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Abstract
Adolescent identity develops across various domains (e.g., ethnicity, gender, religion). Although these domains
share elements of identity (e.g., belongingness, self-categorization) there is a lack of continuity in the elements
selected when measuring various domains of adolescent identity. This study tested whether an adapted version of
Phinney and Ong’s (2007) Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure—Revised (developed to measure adolescents’
ethnic identity) could also measure gender and religious identities. Participants (N = 247, 56% female, Mage =
13.33 years) completed adapted versions of the MEIM—R measuring gender identity (which we call the
Multi-Identity Measure for Gender) and religious identity (Multi-Identity Measure for Religion). Confirmatory
factor analysis models for the MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion scales demonstrated modest to good fits. In
addition, the MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion scales demonstrated preliminary validity. These preliminary
results suggest the adapted MEIM—R scales have the potential to measure domains of adolescent identity
beyond ethnicity.
Keywords: ethnic identity, gender identity, religious identity, identity measurement, MEIM-R, preliminary
psychometrics
1. Introduction
Adolescence has long been recognized as an important period for identity and its development (e.g., Erikson,
1950; Marcia, 1980). Adolescents work to establish a clear worldview and determine how they fit into the
different social groups around them. Meeus (2011) recently published a review of longitudinal research focusing
on adolescent identity. His review demonstrated that while different types of identity develop at different rates,
adolescence remains a vital time in life for people to search for and establish their identities (Phillips, 2008).
This identity development occurs across various domains, due to the fact that there are so many types of social
groups with which people can identify (social identity theory; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). These groups include
religious (Smith, 2007), gender (Hill & Lynch, 1983; Powlishta, 2004), ethnic (Aboud & Doyle, 1993; Phinney,
1992), and sexual orientation (Diamond & Butterworth, 2008; Diamond, Pardo, & Butterworth, 2011; Dillon,
Worthington, & Moradi, 2011), as well as a number of others. In this paper, we will focus on ethnic group,
gender group, and religious group identities.
It has been suggested that the domains of group identities (e.g., religious, gender, ethnic) all share similar
elements. For example, Ashmore, Deaux and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004) suggested that, in general, group
identities contain emotional and evaluative elements such as interdependence and attachment (i.e., the level of
emotional involvement with one’s group), evaluation (i.e., the attitude one has toward the group), content and
meaning (i.e., the meaning that group membership gives to one’s self-concept), and centrality (i.e., how
important the group membership is to one’s overall self-concept). In addition, group identities contain behavioral
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elements such as self-categorization (i.e., labeling oneself as a group member), behavioral involvement (i.e.,
participation in activities valued by the group), and social embeddedness (i.e., the degree to which group
membership plays a role in one’s social life). Others have suggested similar elements, such as belongingness
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and security (Roberts et al., 1999).
As just one domain-specific example, recent research particular to gender identity has suggested similar identity
elements. Egan and Perry (2001) have suggested using self-selected gender categories (i.e., gender groups) as a
way to explore gender identity among adolescents. Others have suggested that gender identity is composed of
various dimensions, such as centrality, gender typicality, gender category knowledge (Tobin et al., 2010), as well
as self-selected gender categories (Diamond & Butterworth, 2008; Egan & Perry, 2001). This research suggests
that when discussing group identity in general (Ashmore et al., 2004) or within a specific domain–such as gender
(Tobin et al., 2010), ethnicity, or religion – the concept of group identity is composed of various, similar
elements (for a review, Perry & Pauletti, 2011).
While similar research on religious identity does not exist as it does for gender identity, based on the theoretical
basis of group identity proposed by researchers such as Tajfel and Turner (1986) and Ashmore et al. (2004), one
can hypothesize that a person’s religious identity will incorporate the same theoretical concepts. For example,
constructs such as interdependence, attachment, evaluation, content and meaning, centrality, self-categorization,
and social embeddedness will all influence an individual’s religious group identity – much as it does gender
group and ethnic group identity (Ashmore et al., 2004; Roberts et al., 1999; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Although there may be continuity in the elements shared by the domains of group identities as discussed above,
there is a lack of continuity in the elements selected when measuring group identities. For example, some
methods simply rely on the element of self-categorization by asking research participants to mark a box that
indicates the ethnic, gender, or religious group with which they identify (Burton, Nandi, & Platt, 2010). Recently,
in an attempt to acknowledge the issue of mixed identities (e.g., those who make a claim to two or more
ethnicities), Gibbons and Ashdown (2010) developed a way to measure (ethnic) identity by asking participants to
place a mark on a line between two ethnicities in order to allow the participants to claim a mixed identity. Some
researchers measure group identity by exploring involvement in group related activities, such as asking
participants how often they attend religious services and using that as a measure of the behavioral involvement
element of religious group identity (Ashdown, Hackathorn, & Clark, 2011; Hill & McCullough, 2008) or level of
commitment to a group (e.g., Leak, 2009). Still, others measure people’s identity via open-ended interviews or
questions (e.g., Cohen-Malayev, Assor, & Kaplan, 2009; Hunsberger, Pratt, & Pancer, 2001). Finally, some use
people’s attitudes about their own and other groups as measurements of the evaluation element of identity
(Williams, Best, & Boswell, 1975).
With such varying methods available to measure group identity, it can be difficult, if not impossible, to compare
adolescents’ identity across different types of groups. For example, with no general measurement of group
identity, it would be difficult to compare an adolescent’s identity in one realm (such as gender or religion) with
his or her identity in another realm (such as ethnicity) because different types of group identity are often
measured in very different ways, with different elements of group identity being examined.
Some scales exist that measure identity across multiple domains such as the Extended Objective Measure of Ego
Identity-II (Bennion & Adams, 1986) and the Ego Identity Process Questionnaire (Balistreri, Busch-Rossnagel,
& Geisinger, 1995), among others. These domains often involve ideological (e.g., political, religion, occupation,
values) and interpersonal (e.g., friendships, dating, gender roles, family) domains. However, typically these
scales are coded to identify an overall identity status (i.e., achievement, moratorium, diffusion, foreclosure). In
addition, these scales are somewhat lengthy (26-64 items). A brief tool that could indicate the level of group
identification in various domains will aid future studies of adolescent identity.
1.1 A Possible Solution: The Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure—Revised
The utilization of Phinney and Ong’s (2007) Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure—Revised (MEIM—R) as a
way to measure not only adolescents’ ethnic identity, but also other types of group identity, presents a
psychometric possibility. The original Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure, or MEIM (Phinney, 1992), was
designed to meet the need for a measure that could assess adolescent ethnic identity across ethnic groups (for
example, participants are asked to respond to the prompt “I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group”). Subsequent
research (Roberts et al., 1999; Spencer, Icard, Harachi, Catalano, & Oxford, 2000; Yancey, Aneshensel, &
Driscoll, 2003) suggested that rather than creating classifications of identity status, the MEIM could best be
conceptualized as consisting of two elements – exploration and commitment, which is consistent with social
identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and the work of Marcia (1980). Additional research (Phinney & Ong,
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2007) worked toward revising the MEIM, which resulted in the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure—Revised
(MEIM—R), a six-item tool with three items measuring exploration and three items measuring commitment.
Based on a test of competing models, Phinney and Ong (2007) confirmed that the MEIM—R is best represented
as a correlated two-factor model–one factor measuring identity exploration, the other measuring identity
commitment. Hence, in a theoretical model based on MEIM—R, group identity (whether it be gender group,
religious group or ethnic group) is defined as the extent to which individuals have explored and committed to a
particular group identity.
Recently, the original twelve-item MEIM (Phinney, 1992) has been modified to measure American identity
(Schwartz et al., 2012). By modifying the original wording of the MEIM to explore American identity (e.g.,
replacing the words “my ethnic group” with the words “the United States”), Schwartz and colleagues were able
to demonstrate that the basis of the original MEIM could be expanded to measure group identities other than
ethnicity, particularly when group identity is defined using the constructs of exploration and commitment. The
modified MEIM (which the authors called the American Identity Measure, or AIM) had a similar two-factor
construct (i.e., exploration and commitment) as the original MEIM, suggesting the possibility that the MEIM-R
is also modifiable and useful in measuring other types of group identities utilizing this same theoretical
framework.
1.2 Purpose of Study
The purpose of our study is to take the initial, preliminary steps in exploring the psychometric properties of
adapted MEIM-R scales in regards to group identity in two domains other than ethnicity: gender identity and
religious identity. Specifically, we assess the fit of the theoretically and empirically driven two factor model
representing exploration and commitment, and we also assess the two adapted MEIM-R scales for preliminary
validity. For clarity and future use, we refer to the MEIM-R adapted to measure exploration and commitment in
regards to gender identity as the Multi-Identity Measure for Gender (MIM-Gender), and the MEIM-R adapted to
measure exploration and commitment regarding religious identity as the Multi-Identity Measure for Religion
(MIM-Religion). Similar to Schwartz et al. (2012), this will be done by conducting confirmatory factor analyses
on participants’ scores on the MEIM-R, the MIM-Religion, and the MIM-Gender in order to determine if the
structures of the revised measures statistically match the structure of the original measure as reported by Phinney
and Ong (2007).
2. Method
2.1 Participants
The sample consisted of 247 (56% female) early (n = 122; ages 10-12 years), middle (n = 65; ages 13-15 years),
and late (n = 60; ages 16-18 years) adolescents with a mean age of 13.33 (SD = 2.68). The majority of the
participants self-categorized as Caucasian (86%), with the remaining participants identifying as Hispanic (3%),
Black (3%), Asian (2%), and mixed heritage or other (6%). The majority of the participants identified as
Christian (72%), with the remaining participants self-categorizing as Muslim (6%), Atheist (4%), and other
(18%).
2.2 Measures
2.2.1 Group Identity
The participants completed versions of the MEIM-R (Phinney & Ong, 2007) three times. To measure
participants’ ethnic identity, we used the original MEIM-R. To measure participants’ gender identity and
religious identity, we used modified versions of the MEIM—R (i.e., MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion; see Table
1 for the modified wording). For all three versions, participants rated the items from 1 = disagree a lot to 5 =
agree a lot. For the MEIM-R, the overall Cronbach’s alpha was .82 (with an alpha of .75 for the exploration item
scores and .74 for the commitment item scores). These alpha levels are similar to those found in Phinney and
Ong’s (2007) study. In their study, the MEIM—R’s exploration item scores had an alpha of .76, the commitment
item scores had an alpha of .78, and the overall MEIM—R alpha was .81. In our study, the MIM-Gender had a
Cronbach’s alpha of .77 (with an alpha of .76 for the exploration item scores and .72 for the commitment item
scores) and the MIM-Religion had a Cronbach’s alpha of .91 (with an alpha of .85 for the exploration item
scores and .85 for the commitment item scores).

228

www.ccsenet.org/jedp

Journal of Educational and Developmental Psychology

Vol. 4, No. 1; 2014

Table 1. MEIM-R items with adapted MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion phrases in parentheses
Commitment Items

Exploration Items

1. “I have a strong sense of belonging to my ethnic
group (gender group, religious group).”

1. “I have spent time trying to find out more about
being a member of my ethnic group (gender group,
religious group) such as its history, traditions, and
customs.”

2. “I understand pretty well what it means to be a
member of my ethnic group (gender group, religious
group).”

2. “I have often done things that will help me
understand what it means to be a member of my ethnic
group (gender group, religious group) better.”

3. “I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic
group (gender group, religious group).”

3. “I have often talked to other people in order to learn
more about my ethnic group (gender group, religious
group).”

2.2.2 Group Attitudes
Participants assigned descriptive traits to members of distinct social groups within each of the three domains. At
the top of each piece of paper in the survey packet was a description of a person (i.e., an average African
American individual, an average Christian individual). Following the description of the person was a list of
various trait descriptors (i.e., unselfish, coward). A list of traits from the Adjectives Check List (Williams & Best,
1982) that are not linked to gender or ethnicity were piloted to determine which were seen as positive and which
are seen as negative. The six most negative traits and the six most positive traits were then included in the survey.
See Appendix A for a list of these twelve traits.
Participants were asked to rate the twelve traits for eleven different people such that they provided 132 different
ratings. The survey packets they received had a piece of paper asking for ratings for each of the following: four
ethnic group members [a Caucasian (White) American, an Asian American, a Hispanic American, and an
African American], both genders (a male and a female), and five religious group members (a Jew, a Muslim, a
Christian, an atheist, and their own specific church). They were asked to rate how well each trait pertained to the
described person on a 5-point Likert scale. Responses ranged from “never describes this person” to “always
describes this person.” Participants who did not indicate their own ethnicity or religion were not included in the
analyses that were computed for that variable.
After data collection, the ratings on these traits were used to create various measures of group bias. First, because
we are exploring group identity and bias in a general sense, we collapsed ethnic, religious, and gender groups to
create an in-group and an out-group for each participant in each domain. In other words, each participant had an
ethnic in-group and out-group, a gender in-group and out-group, and a religious in-group and out-group. For
example, an Asian American participant’s ethnic in-group would be Asian Americans, and his or her ethnic
out-group would be a combined group of Caucasian Americans, African Americans, and Hispanic Americans.
We averaged participants’ ratings for each group to create two variables for each group: an average rating on the
positive traits and an average rating on the negative traits. For example, an average positive rating for African
Americans and an average negative rating for African Americans were created for each participant, regardless of
group membership. Then, based on the participants’ group membership, we combined the average ratings for
each of the participants’ out-groups (in each respective domain) to create an average out-group rating on the
positive traits and an average out-group rating on negative traits. Lastly, we used the ratings on the traits for the
in-group (again, for each respective domain) in the same manner to create two variables: a positive in-group
rating and a negative in-group rating. In this way, each participant had an average score for negative out-group
ratings, positive out-group ratings, negative in-group ratings, and positive in-group ratings for each of the three
domains.
2.3 Procedure
The measures described above were part of a larger packet of surveys that participants completed. The
participants responded to the identity measures before responding to the other questionnaires. In order to verify
that all participants would be able to comprehend the questions in the survey packets, the wording of all
questions and instructions were checked for reading comprehension level using Microsoft Word software. This
ensured that the entire packet was not above a fifth-grade reading level. In addition, the survey packet was
piloted to establish that the reading level of the survey items was appropriate, which it was.
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After receiving permission from the appropriate Institutional Review Board, and in order to create a sample
consisting of the full range of adolescence, we recruited potential participants from public school districts and a
private university in the same metropolitan area in the Midwestern United States. After schools granted us
permission to recruit participants, consent forms were sent home to parents of minor children. Three to five days
after consent forms were sent home, participants who had received parental permission to participate were
approached in a classroom setting, where the research was explained to them and they were asked to participate.
Only children who had parental permission and who gave their own assent were allowed to participate. For the
youngest participants, a member of the research team was in the room to help guide participants through the
survey packet. He read the first few items of each scale aloud with the participants to help them understand the
instructions. They were then allowed to finish the scale on their own, with the investigator present to answer any
questions. Older participants were given the survey packet and allowed to work through it at their own pace,
with someone available to answer any questions.
Only participants in the university sub-sample were compensated for their participation in the study – they
received partial credit toward a requirement to participate in psychological research studies as introductory level
students. All other participants participated without compensation after school district superintendents, school
principals, and parents provided permission for the children’s participation. Most participants completed the
survey in 30-45 minutes, with all participants completing the survey within 60 minutes.
3. Results
To examine the relationship between the theoretical structure of group identity and the structural models of the
modified scales that measure adolescents’ gender and religious identities, we conducted confirmatory factor
analyses in AMOS 18 employing the Maximum Likelihood Estimation method. We also conducted confirmatory
factor analyses for the MEIM-R’s measurement of ethnic identity (the original version of the MEIM—R), in
order to test whether we could replicate the structure of the original instrument (Phinney & Ong, 2007). We
assessed model fit using criteria established by Kline (2005) and Hu and Bentler (1995). A good model fit is
characterized by Chi-square p > .05, AGFI, IFI, and CFI greater than .95, as well as RMSEA and SRMR less
than .05. An acceptable model fit includes AGFI, IFI, and CFI greater than .90 and RMSEA and SRMR less
than .10. These fit criteria are the same as those chosen by Phinney and Ong (2007).
Before conducting the confirmatory factor analyses, we screened the data for normality and outliers. An
examination of Mahalanobis distance statistic revealed no outliers. However, assessment of skew and kurtosis
scores revealed slightly non-normal data for several variables. Mardia’s coefficient of multivariate normality
also revealed somewhat non-normal data: ethnic = 5.06; gender = 15.59; religious = 29.55. Because the data did
not meet the assumption of normality, we applied a Maximum Likelihood bootstrap procedure in the analysis of
the three measurement models.
The following three a priori confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) models for ethnic identity were examined
attempting to replicate the findings of Phinney and Ong (2007): one factor, uncorrelated two factors, and
correlated two factors. Table 2 shows that the correlated two factor model fit the data better than the alternative
models. Specifically, the three commitment items loaded onto one factor and the three exploration items loaded
onto a second factor. The six items loaded onto the two factors (i.e., commitment and exploration) in the medium
to high range (.55 to .78). Although this model’s Chi-square value was significant, evaluation of other indices of
model fit revealed a good fitting model (see Table 2). Figure 1 shows the model details, including the correlation
between the exploration and commitment factors. The fit indices and reliability coefficients closely reflected the
findings of Phinney and Ong (2007) as shown in Table 2. A single second-order factor model was not conducted
because, statistically speaking, it is not advised to carry out a second-order model with only two first-order
factors (i.e., exploration and commitment; Kline, 2010).
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Table 2. Fit indices of Confirmatory Factor Analyses (Maximum Likelihood Estimation) of MEIM-R items
compared to Phinney and Ong (2007)
Model

2

df

2/df

AGFI

SRMR

RMSEA

IFI

CFI

One factor

53.08**

9

5.90

.84

.06

.14

.91

.90

(Phinney & Ong, 2007)

(74.08)

(9)

(8.23)

(.85)

(.16)

(.09)

(.95)

(.91)

Uncorrelated two factors

123.56**

9

13.73

.72

.26

.23

.75

.75

(96.55)

(9)

(10.73)

(.81)

(.36)

(.23)

(.85)

(.87)

23.84*

8

2.98

.92

.04

.09

.97

.97

(15.29)**

(8)

(1.91)

(.96)

(.05)

(.04)

(.98)

(.98)

Correlated two factors

Note. N = 247. AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual;
RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; IFI = incremental fit index; CFI = comparative fit index.
Phinney and Ong (2007) results in parentheses for comparison; Phinney and Ong’s (2007) 2 computations were
also significant. * p < .01. ** p < .001.

Figure 1. Standardized parameter estimates of a Two-Factor Model of Ethnic Identity as measured by the
MEIM-R
Note. Item numbers refer to the items from the scale shown in Table 1.
After conducting the CFA of the MEIM—R (for ethnic identity), we evaluated the adapted MEIM-R scales. All
three CFA models were assessed to test the fit of the MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion scales; however, the
two-factor correlated model was the best fit model empirically and theoretically – mirroring the findings of
Phinney and Ong (2007) – and thus will be the focus of this report (however, results of the one factor models and
uncorrelated two factor models can be seen in Table 3). For gender identity, the six items loaded onto the two
factors (i.e., commitment and exploration) in the medium to strong range (.60 to .91). Again, the model’s
Chi-square value was significant, but other fit indices revealed a good fitting model (see Table 3). Figure 2
shows the model details, including the correlation between the exploration and commitment factors of gender
identity.
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Table 3. Fit Indices of Confirmatory Factor Analyses (Maximum Likelihood Estimation) of MIM-Gender and
MIM-Religion items

MIM-Gender

MIM-Religion

Model

2

df

2/df

AGFI

SRMR

RMSEA

IFI

CFI

One factor

138**

9

15.33

.60

.11

.24

.71

.70

Uncorrelated two
factors

59.6**

9

6.62

.84

.18

.15

.89

.88

Correlated two factors

25.30*

8

3.16

.91

.05

.09

.96

.96

One factor

43.2**

9

4.8

.87

.03

.12

.96

.96

Uncorrelated two
factors

256.05**

9

28.45

.58

.40

.33

.73

.73

Correlated two factors

23.21*

8

2.90

.91

.02

.09

.98

.98

Note. N = 247. AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual;
RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; IFI = incremental fit index; CFI = comparative fit index. *
p < .01. **p < .001

Figure 2. Standardized parameter estimates of a Two-Factor Model of Gender Identity as measured by the
MIM-Gender
Note. Item numbers refer to the items from the scale shown in Table 1.
The final correlated two factor CFA model assessed the fit of the MIM-Religion, used to assess religious identity.
The six items loaded onto the two correlated factors (i.e., commitment and exploration) in the medium to strong
range (.78 to .89). Although this model’s Chi-square value was significant, evaluation of other indices of model
fit revealed a good fitting model (see Table 3). Figure 3 shows the model details, including the strong correlation
between the exploration and commitment of gender identity.
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Figure 3. Standardized parameter estimates of a Two-Factor Model of Religious Identity as measured by the
MIM-Religion
Note. Item numbers refer to the items from the scale shown in Table 1.
To examine the preliminary validity of the MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion, we computed correlations between
the three different scales’ scores (i.e., gender, religion, and ethnicity). Because of the high number of correlations
computed, care should be taken when interpreting the significant results, and a Bonferroni correction for alpha
levels should be utilized. As such, while correlations significant at the .05 and the .01 level are indicated in the
correlation table (Table 4), an appropriate Bonferroni-corrected alpha level for the correlations would be .01.
Participants’ scores were correlated on the MEIM-R and MIM-Gender, MEIM-R and MIM-Religion, as well as
MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion. These correlations suggest that participants with a stronger identification in
one domain of identity also have stronger identification in the other two domains.
To further examine the validity of the MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion, we computed correlations between
scores on the MEIM-R, MIM-Gender, and MIM-Religion and their respective group attitude composite scores.
For example, scores on the MEIM-R were correlated to ethnic in-group positive ratings (r = .22, p < .01); scores
on the MIM-Religion were correlated with religious in-group positive ratings (r = .23, p < .01); finally, scores on
the MIM-Gender were correlated with gender in-group positive ratings (r = .19, p < .01). See Table 4 for the
complete correlation matrix. These correlations add strength to the validity of using an adapted MEIM-R to
measure identity in different domains as, according to Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986),
participants who were more strongly identified with the in-group also tended to see the in-group more positively
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Table 4. Correlation matrix of MEIM-R, MIM-Gender, MIM-Religion, and Group Attitudes in three domains

Ethnic MEIM

Ethnic

Gender

Religion

Ethnic

Ethnic

Ethnic

Ethnic

Gender

Gender

Gender

Gender

Religion

Religion

Religion

Religion

MEIM

MEIM

MEIM

In +

In -

Out +

Out -

In +

In -

Out +

Out -

In +

In -

Out +

Out -

-

.40**

.46**

.22**

-.11

.13*

.00

.17**

-.12

.14*

-.07

.12*

-.09

.02

.07

-

.37**

.11

-.12

.08

-.11

.19**

-.13*

-.01

-.08

.04

-.06

.00

-.06

-

.16**

-.05

.08

-.04

.17**

-.05

.03

.03

.23**

-.15*

-.06

.10

-

-.24**

.67**

-.06

.65**

-.12*

.61**

-.09

.50**

-.18**

.54**

.04

-

-.12

.47**

-.16*

.55**

-.12

.50**

-.07

.44**

-.07

.35**

-

-.32**

.53**

-.12*

.60**

-.17*

.33**

-.06

.65**

-.20**

-

-.06

.43**

-.17

.50**

-.05

.38**

-.18**

.67**

-

-.36**

.54**

.00

.51**

-.14*

.47**

.02

-

-.14*

.29**

-.12

.45**

-.08

.33**

-

-.25**

.37**

-.09

.53**

.01

-

.05

.28**

-.10

.42**

-

-.49**

.38**

.02

-

-.11

.35**

-

-.38**

Gender MEIM
Religion MEIM
Ethnic In +
Ethnic In Ethnic Out +
Ethnic Out Gender In +
Gender In Gender Out +
Gender Out Religion In +
Religion In Religion Out +
Religion Out -

-

Note. In + indicates in-group positive ratings; In - indicates in-group negative ratings; Out + indicates out-group
positive ratings; Out - indicates out-group negative ratings. *p < .05; **p<.01. Due to the high number of
correlations, a Bonferroni-corrected alpha level of p<.01 is suggested when examining results.
4. Discussion
Our study set out to take initial, preliminary steps in exploring the psychometric properties of adapted MEIM-R
scales to measure adolescents’ gender identity (MIM-Gender) and religious identity (MIM-Religion), utilizing
the theoretical constructs of commitment and exploration. Confirmatory factor analysis correlated two factor
models for gender identity and religious identity demonstrated modest to good fits and provided evidence for the
use of the MEIM-R to measure not only adolescents’ ethnic identity exploration and commitment but also their
gender identity and religious identity exploration and commitment. Participants’ responses to the same items
loaded onto the same two factors (i.e., exploration and commitment) for all three scales (MEIM-R,
MIM-Religion, MIM-Gender), suggesting commonality in the foundation of identity for all three domains (see
also Schwartz et al., 2012). Further, the correlations among the three measures of group identity (ethnicity,
gender, religion) demonstrated preliminary validity, as they suggest that participants with a stronger
identification in one domain of identity also have stronger identification in the other two domains. In addition,
correlations between the three identity measures and their respective group attitude composite scores add
strength to the validity of using and adapted MEIM-R to measure identity in different domains because
participants who were more strongly identified with the in-group also tended to see the in-group more positively
(aligning with Social Identity Theory; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
While the majority of model indices showed good to acceptable fit, some failed to meet the criteria. Specifically,
all chi-square difference tests were significant which might be explained by some limitations of our study.
Further, the invariance of the factor structure of the MEIM-R and MIM-Religion could not be examined because
the majority of the participants self-categorized as Christian (72%) and/or Caucasian (86%). It is possible that
because the majority of the participants identified as members of these groups, our conclusions might also be
limited to these groups. Future research that utilizes more diverse samples will be able to address this issue. In
addition, because of the disproportionate numbers of participants of different ages (122 early adolescents, 65
middle adolescents, and 60 late adolescents), it would be inappropriate for us to conduct cross-sectional analyses
of age differences in our variables, but believe this would be an important task for future research.
The findings of our study are preliminary, and more research is necessary to determine how well the
MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion can measure adolescents’ gender identity and religious identity. In the future,
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researchers should replicate the present study with additional samples. Most importantly, obtaining a larger and
more diverse sample is needed, as this would improve our ability to further explore the psychometric properties
of the adapted identity measures. Because this is a preliminary study, further research is needed on the reliability
and validity (such as convergent and divergent validity) for scores on these measures. It is also important to note
that while this study lends support to the validity and reliability of scores on the MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion
to measure gender identity and religious identity (respectively), we did not explore the ability of the MEIM-R,
MIM-Religion or MIM-Gender to validly measure identity development in any realm – a potential direction for
future study.
4.1 Conclusion
Even with these limitations, our study provides valuable information about the measurement of adolescent group
identity. The potential of using the MIM-Gender and MIM-Religion as a method to measure exploration and
commitment in adolescents’ gender and religious identities – in addition to the MEIM-R for ethnic identity
(Phinney & Ong, 2007) and the AIM for national identity (Schwartz et al., 2012) – may give researchers the
ability to explore and compare adolescents’ identities across different types of groups in an equivalent way (e.g.,
comparing someone’s religious identity with his or her gender identity). This will make it possible for
researchers to uniformly explore constructs related to group identity (e.g., group bias and prejudice, cognitive
development, etc.) in relation to domains of identity assessed through an adolescent’s exploration and
commitment.
Further, by being able to measure group identity equivalently across groups, researchers will be better able to
distinguish how other constructs interact with group identity in general and how they interact with identity
specific to a certain type of group. For example, social identity theory posits that a stronger group identity will
lead to more group bias (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). With the ability to measure identity equivalently across groups,
researchers will be able to determine if this is true of all types of groups, or if the relationship between identity
and bias is stronger for some types of groups than others. Finally, researchers will also be able to better explore
the way that different domains of identity – such as sexual orientation or political party – might interact with and
influence each other (Narváez, Meyer, Kertzner, Ouellette, & Gordon, 2009; Perry & Pauletti, 2011).
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Appendix A
Twelve Traits used to Measure Group Attitudes
I.

Negative Traits
1. Tells lots of lies
2. Can’t be trusted
3. Is a coward
4. Gloomy/Looks on the bad side
5. Pouts a lot
6. Stuck up

II.

Positive Traits
1. Unselfish
2. Giving
3. Cheerful and friendly
4. Accepts people who are different
5. Works well with others
6. Has a lot of honor and dignity
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