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Introduction

Research into in-group identification has expanded in recent decades, with the recognition
that group membership is a major influence on individual experience and behavior. According to
social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel, & Turner, 1986) and self-categorization theory
(Turner et al., 1987) identification with in-groups is an important part of individual self-concept
and determinates individuals attitudes and behavior, because when they are aware of their
membership of social groups they think and behave as members of these groups.

There are many conceptualizations and much operationalization of the in-group
identification in the literature. Leach et al. (2008) reviewed different approaches to the
conceptualization of in-group identification and distinguished five main components: individual
self-stereotyping, 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 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)
developed 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 using a
measure of 14 items. Most of these items were close adaptations of those used in previous
narrowly hierarchical approaches. The authors validated their measure through seven studies
using different groups (University, Dutch, and European). Results showed that their proposed
first- and second-order factors fit their data well and the scale was shown to have high internal
consistency, concurrent validity, construct validity, and discriminant validity. An independent
structure examination conducted by Howard & Magee (2013) showed that the model has an
acceptable fit to different types of in-groups: country, state, university, and online group.

This hierarchical model of in-group identification is important because it was created by
combining multiple approaches, and a measure based on this model can be used for studying
identification with any group types. This model is widely used in psychological research. In
recent years, the Leach et al. (2008) measure of in-group identification was used in at least 20
studies to measure identification with different types of groups: ethnic, national, and racial in-
group (Leach, Mosquera, Vliek, & Hirt, 2010; Philpot, & Hornsey, 2011; Danel et al., 2012;
Giamo, Schmitt, & Outten, 2012; Koval, Laham, Haslam, Bastian, & Whelan, 2012; Shepherd,



Spears, & Manstead, 2013; Wang, Minervino, & Cheryan, 2013; Stiirmer, Benbow, Siem, Barth,
Bodansky, & Lotz-Schmitt, 2013), gender in-group (Kenny & Garcia, 2012; Good, Moss-
Racusin, & Sanchez, 2012; Correia, Alves, Sutton, Ramos, Gouveia-Pereira, & Vala, 2012),
students in-group (Leach et al., 2010; Becker, 2012; Cruwys et al., 2012; Correia et al., 2012),
online in-group (Howard & Magee, 2013; Howard, 2014), army (Sani, Herrera, Wakefield,
Boroch, & Gulyas, 2012), real experimental in-group (van Veelen, Otten, & Hansen, 2013;
Hartmann & Tanis, 2013), supporters of mental health advocacy (Gee & McGarty, 2013), and
organizational in-group (Smith, Amiot, Callan, Terry, & Smith, 2012). But with the exception of
two studies, (Danel et al., 2012; Correia et al., 2012) the Leach et al. (2008) measure was used
only on English-language samples. Danel et al. (2012) and Correia et al. (2012) translated items
into Polish and Portuguese respectively, but did not make a structural examination. Today the
measure exists only in the English version.

Group identification is a very popular research topic around the world, including in
Russian-speaking countries. The Leach et al. (2008) model of in-group identification and
measure would be very useful and popular in countries where the questions of ethnic, national
and another types of identification have not been sufficiently studied. The aim of this study is to
examine the Leach et al. (2008) model of in-group identification using three different Russian
samples. Two studies were conducted. In study 1, we focused on the validity of the hierarchical
model. We used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on four different in-groups (ethnic,
religious, university, and gender). In study 2, we examined the construct validity of the five
components of in-group identification by assessing the component correlations with different

measures of in-group identification.

Study 1
Method

Participants

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

specialized websites dedicated to psychology and 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 into Russian. The Russian version of the items can be found in the appendix. Each
item was scored on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (absolutely disagree) to 7 (absolutely agree).
We created four versions of the measure for each in-group: Russians, Orthodox, 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.

Results and Discussion

We performed CFAs, with Mplus 6.12 (estimator — MLMV), to examine how well the
proposed measurement model fitted the Russian version of 14 items of in-group identification.
We estimated the proposed measurement model separately for four types of in-groups: Russians,
Orthodox, university, and gender. First we examined the first-order model, which consists of five
components: individual self-stereotyping, in-group homogeneity, solidarity, satisfaction and
centrality (Model A). Table 1 shows 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 models of measurement (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 are 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 means Model A is the best first-order model.



Table 1. The Fit of Models of In-Group Identification

Measurement P df RMSEA[90% CI] CFI TLI SRMR AIC
model
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=.000 77 117 [.100, .135] 804 768 .082 6119.58
Model C 177.78, p=.000 76 .096 [.078, .114] 871 .845 .073 5991.71
Model D 172.81,p=.000 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
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=.000 77 .093 [.080, .107] 729 679 .077 882451
Model C 171.98,p=.000 76 .071 [.057, .085] 844 813 .067 8673.51
Model D 219.98,p=.000 76 .087 [.074, .101] 766 .720 .080 8764.16
Stage 2: second-order models
Model E 102.29,p=.009 71 .042 [.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
University
Stage 1: first-order models
Model A 113.00, p=.000 67 .056 [.038, .074] 953 937 .049 8456.26
Model B 381.90,p=.000 77 1351[.122, .149] 690 .634 105 8960.96
Model C 236.04,p=.000 76 .099 [.085, .113] 837 805 .082 8677.28
Model D 266.14,p=.000 76 108 [.094, .122] 807 .769 .109 8737.59
Stage 2: second-order models
Model E 122.84,p=.000 71 .058 [.040, .075] 947 932 .058 8464.27
Model F 144,60, p=.000 72 .068 [.052, .084] 926 907 .072 8506.83
Model G 128.20,p=.000 71 .061 [.044, .078] 942 926 .065 8477.54
Male & female
Stage 1: first-order models
Model A 127.91,p=.000 67 .065 [.048, .082] 933 909 .058 8986.81
Model B 456.03, p=.000 77 152 [.138, .165] 581 505 123  9552.81
Model C 280.12,p=.000 76 112 [.098, .126] 774 730 .095 9234.68
Model D 312.26,p=.000 76 121 [.107, .135] 739 .687 127 9284.53
Stage 2: second-order models
Model E 129.56,p=.000 71 .062 [.045, .079] 935 917 .059 8980.78
Model F 158.40,p=.000 72 .075 [.059, .091] 905 .879 .077 9029.23
Model G 14752, p=.000 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.
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Figure 1. Hierarchical (multicomponent) model of in-group identification. Standardized item

loadings are presented in the following order: Russian/Orthodox/University/Male & female. ISS
— individual self-stereotyping; IGH — in-group homogeneity.
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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., satisfaction, solidarity, centrality). This model is shown in 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
indices fell below the benchmark of .080 for models of this sample size. In all four samples
Model E had the lowest AIC, which means Model E is the best second-order model.

As shown in Figure 1, all standardized item loadings exceeded .50 (excluding the first item
loading factor 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. These
loadings exceeded .60, with many above .80, and differed significantly from zero (p < .05). The
second-order factors of self-definition and self-investment were strongly and significantly related
(.66—.84, all p <.05). All these parameters confirm that Model E, with five components and two
second-order factors, was well defined by its items and was better than the two alternative
models (Model F = five-components: individual self-stereotyping, in-group homogeneity,
solidarity, satisfaction and centrality, and one dimension: 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 addition, we computed the scale scores for each component. All five scales were of
moderate or high reliability, Cronbach’s a varies between .65-.93 (see Table 2). Correlations
between the five components were moderate or high but in all four in-groups inter-correlations
were higher if the components referred 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 2). This confirms the hierarchical conceptualization proposed by Leach et al. (2008) and
the results of the CFA. Therefore, the results support the use of this subscale, and confirm that

the Russian version of the measure has a satisfactory factor structure.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Inter-correlations for Five Components of In-Group
Identification

Component M SD  «a 1 2 3 4 5
Russians

1. Individual self-stereotyping 520 1.58 .91 —

2. In-group homogeneity 500 139 .77 67 -

3. Satisfaction 587 134 93 .66 52 -

4. Solidarity 568 1.38 .90 .69 55 797 -

5. Centrality 525 1.69 .89 .68 .60° .74~ 727 -
Orthodox

1. Individual self-stereotyping 343 .89 .88 —

2. In-group homogeneity 297 91 67 56 -

3. Satisfaction 444 68 73 46 387 -

4. Solidarity 433 80 .73 447 447 51T -

5. Centrality 392 94 74 427 397 547 44" —
University

1. Individual self-stereotyping 4.40 1.31 .90 -

2. In-group homogeneity 403 118 65 500 -

3. Satisfaction 589 112 .92 417 317 -

4. Solidarity 527 113 .83 427 30 67 -

5. Centrality 493 133 82 447 407 647 507 -

Male & female
1. Individual self-stereotyping 4.46 146 .91

2. In-group homogeneity 424 139 69 597 -

3. Satisfaction 584 120 .91 397 247 -

4. Solidarity 496 108 .70 .36 227 47T -

5. Centrality 534 127 .81 397 23 47" 377 -

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



Study 2: Examining Validity

We performed additional studies to examine the convergent and divergent 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 consists of 12 items
scored on a 4-point frequency scale and comprises two subscales: Affirmation and Belonging,
and Identity Search. Participants completed the Russian version of the MEIM (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 (o = .92) includes items similar to the solidarity, centrality, and
satisfaction components and the Identity Search subscale (o = .84) includes items similar to the
centrality and satisfaction components.

Self-Group Overlap. This graphical scale was used for assessing individual inclusion of
themselves in their in-group (Schubert & Otten, 2002). Seven pictures, with two circles on each,
showed different degrees of overlap. The first circle represented the participant, the second circle
represented the in-group (Russians). Participants were asked to choose the pair that best
describes the overlap between him or her and the in-group. This choice was translated into 7-
point scale. The higher scores indicate higher overlap. Swann, Gomez, Seyle, Morales, & Huici
(2009) showed that group identification is associated with fusion, defined as “a powerful 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 especially with
individual self-stereotyping.

Positivity of Ethnic Identity Scale. This scale consists of 4 items scored on a 5-point
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frequency scale. Positivity of ethnic identity refers to positive emotions based on ethnic group
membership (Tatarko & Lebedeva, 2011). We expect that the Positivity of ethnic identity
subscale (o = .61) should be associated with satisfaction and solidarity components.

Sample 2

226 undergraduate students of the Higher School of Economics from Study 1 completed
several additional measures.

Group Entitativity Measure (GEM-in). GEM-in (Gaertner & Schopler, 1998) is the
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 interdependence. We expect that perceived group entitativity should be associated
with in-group homogeneity and solidarity.

Brief Scale of In-Group Emotions. Emotions associated with membership of the in-group
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 5
responses: 1 — offense, 2— offense embarrassment, 3 — no feelings, 4 — quiet confidence, 5 —
pride. We expect that emotions should be associated especially with the satisfaction component.

Self-Group Overlap. The first circle represented the participant, the second circle
represented 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 university and
was measured by 2 items (o = .83): “If | had the opportunity to study at another university, |
would have done it” and “I often think that my choice of university was wrong, and it would be
nice to study at another university”. Each item was scored on a 7-point frequency scale, which
ranged from 1 (absolutely disagree) to 7 (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 associated with

satisfaction and centrality components.

Results and Discussion
Table 3 shows the correlations between the five components of in-group identification and

the different measures related to in-group identification. Following Leach et al. (2008) we
10



calculated the partial correlations which control for satisfaction, because satisfaction is a general
and strong component of in-group identification and tends to correlate most highly with the
different scales.

Table 3. Correlations of five components of in-group identification with different measures
related to the in-group identification used in Study 2

Measure ISS IGH Satisfaction  Solidarity = Centrality
Russians
Ethnical identity (Identity Search)
r 557 54" 59" 627 717
pr 26" 337 - 307 46"
Ethnical identity (Affirmation and
Belonging)
r 60" 58" 72" 717 707
pr 217 327 - 317 307
Positivity of identity
r 357 27" 527 46”7 38"
pr .05 -.00 - 18" -.05
Self—-Group Overlap
r 467 407 50" 447 50"
pr 15" 19 - 10 19
University
Group Entitativity
r 317 32" 49™ 417 28"
pr a1 237 - 15* -01
In-Group Emotions
r 337 237 607 427 557
pr .07 .06 - .09 277
Self-Group Overlap
r 327 237 407 397 24"
pr 227 14" - 227 .02
Intention to leave
r -.23" 17 -59" -.397 -.28"
pr .07 .06 - .05 ~.23"

Male & female
Group Entitativity

r 22 27 19 29 20

pr A7 237 - 20”7 15
In-Group Emotions

r 327 207 467 28" 377

pr 12! .05 - -.02 A1
Self-Group Overlap

r 36" 18 29”7 297 24"

pr 28" 147 - 237 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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All components are 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 components of in-group identification. As shown in Table 3, the
statistically significant correlations are between the Affirmation and Belonging subscale and the
satisfaction (.72), in-group homogeneity (.32), solidarity (.31), centrality (.30) and individual
self-stereotyping (.21) components. The Identity Search subscale has statistically significant
correlations with the satisfaction (.59),centrality (.46), in-group homogeneity (.33), solidarity
(.30), and individual self-stereotyping (.26) components. These correlations indicate that Leach’s
et al. (2008) items and MEIM measure the close constructs. At the same time the moderate
correlation level suggests that the five components of in-group identification and Phinney’s
measures of ethnic identification are not the same; they measure similar but distinct aspects of
identification. The correlations between Phinney’s scales and the components of in-group
identification differ from the correlations obtained by Leach et al. (2008). These differences may
be due to the non-equivalence of the English and Russian forms of the measures.

The satisfaction component has a middle-level correlation with the Positivity of ldentity
subscale (.52), positive feelings about the in-group (.60 in the university in-group, .46 in the
gender in-group), and intention to leave the in-group (—.59). Consistent with the theoretical
conceptualization, 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 component scale. Moreover, the satisfaction
component has significant correlations with self-group overlap (.50 in Russian in-group, .40 in
university in-group, .29 in gender in-group), with group entitativity (.49 in university in-group,
.19 in gender in-group). These correlations have a lower level and this may be because
satisfaction is a general and strong component of in-group identification and tends to correlate
most highly with all facets of the identification.

The individual self-stereotyping component correlates with self-group overlap (.22 in
university in-group, .28 in gender in-group). Since 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 correlates with perceived group entitativity (.23 in university in-group, .23 in gender
in-group). Since the 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 is
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associated with perceived group entitativity (.15 in the university in-group, .20 in the gender in-
group) and self-group overlap (.22 in the university in-group, .23 in the gender in-group).
Solidarity refers to a sense of belonging, a psychological attachment to the in-group, and
coordination with other group members. Lickel, Hamilton, Wieczorkowska, Lewis, Sherman, &
Uhles (2000) demonstrated that the importance of the group to group members, and the
interaction among group members are significant parts of the perception of group entitativity. In
another words, solidarity is similar to group entitativity. 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 these results confirm the convergent
validity of the solidarity component. The centrality component correlates with intention to leave
the in-group (—.23) and emotions about in-group (.27 in the university in-group). Centrality is the
salience and importance of in-group membership. Brewer (1988) argues that there are two main
needs of group members: the desire to preserve their identity and the desire to belong to the
group. It means that higher salience and importance of in-group membership (the centrality
component) associates with less intention to leave the group.

There are unexpectedly low-level correlations with in-group homogeneity (.19) and
centrality (.19) in the Russian sample, with solidarity (.22) and in-group homogeneity (.14) in the
university sample and solidarity (.23) in the male & female sample. These correlations may be
due to differences in the understanding of overlap by participants.

Differences in the correlations between the five components of in-group identification and
different measures suggest divergent 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 divergent

validity.

General Discussion

The main goal of this study was to examine the Leach et al. (2008) model of in-group
identification and to provide convergent and divergent validity of the Russian version of the
measure. In meeting this goal, we conducted two studies on different types of social groups. The
results of Studies 1 and 2 showed two consequences.

First, the Leach et al. (2008) hierarchical model of in-group identification is replicated in
the Russian samples. The first- and second-order factors exist in the Russian samples and the
theoretical second-order model is the best-fitting model. Moreover, we also obtained evidence of
cross-validity through factorial invariance by the type of the group and between the three

samples analyzed. Our findings are consistent with the theoretically five-component/two-
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dimensional structure of the in-group identification construct. We can, therefore, assume that the
Leach et al. model may be culturally universal, because it holds for the Dutch sample (Leach et
al., 2008), and was replicated in the American (Howard & Magee, 2013) and Russian samples.
However, as these three can be classified as Western cultures, proof of the cultural universality
of the model needs further studies conducted in different cultures. These results suggest that the
hierarchical model of in-group identification can be a useful tool in future research.

Second, the Russian version of the Leach et al. (2008) measure of in-group identification
has the same factor structure in different types of in-groups. A CFA analysis provides evidence
of the reliability and validity of the items. This measure was shown to have excellent internal
reliability, high internal consistency, satisfactory convergent validity, and divergent validity. All
items showed their highest factor loadings with the dimensions, suggesting that the 14 items of
the Russian version of the Leach et al. (2008) measure of in-group identification are quite
adequate. Overall, we conclude that the Russian version of this measure shows adequate
psychometric properties, and can be used in future in-group research conducted in Russian-
language samples.

Our study is not without limitations. The validation of the Russian version of the Leach et
al. (2008) measure 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.

The Russian version measure of in-group identification has been investigated only in 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 intimacy 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) demonstrated 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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Appendix

Russian version of items measuring in-group identification
S1 4yBCTBYIO CBOIO CBSI3b C [MHTpyIIIa]
51 conunapeH ¢ [uHrpymnmnaj
S onryiaro CBOXO MPUBEPKEHHOCTh [MHIpYyIINa]
Sl pan, 4TO ABJISAIOCH YACTBHIO [MHTPYIINA]
S nymato, 4TO [MHIpyMNNa] €CTh YEM TOPIAUTHCS
MHe npusTHO OBITh YaCThIO [MHTpYyTIIA]
[TpunaIeXHOCTD K [MHTpyMNa] AeaeT MEHs CYaCTIMBBIM

S yacTo 1ymMaro 0 TOM, 4TO S [[IpeICTaBUTEb UHTPYIIIIHI |

© © N o g~ w D

[TpuHaIeKHOCTD K [MHIpYyNNa] HaKJIaJAbIBaeT OTIEYATOK HA MOIO JJUYHOCTh
10. IIpuHaaneKHOCTD K [MHTpYIIA] — BaXKHAst YaCTh MOETO MPEICTaBICHUs O cebe
11. Y MeHs MHOTO OOIIIETo CO CPeAHECTaTUCTUYECKUM [IIPeICTaBUTEb HHTPYIIIIHI |
12. 1 moxox Ha CPeTHECTATUCTUIECKOTO [MHTpyIIa)]

13. V [mpencraBuTeneil HHTPYIIBI| MHOTO OOIIEro MeXay co0oii

14. Bce [mpencTraBUTeNM UHTPYIIIIBI | OY4EHBb TOXO0XKH APYT Ha Apyra
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