, and students of the Higher School of Economics.
Participants from the student sample completed two
14-item measures: one about the in-group of students
of the Higher School of Economics, and one about
the gender in-group. Before the start of the survey the
respondents were informed about the purpose and
procedure of the study, as well as their right to with-
draw from the study at any time. In all samples the
survey was anonymous and the respondents were
informed that their answers would be kept confiden-
tial and used only for research purposes.

Results

We performed CFAs with Mplus 6.12 (estimator —
MLMYV) to examine how well the proposed measure-
ment model fitted the Russian version of the 14-item
measure of in-group identification. We estimated the
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proposed measurement model separately for four types
of in-groups: Russians, Orthodox, university, and gender.
First we examined the first-order model, which con-
sists of five components: individual self-stereotyping,
in-group homogeneity, solidarity, satisfaction and cen-
trality (Model A). The results (shown in Table 1) indicate
that Model A fitted the data well for all four group
identities. The fit indices (excluding TLI in the case of
the gender in-group) exceeded the benchmark of .930
and both of the main residual indices fell below the
benchmark of .080 for models of this sample size (see
Hu & Bentler, 1999). In all four in-groups, Model A
showed the best fit to the data. Following Leach et al.
(2008), we compared Model A with three alternative
first-order measurement models (Model B = all items
loading on one common factor: identification; Model
C = items loading on two components: self-definition
and self-investment; Model D = items loading on two
components: cognitive/self-categorization and affective
ties/social identity). The fit of all three alternative
models was worse. Because the alternative models
were based on the same data, but not nested, they can
be compared using the Akaike information criterion
(AIC) index (Byrne, 2011). As shown in Table 1, Model
A has the lowest AIC in all four samples, which sug-
gests that Model A is the best first-order model.

Second, we examined the hierarchical model
(Model E), which included the second-order factors
of self-definition (i.e., individual self-stereotyping and
in-group homogeneity) and self-investment (i.e., sat-
isfaction, solidarity, centrality). This model is shown on
Figure 1. Model E fitted the data well for all four
group identities (Table 1). The fit indices (excluding
TLI in the case of the gender in-group) exceeded the
benchmark of .930, and both of the main residual indi-
ces fell below the benchmark of .080. In all four samples
Model E had the lowest AIC, which means Model E is
the best second-order model.

As Figure 1 shows, the standardized factor loadings
exceeded .50 for nearly all items (excluding the first
item in the gender in-group), with many above .80,
and differed significantly from zero (p < .05). Each of
the five components loaded onto the expected second-
order factor. All the second-order factor loadings
exceeded .60, with many above .80, and differed signif-
icantly from zero (p < .05). The second-order factors of
self-definition and self-investment were strongly and
significantly related in all samples (.66—.84, all p < .05).
All of these parameters confirm that Model E, with
five components and two second-order factors, was
well defined by its items. The fit indices indicate that
Model E fitted the data better, compared to the two
alternative models (Model F = five-components: indi-
vidual self-stereotyping, in-group homogeneity, soli-
darity, satisfaction and centrality, and one dimension:
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Table 1. The Fit of Models of In-Group Identification

Measurement model »p df RMSEA [90% CI] CFI TLI SRMR AIC
Russians

Stage 1: first-order models

Model A 90.56, p = .029 67 .049 [.017, .073] 970 959 .049 5801.92
Model B 231.70, p < .001 77 117 [.100, .135] .804 .768 .082 6119.58
Model C 177.78, p < .001 76 096 [.078, .114] 871 845 073 5991.71
Model D 172.81, p < .001 76 093 [.075, .112] 877 .853 .064 5981.07
Stage 2: second-order models

Model E 98.59, p=.017 71 .052[.023, .075] 965 955 .059 5807.45
Model F 106.05, p = .006 72 .057 [.032, .079] 957 945 .063 5821.58
Model G 98.60, p = .017 71 .052 [.023, .075] .965 955 .054 5808.22
Orthodox (Christians)

Stage 1: first-order models

Model A 98.09, p = .008 67 .043 [.023, .061] .949 931 046 8540.13
Model B 243.77,p < .001 77 .093 [.080, .107] 729 .679 077 8824.51
Model C 171.98, p < .001 76 .071[.057, .085] .844 .813 .067 8673.51
Model D 219.98, p < .001 76 .087[.074, .101] .766 .720 .080 8764.16
Stage 2: second-order models

Model E 102.29, p = .009 71 .0421.022, .059] .949 .935 047 8537.77
Model F 111.15, p = .002 72 .047[.028, .063] 936 .920 .053 8552.55
Model G 111.10, p = .002 71 .048 [.030, .064] 935 916 .053 8553.94
Students

Stage 1: first-order models

Model A 113.00, p < .001 67 .056 [.038, .074] 953 .937 .049 8456.26
Model B 381.90, p < .001 77 135[.122, .149] 690 634 .105 8960.96
Model C 236.04, p < .001 76 .099 [.085, .113] 837 .805 .082 8677.28
Model D 266.14, p < .001 76 .108 [.094, .122] .807 769 109 8737.59
Stage 2: second-order models

Model E 122.84, p < .001 71 .058 [.040, .075] 947 932 .058 8464.27
Model F 144.60, p < .001 72 .068 [.052, .084] 926 907 072 8506.83
Model G 128.20, p < .001 71 061 [.044, .078] 942 926 .065 8477.54
Males/Females

Stage 1: first-order models

Model A 127.91, p < .001 67 .065 [.048, .082] 933 909 .058 8986.81
Model B 456.03, p < .001 77 152 [.138, .165] .581 505 123 9552.81
Model C 280.12, p < .001 76 112 [.098, .126] 774 .730 095 9234.68
Model D 312.26, p < .001 76 121[.107, .135] 739 .687 127 9284.53
Stage 2: second-order models

Model E 129.56, p < .001 71 .062 [.045, .079] 935 917 .059 8980.78
Model F 158.40, p < .001 72 .075[.059, .091] 905 .879 077 9029.23
Model G 147.52, p <.001 71 .071 [.055, .087] 915 .892 .082 9011.92

Note: df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA — root-mean-square error of approximation; CFI — comparative fit index; TLI - Tucker-Lewis
index; SRMR - standardized root-mean square residual; AIC — Akaike information criterion.

identification; Model G = alternative five-component/
two-dimensional: self-definition (i.e., individual self-
stereotyping, in-group homogeneity, and centrality)
and self-investment (i.e., satisfaction, solidarity).

In order to investigate the factorial invariance of the
instrument, we performed a series of multi-group CFA
analyses testing configural, metric, and scalar invariance
of the model across the 4 samples. Latent factors were

identified by fixing variance to 1. Because the complete
first- and second-order configural invariance model
had convergence issues, we started by establishing the
invariance of the first-order structure and then used
the scalar-invariant first-order model as a baseline for
the second-order models. This strategy resulted in a
sequence of nested models, allowing to use the
DIFFTEST function in order to compare the fit. As the
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chi-square test is overly sensitive in large samples, we
relied on the ACFI > .01 criterion of a significant differ-
ence between nested models (Cheung & Rensvold,
2002). At each stage, we first evaluated the fit of a com-
pletely invariant model and then proceeded by estab-
lishing partial measurement invariance (Byrne, 2011;
Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthen, 1989). The results of model
fit tests are summarized in Table 2 and those of model
comparison are presented in Table 3.

The fit of the first-order configural invariance model
(1) was good. Though the fit of the full metric invari-
ance model (2a) was statistically worse, the absolute
difference was not large and there were no pronounced
outliers among modification indices (MI). The stron-
gest MI (x? = 12.26) referred to the loading of item 2 in
the Orthodox sample; removal of the respective con-
straint resulted in a statistically significant, but mar-
ginal improvement of the model (2b). The fit of the
first-order full scalar invariance model (3a) was much
worse, compared to the model 2a, suggesting some
strongly non-equivalent item intercepts. Based on MI,
we relaxed intercept constraints (one at a time) for
item 3 in the Gender sample (x> = 44.94), item 2 in the
Student sample (y* = 38.55), item 5 in the Orthodox
sample (x> = 26.34), and item 8 in the Student sample
(x> = 22.54). The resulting partial scalar invariance
model (3b, based on model 2b) had no pronounced
MIs for intercepts (the strongest MI: y2 = 6.70) and
exhibited satisfactory fit.

Table 2. The Fit of Multi-Group Models of In-Group Identification

Model of In-Group Identification in Russian Samples 5

When configural invariance second-order part of
the model was introduced into the models 3a and 3b,
the fit did not become worse, according to the ACFI
criterion, both for the model developed using full
invariance approach (4a) and partial invariance approach
(4b). Introduction of metric invariance constraints into
the second-order part of the model did not lead to a
deterioration of model fit either (models 5a and 5b).
There was empirical under-identification in the means
part of the second-order scalar invariance model, and
second-order factor means for Student and Gender
samples were constrained to 0 in order for the models
6a and 6b to converge. Comparison of model fit indices
indicated some pronounced non-invariance of factor
intercepts, and we relaxed constraints for the inter-
cepts of second-order solidarity factor in the Gender
sample (x> = 54.03) and the individual self-stereotyping
factor in the Orthodox sample (3> = 21.70), after which
the fit of model 6b did not differ statistically from that
of model 5b.

Finally, in model 7 we constrained the covariance of
second-order factors to be equal across groups. Because
the model fit deteriorated, in the partially invariant
model we relaxed this constraint for the Russian sample
(x> = 28.04) and for the Orthodox sample (x> = 10.09),
after which the fit indices of the models 6b and 7b did
not differ.

Finally, we computed the scale scores for each com-
ponent. All the five scales were of moderate or high

Model 2P df RMSEA [90% CI] CFI TLI SRMR
Full measurement invariance approach

Stage 1: first-order models

Model 1 (configural) 42227, p < .001 268 .053 [.043, .062] 953 936 .051
Model 2a (metric) 485.89, p < .001 295 .056 [.047, .065] 941 928 077
Model 3a (scalar) 693.58, p < .001 322 075 [.067, .082] .886 871 099
Stage 2: second-order models

Model 4a (configural) 716.81, p < .001 338 .074 [.066, .081] .884 875 102
Model 5a (metric) 728.54, p < .001 347 .073 [.066, .080] .883 877 .106
Model 6a (scalar) 777.90, p < .001 353 .076 [.069, .084] .869 .865 118
Model 7a (factor cov) 806.97, p < .001 356 .078 [.071, .086] 861 .858 .188
Partial measurement invariance approach

Stage 1: first-order models

Model 2b (metric) 471.59, p <.001 294 .054 [.045, .063] 945 932 073
Model 3b (scalar) 532.00, p <.001 317 .057 [.049, .066] 934 924 .079
Stage 2: second-order models

Model 4b (configural) 556.37, p < .001 333 .057 [.049, .065] 931 925 .082
Model 5b (metric) 570.11, p < .001 342 .057 [.049, .065] 930 925 .088
Model 6b (scalar) 575.86, p < .001 346 .057 [.048, .065] 929 926 .088
Model 7b (factor cov) 575.45, p <.001 347 .056 [.048, .065] 930 926 .088

Note: df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA — root-mean-square error of approximation; CFI — comparative fit index; TLI — Tucker-

Lewis index; SRMR - standardized root-mean square residual.
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Table 3. Multi-group model comparison results

Model comparison 4y p Adf ARMSEA ACFI

Full measurement invariance

Model 2a vs. Model 1~ 83.28, p <.001 27 .003 012
Model 3a vs. Model 2a  381.81, p <.001 27 .019 .055
Model 4a vs. Model 3a  31.28,p =.012 16 .001 .002
Model 5a vs. Model 4a  16.10,p=.065 9 .001 .001
Model 6a vs. Model 5a  88.21,p <.001 6 .003 014
Model 7a vs. Model 6a  30.09, p <.001 3 .002 .008

Partial measurement invariance

Model 2b vs. Model 1~ 65.36, p <.001 26  .001 .008
Model 3b vs. Model 2b  96.35, p <.001 23  .003 .009
Model 4b vs. Model 3b  31.40,p=.012 16 <.001 .003
Model 5b vs. Model 4b  17.78,p=.038 9 <.001 .001
Model 6b vs. Model5b  7.96,p=.093 4 <.001 .001

Model 7b vs. Model6b  0.00, p=.987 1 .001 <.001

Note: Adf = difference in degrees of freedom; ARMSEA —
change in root-mean-square error of approximation; ACFI -
change in comparative fit index.

reliability, Cronbach’s a ranged between .65 and .93
(see Table 4). Correlations between the five components
were moderate or high, but in all four in-groups inter-
correlations were higher for the components referring
to the same dimension. Satisfaction, solidarity, and
centrality have higher correlations with each other
than with individual self-stereotyping or with in-group
homogeneity, but correlations between individual self-
stereotyping and in-group homogeneity were higher
than their correlations with satisfaction, solidarity, and
centrality (see Table 4). This supports the hierarchical
conceptualization proposed by Leach et al. (2008) and
the results of the CFA. Therefore, the results support
the use of the subscales and confirm the structural
validity of the Russian version of the measure.

STUDY 2: EXAMINING VALIDITY

We performed additional studies to examine the con-
vergent and discriminant validity of the Russian version
of the measure of in-group identification. As part of the
same survey session, two of the three Study 1 samples
(undergraduate students of the Higher School of
Economics and people who identified themselves as
Russians) completed several additional measures related
to the in-group identification.

Method
Participants and Measures
Sample 1

146 people who identified themselves as Russians in
Study 1 completed several additional measures.

Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM)

To gauge the convergent validity of the Leach et al. (2008)
measure, we used MEIM (Phinney, 1992). This scale con-
sists of 12 items scored on a 4-point frequency scale
and comprises two subscales: Affirmation and Belonging
(o =.92), and Identity Search (a = .84). Participants com-
pleted the Russian version of the MEIM (sample items:
“I am glad that I belong to Russians”, “I follow the tra-
ditions of Russians”) (Tatarko & Lebedeva, 2011).
Participants were asked to indicate their identification
as Russians (as opposed to immigrants from Central
Asian countries). As Leach et al. (2008) suggested, the
Affirmation and Belonging subscale includes items sim-
ilar to the solidarity, centrality, and satisfaction compo-
nents and the Identity Search subscale includes items
similar to the centrality and satisfaction components.

Self-Group Overlap

This graphical scale was used to assess the self-inclusion
of respondents in their in-group (Schubert & Otten,
2002). Seven pictures, with two circles on each, showed
different degrees of overlap. The first circle repre-
sented the respondent, the second circle represented
the in-group (Russians). Participants were asked to
choose the pair of circles that best describes the over-
lap between him/her and the in-group. The choice
was translated into a 7-point scale with higher scores
indicating higher overlap. Swann, Gomez, Seyle,
Morales, and Huici (2009) showed that group identi-
fication is associated with fusion, defined as “a pow-
erful union of the personal and social self wherein
the borders between the two become porous without
diminishing the integrity of either construct” (Swann,
Jetten, Gomez, Whitehouse, & Bastian, 2012, p. 443).
It means that a highly identifying person fuses with
a group. As Leach et al. (2008) suggested, the inclusion
of the self in the in-group should be associated espe-
cially with individual self-stereotyping.

Positivity of Ethnic Identity Scale

This scale consists of 4 items scored on a 5-point scale
(sample item: “If  have the opportunity to choose an
ethnic group, I would choose the same”), which ranged
from 1 (absolutely disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Positivity
of ethnic identity refers to positive emotions based on
ethnic group membership (Tatarko & Lebedeva, 2011).
We expected the Positivity of ethnic identity subscale
(a = .61) to be associated with satisfaction and soli-
darity components.

Sample 2

226 undergraduate students of the Higher School of
Economics from Study 1 completed several additional
measures.
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Inter-correlations for Five Components of In-Group Identification

In-group/Component M SD o 1 2 3 4 5
Russians

1. Individual self-stereotyping 5.20 1.58 91 -

2. In-group homogeneity 5.00 1.39 77 67 -

3. Satisfaction 5.87 1.34 93 .66** 52%* -

4. Solidarity 5.68 1.38 .90 .69%* 55%* 79** -

5. Centrality 5.25 1.69 .89 .68** .60** 74** 72%* -
Orthodox (Christians)

1. Individual self-stereotyping 3.43 .89 .88 -

2. In-group homogeneity 2.97 91 .67 56** -

3. Satisfaction 4.44 .68 .73 A6%* .38%* -

4. Solidarity 433 .80 .73 445 A4 51#* -

5. Centrality 3.92 94 74 A2%* 39%* 54%* A44** -
Students

1. Individual self-stereotyping 4.40 1.31 .90 -

2. In-group homogeneity 4.03 1.18 .65 50%* -

3. Satisfaction 5.89 1.12 92 A1 31 -

4. Solidarity 5.27 1.13 .83 A% 30%* 67** -

5. Centrality 493 1.33 .82 A4 A40%* .64** .50** -
Males/Females

1. Individual self-stereotyping 4.46 1.46 91 -

2. In-group homogeneity 4.24 1.39 .69 59%* -

3. Satisfaction 5.84 1.20 91 39 24%* -

4. Solidarity 4.96 1.08 .70 .36%* 22%* A7 -

5. Centrality 5.34 1.27 .81 .39%* 23%* A7 374 -

Note: In the Orthodox sample we used a 5-point scale. Therefore, means and standard deviations are lower than in the
student and Russian samples. Bold correlations are those of scales that refer to the same dimension. **p <.01

Group Entitativity Measure (GEM-in)

GEM-in (Gaertner & Schopler, 1998) is a modification
of the Inclusion of Other in the Self scale (Aron, Aron, &
Smollan, 1992) and is composed of six diagrams. On
each diagram there are five similar circles representing
in-group members. On the first diagram the circles
are far apart; on the last diagram they overlap. Gaertner
and Schopler (1998) suggest that GEM-in is sensitive to
changes in both intragroup similarity and interdepen-
dence. We expected perceived group entitativity to be
associated with in-group homogeneity and solidarity.

Brief Scale of In-Group Emotions

Emotions associated with in-group membership were
measured by adapting a version of Brief Scale of
Ethnical Membership Emotions (Tatarko & Lebedeva,
2011). We changed the focus of this single-item scale
from ethnic membership to university and gender
group membership: “What do you feel about the
fact of belonging to the Higher School of Economics/
male or female group?” Participants had to choose one of

the 5 responses: 1 — humiliation, 2— offense embarrassment,
3 —no feelings, 4 — quiet confidence, 5 — pride. We expected
that in-group emotions would be associated most
strongly with the satisfaction component.

Self-Group Overlap

The same measure as used in Sample 1; the first circle
represented the participant, the second circle repre-
sented the in-group (in the first case, students of the
Higher School of Economics, in the second case, the
male or female group).

Intention to leave

The Intention to leave in-group was assessed only for
the university in-group and was measured by 2 items
(Spearman-Brown Coefficient = .84): “If  had the oppor-
tunity to study at another university, I would have done
it” and “I often think that my choice of university was
wrong, and it would be nice to study at another uni-
versity”. Each item was scored on a 7-point frequency
scale, which ranged from 1 (absolutely disagree) to 7
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(strongly agree). When individuals identify with a group,
they are less likely to intend to leave the group (Abrams,
Ando, & Hinkle, 1998; Riketta, 2005). We expect that the
intention to leave the in-group should be negatively asso-
ciated with satisfaction and centrality components.

Results

Table 5 shows the correlations between the five compo-
nents of in-group identification and the different mea-
sures related to in-group identification. Following Leach
etal. (2008), we calculated the partial correlations which

control for satisfaction, because satisfaction is the gen-
eral and strongest component of in-group identification
that tends to demonstrate the highest correlations with
different scales.

All the components were moderately correlated
with the subscales of MEIM (Phinney, 1992). We expected
that the Affirmation and Belonging subscale would
correlate with the solidarity, centrality, and satisfaction
components, and the Identity Search subscale would
correlate with the centrality and satisfaction compo-
nents of in-group identification. As shown in Table 3,

Table 5. Correlations of five components of in-group identification with different measures related to the in-group identification used in Study 2

Measure IS IGH Satisfaction Solidarity Centrality
Russians
Ethnical identity (Identity Search)
r .55%* 54** 59** 62** 71
pr 26%* 33** - 30%* 46
Ethnical identity (Affirmation
and Belonging)
r .60%* 58** T2 71 70%*
pr 21 32 - 31 30%*
Positivity of identity
r 35%* 27 52%* 46** 38
pr .05 -.00 - 18* -.05
Self-Group Overlap
r 46%* 40** 50%* A4 50**
pr 15! 19* - .10 19*
Students
Group Entitativity
r 31 32 49+ 41 28
pr 11 23 - 15% -.01
In-Group Emotions
r 33%* 23%* .60** 424 .55%*
pr .07 .06 - .09 27%*
Self-Group Overlap
r 32%* 23** 40%* 39 244
pr 22% 14* - 22 .02
Intention to leave
r —23* -17* —.59** -39 —-.28**
pr .07 .06 - .05 —.23**
Males / Females
Group Entitativity
r 2% 27 9% 20 .20%*
pr A7* 23** - 20%* 15%
In-Group Emotions
r 32+ 20%* 46%* 28 37+
pr 12! .05 - -.02 A1
Self-Group Overlap
r 36%* 18 20%* 20%* 24+
pr 28 14* - 23 .10

Note: ISS - individual self-stereotyping; IGH — in-group homogeneity. Satisfaction controlled in partial r (pr). 'p < .10,

*p < .05, *p < .01.
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there were statistically significant correlations between
the Affirmation and Belonging subscale and the satis-
faction, in-group homogeneity, solidarity, centrality and
individual self-stereotyping components. The Identity
Search subscale had statistically significant correlations
with the satisfaction, centrality, in-group homogeneity,
solidarity, and individual self-stereotyping components.
These correlations indicate that the constructs measured
by Leach’s et al. (2008) items and MEIM measure are
closely related. At the same time, the moderate effect
sizes of the correlations suggest that the five components
of in-group identification and Phinney’s measures of eth-
nic identification measure similar but distinct aspects
of identification. The pattern of the correlations between
Phinney’s scales and the components of in-group identi-
fication differs from that obtained by Leach et al. (2008),
which may results from non-equivalence of the English
and Russian versions of the measures.

The satisfaction component had moderate correla-
tions with the Positivity of Identity subscale, positive
feelings about the in-group, and intention to leave the
in-group. Consistent with the theoretical conceptuali-
zation, the satisfaction component refers to a positive
evaluation of the in-group and it means that the person
who is satisfied with his or her membership has positive
feelings about membership and is intending to stay in
the group (Stryker & Serpe, 1982). These correlations
suggest a convergent validity of the satisfaction compo-
nent scale. Moreover, the satisfaction component had
also significant correlations with self-group overlap and
group entitativity. These weaker correlations are consis-
tent with the satisfaction being a general component of
in-group identification, which has the strongest rela-
tionship to all the other facets of group identification.

The individual self-stereotyping component was cor-
related with self-group overlap. Because the self-group
overlap in the graphical measure is a visual metaphor
for self-categorization (Schubert & Otten, 2002), these
correlations suggest convergent validity of the self-
stereotyping component scale.

The in-group homogeneity component correlated with
perceived group entitativity. Because perceived group
entitativity is theoretically close to group homogeneity
(Hamilton, Sherman, & Castelli, 2002; Pickett & Perrott,
2004), these results suggest the convergent validity of
the in-group homogeneity component.

The solidarity component was associated with
perceived group entitativity and self-group overlap.
Solidarity refers to a sense of belonging, a psychological
attachment to the in-group, and coordination with other
group members. Lickel et al. (2000) demonstrated that
the importance of the group to group members and
the interaction among group members are signifi-
cant parts of the perception of group entitativity. In
other words, solidarity is similar to group entitativity.

Model of In-Group Identification in Russian Samples 9

Moreover, self-group overlap as a degree of unity among
group members also describes the relationship between
group members and attitudes to a group (Schubert &
Otten, 2002). All of these results support the convergent
validity of the solidarity component.

The centrality component was correlated with the
intention to leave in-group and emotions about in-group.
Centrality is the salience and importance of in-group
membership. Brewer (1988) argues that group members
have two main needs, the desire to preserve their iden-
tity and the desire to belong to the group. It means that
higher salience and importance of in-group member-
ship (the centrality component) are associated with
lower intention to leave the group.

There were unexpectedly low correlations of self-
group overlap with in-group homogeneity and centrality
for the Russian group, with solidarity and in-group
homogeneity for the university group and solidarity for
the gender group. These correlations may reflect differ-
ences in the understanding of overlap by participants.

In general, the associations between the five compo-
nents of in-group identification and other measures
followed our theoretical expectations and suggested
validity of the five scales. In Study 2, the Russian version
of the Leach et al. (2008) measure was shown to have
adequate convergent and discriminant validity.

General Discussion

The main goal of this study was to examine the Leach
et al. (2008) model of in-group identification and to
establish convergent and divergent validity of the
Russian version of the measure. In order to meet this
goal, we conducted two studies using different types
of social groups as targets. The results of Studies 1 and
2 have several main consequences.

First, our data showed that the structure of the hierar-
chical model of in-group identification by Leach et al.
(2008) is successfully replicated in the Russian samples.
The same first- and second-order factors exist in the
Russian sample data and the theoretical second-order
factor model is indeed the best-fitting one. We can,
therefore, assume that the model may be culturally
universal, because it holds for the Dutch sample (Leach
et al., 2008), and was successfully replicated in the
American (Howard & Magee, 2013) and now in Russian
samples. However, because all these three cultures can
be classified as Western cultures, further studies using
more diverse cultural contexts are needed to confirm
the cultural universality of the model. The results sug-
gest that the measure can be a useful tool for cross-
cultural research, once its cross-cultural measurement
invariance is established.

Second, the Russian version of the measure of in-group
identification has the same factor structure when it is
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used with different types of in-groups. The results of
measurement invariance analyses suggest that the
measure exhibits configural and metric invariance
across the 4 target in-groups. The only non-equivalent
loading parameter for item 2 (“I feel solidarity with...”)
suggests that Russian-speaking respondents perceive
literal “solidarity” (traditionally, a part of political
discourse in the Russian language) as a less relevant
expression for solidarity with members of one’s reli-
gious group, in contrast to groups of other types.
However, a number of non-invariant intercepts indi-
cate that some identity items are perceived by respon-
dents differently when they are applied to different
target in-groups. For instance, respondents showed a
stronger tendency to endorse item 3 for gender identity
(“I feel committed to men / women”), which may
reflect the ambiguity this item gains in the gender con-
text. Lower intercept of item 2 for the student group
suggests that it is more difficult to “feel solidarity” with
a very diverse social group. Lower intercept of item 5
(“I think that ... have a lot to be proud of”) for the
Orthodox group is explained by the negative evalua-
tion of pride within the religious context. Higher inter-
cept of item 8 (“I often think about the fact that Tam...”)
for the student group can be explained by contextual
factors (students completed the questionnaire at the
university). Non-equivalence of first-order factor inter-
cepts is in line with the other findings. For instance,
“solidarity” and “bond” with members of one’s own
sex are perceived by the respondents differently from
those with members of one’s own religion, profession,
or country, resulting in a much lower intercept for the
respective factor. Because second-order self-definition
factor has only two indicators, it is not clear whether
intercept non-equivalence for the Orthodox group relates
to the individual self-stereotyping or to the in-group
homogeneity component. Finally, non-equivalence
of factor covariances indicates that self-definition
and self-investment components of in-group identity
are more strongly related in the cases of ethnic and reli-
gious identity, compared to gender and professional
contexts. Overall, the results suggest that intercept non-
equivalence may bias the analyses that compare raw
scores on the in-group identification scales for different
target in-groups. Qualitative methods, such as focus
groups or cognitive interviewing, may be used to find
out the substantive reasons for this bias.

Third, the Russian-language version of the measure
was shown to have excellent internal reliability, high
internal consistency, satisfactory convergent validity,
and divergent validity. Confirmatory factor analysis sup-
ported the structural validity of the measure. Overall, we
conclude that the Russian version of this measure shows
adequate psychometric properties, and it can be used for
future in-group research in Russian-language samples.

Our study is not without limitations. The validation
of the Russian version of the Leach et al. (2008) mea-
sure of in-group identification is not complete. There
are a lot of alternative constructs that could have been
measured in order to check the validity of the measure.
The present study used data from a cross-sectional
design. A longitudinal design could be employed in
future research to investigate test-retest reliability of
the measure. The Russian version measure of the
in-group identification measure has only been investi-
gated using four types of in-groups. This and previous
research investigated in-group identification with
groups categorized by Lickel et al. (2000) as “social
groups”. Usually these are large groups, with a lower
degree of similarity, solidarity and interaction between
group members (such as race, ethnicity, and gender).
In contrast, there are two other types of group: the inti-
macy group (such a family or two people in a romantic
relationship) and task-oriented groups (for instance,
committees and work groups). Lickel et al. (2000) dem-
onstrated that identification with different types of
groups is varied. This means that the model of in-group
identification needs to be validated with intimacy and
task-oriented groups.
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Russian version of items measuring in-group identification

1. 51 ayBCTBYIO CBOIO CBSI3b C [MHTpyIa]

2. 51 conmupaapen ¢ [urrpymnmal

3. 51 ouryao CBOK MPHBEPIKEHHOCTD [MHIpymIa]

4. 51 paj, 9TO SBISAIOCH YaCThIO [MHTpyMIIa]

5. 51 mymaro, 9To0 [MHTpyIIa] €CTh YeM ropauThCs

6. MHe npusATHO OBITh YacThiO [MHTpyMIIa]

7. IlpUHAIEKHOCTD K [MHrpyIITa] JenaeT MeHs CYaCTIMBBIM

8. 51 yacTo ayMaro 0 TOM, 4TO 5 [IPEeICTABUTEIb HHIPYIIIBI]

9. HpI/IHaﬂIIe)KHOCTL K [I/IHprHHa] HaKJIaabIBa€T OTIICYATOK Ha MO0 JIMYHOCTH

10. TpuHaIeKHOCTH K [MHTpyIINa] — BaKHas 4aCTh MOETO MPECTABICHUS O cebe

11. Y MeHst MHOTO O0LIEro CO CPEAHECTATUCTHYCCKUM [IIpeIcTaBUTEIh HHIPYIIIIbI]

12. 51 MOX0% Ha CPEAHECTATUCTHYECKOTO [MHrpyTIa]

13. V [mpencraBureneiil MHIPYMIbI] MHOTO OOLIEro MEX/y co00i

14. Bee [mpeacraBuTen HHTPYIIBI] OYEHb OXOXKU APYT HA APYyTa
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