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Abstract: The present study aims to characterize football fans and non-fans and to compare their
psychopathological symptoms with the latest normative values for the Portuguese population from
Canavarro in 2007. Results showed that football fans and non-fans are mostly male, have an
affective relationship, are childless, have secondary education or a high degree, and are employed or
students; fans are more likely to be male, dating, unemployed, to have elementary education and
be younger than non-fans. Football fans present significantly higher psychopathological symptoms
than non-fans in somatization, interpersonal sensitivity, anxiety, hostility, paranoid ideation and
psychoticism and all psychopathological indexes. Football fans present values very close to those of
populations with emotional distress in hostility and are above the mean of the general population in
obsession–compulsion, hostility, paranoid ideation and psychoticism.

Keywords: violent behavior; football fans and non-fans; psychopathological symptoms;
Portuguese population

1. Introduction

1.1. Context

Football is an identity assertion and a sociocultural space [1], and is highly complex, multi-faceted
and difficult to define [2]. Football is the most popular spectator sport in the world [3] and, according
to the last World Football Report [4], more than 40% of people aged 16 or older in major population
centers around the world consider themselves interested or very interested in following football,
more than in any other sport. The same report states that the United Arab Emirates tops the list
with 80% of the country’s population assumed as fans, followed by Thailand (78%), Chile (75%)
and Portugal (75%), where this sport is highly valued. Another interesting fact of this report is that
football is a sport transcending gender. In fact, football is the most popular sport among women
globally. However, this global crowd phenomenon also carries a history of major incidents of public
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disorder [5]. Violence associated with football is mostly the responsibility of organized football fans,
although some spectators who do not integrate the fan clubs may also be responsible for some of that
violence [6]. These violent incidents are sometimes interpreted as the result of hooligans’ behavior, and
other times as complex crowd events [7–9]. The concept of hooliganism is very wide, encompassing
alcoholized fans and situations involving hundreds of fans [5,10]. The hooligan subculture emerged in
the 1960s in England, in gangs of skinheads from disadvantaged urban areas where the street culture
was associated with riots and the confrontation between rival neighborhoods [8,11]. In the 1970s,
the ultra-subculture emerged in Italy, in a political context of struggle and social criticism, having been
initially linked to members of extreme-left organizations [12]. Ultras tend to engage in clashes in a
team spirit. They usually use the style of urban warfare, although they are less prone to riots than
hooligans [1,13].

1.2. Predisposing and Predicting Factors

Strang, Baker, Pollard and Hofman [14] studied the violent and antisocial behaviors that take
place at football matches and the associated factors. These authors presented antisocial and violent
behavior displayed by football fans, namely “hooliganism, verbal and physical aggression, destruction
of property, acts of vandalism and theft” [14] (p. 6). Alcohol consumption; rivalry between football
fans; unemployment, repression by state agents and ethnic-nationality tensions; spatial factors (e.g.,
sharing physical space with fans of other teams); situational factors (e.g., the day of the week on
which the match is held); and the impact of match play on fan behavior—all of these may be
contributing factors to the occurrence of violent and antisocial behavior [14]. Additionally, internal
psychological factors (e.g., adrenaline rush generated in individuals by antagonizing rival fans) and
external or relational psychological factors (e.g., lack of social support systems) can lead to disorder [14].
However, the reasons for football fans to develop this kind of behavior may be because subjects
choosing these fan clubs already have a predisposition to violent physical confrontations [15]. In fact,
several authors [16–19] found similarities in values and behaviors associated with subcultures of fans,
particularly regarding the high emotional involvement, the strong identification and affiliation with
their clubs, the incorporation of traditional male values of Western culture and the reproduction of a
code of honor. Wakefield and Wann [20] identified two groups of highly identified fans: those with low
dysfunction, i.e., people who seldom or never complain and rarely, if ever, come into confrontations,
and those with a high level of dysfunctionality [21]. When compared with less dysfunctional fans, fans
identified as dysfunctional can be characterized as individuals likely to blast with the referees, who
believe that alcohol consumption is a necessary activity on a game day, who are critical of the stadium
services, and who are frequent consumers of sports media [22,23]. The identification of fans refers to the
psychological connection they have with their chosen sports team. Fans highly identified with the team
feel less control over their behavior in games than fans with a moderate or low identification. However,
neither attitudes related with aggression nor subjective norms on aggression differed depending on
the level of identification with the team [24,25]. Vallerand and colleagues [26] (p. 1279) showed that
“harmonious passion was positively associated with adaptive behaviors (e.g. celebrate the team’s
victory), whereas obsessive passion was positively associated with maladaptive behaviors (e.g., risking
losing one’s job to go to a game)”. The reasons to become a fan of a club can be summarized under a
taxonomy of essential needs whose satisfaction leads people to turn to sport, becoming fans in order
to satisfy them. This taxonomy contains three core needs: validation—the need to confirm or justify
oneself and can be satisfied; pleasure—the hedonistic need to experience satisfaction or pleasure and
can be satisfied; and excitement—the desire for stimulation and excitement and can be satisfied [27].
Yun-Tsan [28] stated that significant interaction effects exist between spectator motivation and team
identification, regarding team loyalty and switching intention. According to Pereira [29], the most
common reasons to be a football fan are the affiliation with the group, and aesthetic, entertainment and
eustress reasons, while less common reasons are economic and family factors. Men are more motivated
about the aesthetic, eustress, entertainment and escape factors when compared to women. The former
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are more motivated by family reasons when compared to men. Fans seem to feel more motivated from
the intrinsic point of view than from the extrinsic point of view [30].

1.3. Fans’ Social Characteristics and Psychopathological Symptoms

Traditionally, football fans are predominantly white, male, and belonging to the working class [31],
but football has more recently become popular among a broader cross-section of society, especially
women [32,33]. Highly dysfunctional fans can be characterized as having less education, lower
incomes, and being younger, male, single and living in apartments without children at home [20,34].
According to Jones [32], women experience a tension between fan and gender identities. Although
they may have to minimize femininity to be considered real fans, many women feel that they belong
to the club despite being women. Wolensky [35] found that men and women did not differ in levels
of fandom involvement. However, women demonstrated higher emotional expressivity (positive,
negative, impulse strength and overall) and more cognitive distortions. Being female and having
higher levels of fan involvement were predictive of cognitive distortions.

Some studies suggest a connection between fandom and psychopathology. According to
Toder-Alon, Icekson and Shuv-Ami [36], older fans reported higher levels of sports fandom and
lower levels of self-reported aggression and acceptance of aggression; age moderated the relationships
between team identification (or fandom) and self-reported aggression, team identification (or fandom)
being more strongly associated with self-reported fan aggression among younger fans than among
older fans. Violent groups have more symptoms of phobia, anxiety, depression, obsessive thoughts,
somatization, interpersonal sensitivity, aggression, psychosis and self-esteem than non-violent groups,
and these morbid symptoms are effective in the incidence of aggression [37]. Fans of football show less
activation in brain regions involved in pain perception and empathy (anterior cingulate cortex, fusiform
gyrus, insula and temporal pole) when viewing violence in the context of football when compared
to more violent images. Non-fans of football showed no such effect and had higher activation levels
for the specified brain regions [38]. Heun and Pringle [39] state that playing and watching football
games may negatively affect subjective mental health, even though qualitative studies indicate mental
health benefits of playing or watching football. Fan dysfunction is positively related to perceptions of
the appropriateness of verbal aggression and physical aggression; team identification is unrelated to
perceptions of the appropriateness of verbal aggression but negatively related to perceptions of the
appropriateness of physical aggression [40]. Courtney and Wann [41] proved that having been a bully
as a child predicts level of fan dysfunction as an adult.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Aims

The above-mentioned studies suggest an association between football club fans and violent
behavior. Further, they suggest a link between violent behavior and psychopathology. However,
there is very little research that directly relates football club fan members and psychopathology. Thus,
this study seeks to investigate whether the origin of these more dysfunctional behaviors may lie in
psychopathology, the objective of this study being to characterize football club members (fan and
non-fans) of Portuguese football teams and to compare their Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI) values
with the normative values established by Canavarro [42] for the Portuguese population in 2007.
Fan club members belong to an organized group that is supported by the club and whose identity,
loyalty and dedication are very high. The non-fans or members of the club are supporters of the club,
spectators that accompany the team, but do not belong to any organized group, and their identity,
loyalty and dedication are lower. In light of the literature review, the following research hypotheses
were formulated:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Sociodemographic characteristics of football fans and non-fans are significantly different.
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Hypothesis 2 (H2). Football fans present significantly higher BSI values than non-fans.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Football fans and non-fans present significant differences in the BSI dimensions and
indexes values when compared to the suggested normative values of the BSI Portuguese version established by
Canavarro [42] in 2007.

2.2. Measures

Besides the sociodemographic questionnaire, the protocol included the 53 items of BSI by
Canavarro [43], which was the Portuguese adaptation of the BSI by Derogatis and Spencer [44].
This inventory assesses psychopathological symptoms in terms of nine dimensions of symptoms
and three global indexes, with the latter being summary reviews of emotional disturbance. The nine
primary subscales are: somatization, obsession–compulsion, interpersonal sensitivity, depression,
anxiety, hostility, phobic anxiety, paranoid ideation, and psychoticism. The three global indexes are:
General Symptom Index (GSI), Total Positive Symptom (TPS) and Positive Symptom Index (PSI).
For the Portuguese population, Canavarro [42] has established in 2007 (last update), normative values
of the subscales and global indexes for the general population and for the population expressing
emotional disturbances, which are presented in Table 1. The instrument developed by Canavarro [43],
widely used in Portugal in the field of psychopathology, is very robust and has high levels of reliability,
as Derrogatis’ original version [44] also has. Additionally, Canavarro [42] sets the 1.7 value as the
cut-off point based on the PSI above, to which the authors found emotional disturbance.

Table 1. Normative values of Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI) subscales and indexes of the Portuguese
version of the BSI by Canavarro [42] in 2007.

BSI
General Population

(n = 404)
Emotional Disturbances

Population (n = 147)
M DP M DP

Somatization 0.573 0.916 1.355 1.004
Obsession–compulsion 1.290 0.878 1.924 0.925

Interpersonal sensitivity 0.958 0.727 1.597 1.033
Depression 0.893 0.722 1.828 1.051

Anxiety 0.942 0.766 1.753 0.940
Hostility 0.894 0.784 1.411 0.904

Phobic anxiety 0.418 0.663 1.020 0.929
Paranoid ideation 1.063 0.789 1.532 0.850

Psychoticism 0.668 0.614 1.403 0.825
General Symptom Index (GSI) 0.835 0.480 1.430 0.705
Total Positive Symptom (TPS) 26.993 11.724 37.349 12.166
Positive Symptom Index (PSI) 1.561 0.385 2.111 0.595

Source: Canavarro [42].

2.3. Procedures

After designing the protocol (sociodemographic and BSI questionnaire), club members were
informed about the research content and its objectives. Confidentiality and anonymity were guaranteed,
and informed consent was obtained. The information regarding the participants’ status (fans or
non-fans) was self-reported by participants. The distinction made between fans and non-fans results
from the existence of fans that belong to an organized group of supporters that, in most cases,
are economically supported by the clubs themselves. These groups accompany the club in all matches
and assume the characteristics of the club, namely its music and its symbols, as part of its personal
identity. By contrast, non-fans do not belong to these organized clubs; they identify with the club,
watch the games and support the club, but do not participate in the group activities to praise and
support the club. Both fans and non-fans are members of the club, that is, they pay an annual fee to
make it easier to watch the games. Fans have many advantages because they are the ones who always
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accompany the clubs and support them. In the applied protocol, participants were asked if they belong
to these support clubs organized by teams or not.

The questionnaire was applied online, and 1302 members participated voluntarily. Only completed
questionnaires, a total of 1166, were considered valid for the study. All procedures followed were
in accordance with the ethical standards of the responsible committee on human experimentation
(institutional and national) and with the Helsinki Declaration of 1964, as revised in 2013.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

Descriptive and inferential statistical procedures were carried out. To analyze the association
between the groups and the categorical variables of interest, Chi-square tests were performed, and when
results were significant, post hoc z-tests on the adjusted residuals with Bonferroni correction were
conducted. Independent samples t-tests, with the Bonferroni correction to control the familywise error
rate, were used to examine the differences between groups. It is one of the most widely used statistical
hypothesis tests [45] to determine whether there is a significant difference between the means of two
groups. The effect size measure used was Cohen’s d, recommended for independent groups when
population variance is unknown [46]. Cronbach’s alpha was applied to assess BSI factors reliability
and interpreted according to Kline’s benchmarks [47]. The 0.05 level of significance was set for all data
analyses. All statistical analyses were performed using SPSS software, version 25 [48].

3. Results

The overall sample consisted of 1166 participants, 407 fan club members (hereafter abbreviated as
FCM) and 759 non-fans (hereafter abbreviated as NF) of several Portuguese football teams (Sport Lisboa
Benfica—38%, Sporting Clube de Portugal—26%, Futebol Clube do Porto—21%, others—15%). The age
ranged from 18 to 85 years, and half of the participants were younger than 24 years. The majority was
male (63%), had an affective relationship (48%), did not have children (71%), had a secondary education
(44%) or a high degree (41%), and was employed (48%) or was a student (42%). Both subsamples, FCM
and NF, share the sociodemographic pattern of the overall sample (Table 2).

Chi-square tests and an independent samples t-test were used to access differences between FCM
and NF sociodemographic characteristics. The Chi-square tests assumptions were met. Statistically
significant associations, but with small effect size, were found according to gender (χ2(1) = 15.34,
p < 0.001, ϕc = 0.12), marital status (χ2(4) = 17.84, p = 0.001, ϕc = 0.12), occupation (χ2(3) = 14.50,
p = 0.002, ϕc = 0.11) and level of education (χ2 (5) = 15.93, p = 0.007, ϕc = 0.12). The post hoc analysis
revealed that female football members and married/committed members were more likely to be NF;
male football fans, who are dating, with elementary education and unemployed were more likely
to be FCM. Other column proportions did not differ significantly from each other. An independent
sample t-test was conducted to test age differences between FCM (M ± SD = 27.47 ± 10.62) and NF
(M ± SD = 30.64 ± 13.84). The result allowed concluding that the FCM are significantly younger than
the NF (t (1025, 92) = 4.35, p < 0.001). Consequently, H1 (sociodemographic characteristics of football
FCM and NF are significantly different) was not rejected.

A comparative analysis of the groups’ mean values obtained for the BSI dimensions and indexes
was carried out to assess H2. The analysis of internal consistency of the BSI factors for the overall
sample unveiled acceptable reliability for psychoticism (α = 0.67), and good reliability (0.75 ≤ α ≤ 0.84)
for all other dimensions. Composite reliability values of 0.60 to 0.70 are acceptable in exploratory
research, as sustained by Hair et al. [49]. Independent samples t-tests with Bonferroni correction were
applied to study the BSI subscales and indexes values between FCM and NF. Results are shown in
Table 3. The BSI dimensions of somatization, anxiety, hostility, paranoid ideation and psychoticism,
and the BSI indexes of the FCM group presented significantly higher mean values than the NF group,
but with small effect. Therefore, H2 (football FCM present significantly higher BSI values than NF) is
not rejected.
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Table 2. Sociodemographic characterization of the overall sample and subsamples.

Total Sample
(N = 1166)

Fan Club
Members Group

(n = 407)

Non-Fan Club
Members Group

(n = 759)

Agea 24 (20, 36) 23 (20, 31) 24 (20, 39)
Gender (%)

Female 37 29 41
Male 63 71 59

Marital Status (%)
Single 46 48 45
Dating 24 28 21

Married/Committed 24 17 28
Divorced/Separated 5 5 5

Widow 1 1 1
Children (%)

Yes 29 26 30
No 71 74 70

Qualifications (%)
Basic education (4 years) 1 1 1

Elementary education (5 years) 10 14 8
Secondary education (3 years) 44 44 44

Graduates 34 33 35
MSc Degree 9 8 10
PhD degree 2 1 2

Occupation (%)
Employed 48 46 49

Unemployed 7 11 5
Retired 3 2 4
Student 42 41 42

a Median (25th and 75th percentiles); Variables in italic; Higher percentages in bold.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha (α) and t-tests results with Bonferroni correction of BSI
dimensions and indexes.

Total Sample
(N = 1166)

Fan Club
Members
(N = 407)

Non-Fan Club
Members
(N = 759)

t-Test

BSI M SD α M SD M SD t-value df p(1) d

Somatization 0.47 0.54 0.80 0.53 0.56 0.43 0.53 −3.06 1164 0.024 0.187
Obsession–compulsion 1.10 0.67 0.75 1.13 0.67 1.08 0.67 −1.26 1164 1 0.077

Interpersonal sensitivity 0.78 0.76 0.80 0.86 0.81 0.74 0.73 −2.59 764.615 0.120 0.161
Depression 0.77 0.71 0.84 0.82 0.74 0.75 0.70 −1.69 1164 1 0.103

Anxiety 0.75 0.60 0.75 0.82 0.62 0.71 0.59 −2.88 1164 0.048 0.176
Hostility 1.14 0.79 0.79 1.38 0.81 1.02 0.74 −7.55 772.770 <0.001 0.470

Phobic anxiety 0.38 0.57 0.79 0.39 0.60 0.38 0.56 −0.28 1164 1 0.017
Paranoid ideation 1.17 0.82 0.79 1.29 0.84 1.10 0.80 −3.65 794.894 <0.001 0.226

Psychoticism 0.65 0.63 0.67 0.74 0.64 0.60 0.62 −3.46 1164 0.012 0.211
GSI 0.80 0.53 - 0.88 0.54 0.75 0.52 −3.82 1164 <0.001 0.233
TPS 25.36 12.17 - 26.95 12.19 24.51 12.09 −3.28 1164 0.012 0.201
PSI 1.59 0.45 - 1.67 0.46 1.56 0.44 −4.06 1164 <0.001 0.248

(1) Bonferroni-corrected p-value; BSI dimensions in italic.

To test H3, the normative mean values determined by Canavarro [42] in 2007 for the Portuguese
population (Table 1) were compared with those obtained for BSI dimensions and indexes of FCM and
NF groups. The results of the independent samples t-tests with Bonferroni correction conducted are
shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. Independent samples t-tests results with Bonferroni correction for differences between: the mean values of BSI dimensions and indexes and the normative
values of the BSI Portuguese version [42] in 2007.

BSI
General Population (N = 404) Population With Emotional Disturbance (N = 147)

Fan Club Members (N = 407) Non-Fan Club Members (N = 759) Fan Club Members (N = 407) Non-Fan Club Members (N = 759)

t-value df p(1) d t-value df p(1) d t-value df p(1) d t-value df p(1) d

Somatization 0.75 664.697 1 −0.053 2.82 548.851 0.060 −0.186 9.54 180.116 <0.001 1.024 10.98 162.225 <0.001 1.162
Obsession–compulsion 2.91 752.801 0.044 −0.205 4.19 656.812 <0.001 −0.269 9.57 203.300 <0.001 0.987 10.56 176.484 <0.001 1.049

Interpersonal sensitivity 1.85 801.574 0.781 −0.130 4.89 1161 <0.001 −0.301 7.88 214.656 <0.001 0.799 9.66 175.469 <0.001 0.963
Depression 1.37 809 1 −0.096 3.22 1161 0.016 −0.197 10.74 200.758 <0.001 1.112 11.97 171.971 <0.001 1.210

Anxiety 2.44 771.464 0.177 −0.172 5.24 659.972 <0.001 −0.335 11.15 193.765 <0.001 1.168 12.93 168.940 <0.001 1.325
Hostility −8.77 809 <0.001 0.616 −2.80 1161 0.063 0.171 0.37 552 1 0.035 4.94 186.235 <0.001 0.473

Phobic anxiety 0.68 809 1 −0.048 1.04 715.202 1 −0.065 7.66 191.640 <0.001 0.805 8.07 167.067 <0.001 0.834
Paranoid ideation −4.02 806.657 <0.001 0.282 −0.82 831.331 1 0.050 2.96 552 0.039 0.284 5.90 904 <0.001 0.521

Psychoticism −1.59 807.670 1 0.112 1.84 1161 0.786 −0.114 8.75 211.925 <0.001 0.891 11.10 178.859 <0.001 1.092
GSI −0.55 809 1 0.039 3.50 1161 0.006 −0.220 8.54 210.082 <0.001 0.872 11.05 177.542 <0.001 1.093
TPS 0.05 809 1 −0.003 3.37 1161 0.009 −0.208 8.87 552 <0.001 0.854 11.77 904 <0.001 1.059
PSI −3.67 789.711 0.003 0.258 0.00 911.590 1 0.000 8.08 211.148 <0.001 0.823 10.58 177.626 <0.001 1.045

(1) Bonferroni-corrected p-value.
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When compared with the normative values for the general population, the FCM group presented
significantly lower mean values (small effect size) for obsession–compulsion, and significantly higher
mean values for paranoid ideation and PSI (small effect) and for hostility (medium effect). The only
non-significant difference found between the means of FCM and the population with emotional
disturbance concerns the hostility dimension. In the remaining dimensions and indexes, the FCM
presented significantly, with large effect, lower mean values than the population with emotional
disturbance except for the paranoid ideation subscale, where the effect is medium. The NF group showed
significantly lower mean values, with large effect size, than the population with emotional disturbance
for all BSI subscales and indexes, except for paranoid ideation—medium effect—and hostility—small
effect size. This group also presented significantly, but with small effect size, lower mean values than
the general population for obsession–compulsion, interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, GSI and
TPS. Specifically, for PSI, when compared with the cut-off point of 1.7, above which there is emotional
disturbance [42], results allowed to conclude that the PSI mean value for the NF group was significantly
lower (t (758) = −8.97, p < 0.001), but for the FCM group was not significantly different (t (406) = −1.41,
p = 0.159). Therefore, H3, which states that football FCM and NF present significant differences in the
BSI dimensions and indexes values when compared with the normative values of the BSI Portuguese
version established by Canavarro [42] in 2007 cannot be rejected.

4. Discussion

This study allows us to reach four main results: (1) the sociodemographic profile of the football
FCM; (2) the differences between FCM and NF, regarding the BSI values; (3) the differences between the
normative values presented by Canavarro [42] in 2007 for the Portuguese population and the values of
the FCM and the NF; and (4) the non-psychopathological profile of the NF.

Regarding the four mentioned results above, the following can be stated:
(1) The football FCM, similarly to the NF, is mostly male, has an affective relationship, does not

have children, has secondary education or a high degree, and is employed or is a student. Furthermore,
FCM is more likely to be male, dating, unemployed and to have elementary education than the
NF. Additionally, FCM is significantly younger than the NF. These results are in agreement with
those reported in the literature. In fact, and according to Linden and Linden [31], football fans are
traditionally predominantly white, male, and belonging to the working class. Additionally, according
to Wakefield and Wann [20] and Rudd [21], highly dysfunctional fans can be characterized as having
less education and lower incomes, be younger, male, single, and living in apartments without children
at home. Armstrong and Giulianotti [16], Finn and Giulianotti [17], Parry et al. [18] and Shapiro,
Ridinger and Trail [19] also found similarities in values and behaviors associated with subcultures of
fans, especially regarding the incorporation of traditional western male culture values.

(2) FCM present significantly higher BSI mean values than NF, in relation to somatization, anxiety,
hostility, paranoid ideation and psychoticism subscales. With respect to the BSI indexes, the FCM also
presented significantly higher mean values than NF in all indexes, and their PSI mean value is not
significantly different from the cut-off point (1.7) above which there is emotional disturbance [42].
This dichotomy between FCM and NF seems to overlap with the distinction made by Wakefield and
Wann [20] and Rudd [21] when these authors distinguished two groups of highly identified sports
fans: those with low dysfunctionality and those presenting a high level of dysfunctionality. Moreover,
and according to Martins and Martins [50], violence associated with football is mostly the responsibility
of organized football fan clubs, although some non-fan club members may also be responsible for some
of that violence.

(3) The FCM presented significantly lower mean values for obsession–compulsion and significantly
higher mean values for paranoid ideation, hostility and PSI than the general Portuguese population;
additionally, it presented significantly lower mean values in all dimensions and indexes than the
population with emotional disturbance, with exception of the hostility subscale, where the difference
is not significant. The NF group has significantly lower values than the general population for
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obsession–compulsion, interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, GSI and TPS; additionally, it has
significantly lower mean values than the population with emotional disturbance for all BSI subscales
and indexes. The presence of clinical hostility in NF club members may be justified by the perspective of
Gantz [15], an author for whom the reasons for football fans to develop dysfunctional behavior may lie
in the fact that these fans present a predisposition to violent physical confrontations. Yu and Wang [51]
and Kerr, Wilson, Nakamura and Sudo [52] also suggested that the fans of a losing team scored
significantly higher in annoyance, anger, moodiness, humiliation and resentment and significantly
lower in relaxation. In accordance with this, Theodorakis, Wann, Al-Emadi, Lianopoulos and
Foudouki [53] and Dimmock and Grove [54] consider that highly identified sports fans feel less control
over their behavior at games than fans with a moderate or low identification. Hirt et al. [24] and
Hoogland et al. [25] also consider that strongly identified sports fans respond to the performance
of the team as if team success were a personal success and the failure of the team were a personal
failure. When considering Pereira [29] and Belli, Gürbüz and Biricik [30], for whom the most common
reasons to be a football fan are the membership of the group, aesthetic, entertainment and eustress,
it may be suggested that the dysfunctional behaviors of FCM can be related to motivation to relieve
stress due to several factors beyond the football game. One of the most interesting results of this
study concerns the fact that when comparing the normative values of the general population of the
Portuguese version of the BSI with those of the FCM group, the latter presents significantly lower
values for obsession–compulsion. Obsession–compulsions is related with the need to perform some
behaviors to alleviate anxiety. In fans, this anxiety (worry and fear) is not present. This absence of
fear may explain the violent behavior that these FCM often present [55]. According to Daniel and
colleagues [38], football fans show less activation in brain regions involved in pain perception and
empathy (anterior cingulate cortex, fusiform gyrus, insula and temporal pole) than NF.

(4) Another finding of this study is related to the fact that NF present lower values than the general
population; this happens in most of the subscales and BSI indexes. These data seem to suggest that NF
are healthier from a psychological point of view than the Portuguese general population. Additionally,
they seem to point to a protective effect of the role of NF.

The results of this study support the findings of Russel and Goldstein [56] that reported that
football fans scored higher in a general measure of psychopathy than NF. According to Fanti et al. [57],
callous-unemotional traits and impulsive-irresponsibility feature the football fan. In addition, Carriedo,
Cecchini and González [58] revealed that the frequency of watching football matches was positively
associated with low levels of moral behavior and high aggression levels. Additionally, Larkin
and Fink [59] found a moderating role of collective narcissism on the relationship between team
identification and both dysfunctional fandom and aggression. According to the social problem theory
of Ward Jr [60] and King [61], the identification of values, from a clinical point of view, regarding the
paranoid ideation and hostility of football fans with dysfunctional behavior, should make the scientific
community rethink theories that are generally focused on group explanations, rather than on individual
explanations that are obviously enhanced by group behavior.

This study intends to be innovative when addressing a subject that is generally studied by
sociology [62] and not by psychology, and is centered on the group and not on the individual. At the
same time, the possible use of these results and other subsequent confirmatory studies may serve to
protect all of those who attend football events. However, the representativeness of the sample, limited
to a few National Portuguese football teams, represents a weakness of this study, along with the lack of
literature in this area. Further investigations should address a greater number of football teams and
use an increased sample dimension.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Â.L., R.C. and F.C.; methodology, Â.L. and A.R.; software,
D.G.V.; formal analysis, M.A.P.D.; investigation, Â.L. and R.C.; resources, H.F.P.e.S.; data curation, H.F.P.e.S.;
writing—original draft preparation, Â.L., R.C. and F.C.; writing—review and editing, Â.L. and D.G.V.; visualization,
M.A.P.D.; supervision, Â.L.; project administration, M.A.P.D. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.



Behav. Sci. 2020, 10, 85 10 of 12

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Marivoet, S. Subculturas de adeptos de futebol e hostilidades violentas–O caso português no contexto
europeu [Subcultures of football fans and violent hostilities–The Portuguese case in the European context].
Config.-Rev. Sociol. 2009, 5/6, 279–299.

2. McLean, S.; Salmon, P.M.; Gorman, A.D.; Read, G.J.M.; Solomon, C. What’s in a game? A systems approach
to enhancing performance analysis in football. PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0172565. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Eitzen, D.S. Fair and Foul: Beyond the Myths and Paradoxes of Sport; Rowman & Littlefield: Lanham, MD, USA,
2016.

4. Nielson Sports. Word Football Report 2018; The Nielson Company: New York, NY, USA, 2018; Available online:
https://nielsensports.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Nielsen_World-Football-2018-6.11.18.pdf (accessed
on 12 March 2020).

5. Stott, C.; Adang, O.; Livingstone, A.; Schreiber, M. Tackling football hooliganism: A quantitative study of
public order, policing and crowd psychology. Psychol. Public Policy Law 2008, 14, 115–141. [CrossRef]

6. Winands, M.; Grau, A.; Zick, A. Sources of identity and community among highly identified football fans in
Germany. An empirical categorisation of differentiation processes. Soccer Soc. 2019, 20, 216–231. [CrossRef]

7. Dunning, E. Towards a Sociological Understanding of Football Hooliganism as a World Phenomenon. Eur. J.
Crim. Policy Res. 2000, 8, 141–162. [CrossRef]

8. Dunning, E.; Murphy, P.; Williams, J. The Roots of Football Hooliganism: An Historical and Sociological Study;
Routledge & Kegan Paul: London, UK, 1988.

9. Duerr, G.M.E. Civic integration or ethnic segregation? Models of ethnic and civic nationalism in club
football/soccer. Soccer Soc. 2017, 18, 204–217. [CrossRef]

10. Gumusgul, O.; Acet, M. The Open Sore of Football: Aggressive Violent Behavior and Hooliganism. Phys.
Cult. Sport. Stud. Res. 2016, 71, 30–37. [CrossRef]

11. Redhead, S. Football Fandom and Post-Subculture; Routledge Handbook of Football Studies: London, UK, 2016.
12. Doidge, M.; Lieser, M. The importance of research on the ultras: introduction. Sport Soc. 2018, 21, 833–840.

[CrossRef]
13. Perasović, B.; Mustapić, M. Carnival supporters, hooligans, and the ‘Against Modern Football’ movement:

life within the ultras subculture in the Croatian context. Sport Soc. 2018, 21, 960–976. [CrossRef]
14. Strang, L.; Baker, G.; Pollard, J.; Hofman, J. Violent and Antisocial Behaviours at Football Events and Factors

Associated with these Behaviours; RAND Corporation. RR-2580-QAT. As of, 21: Santa Monica, CA, USA, 2018.
15. Gantz, W. Reflections on Communication and Sport: On Fanship and Social Relationships. Commun. Sport

2012, 1, 176–187. [CrossRef]
16. Armstrong, G.; Giulianotti, R. Fear and Loathing in World Football; Oxford International Publishers: Oxford,

UK, 2001.
17. Finn, G.; Giulianotti, R. Football Culture. Local Contests, Global Visions; Frank Cass: London, UK, 2000.
18. Parry, K.D.; Jones, I.; Wann, D.L. An examination of sport fandom in the United Kingdom : A comparative

analysis of fan behaviors, socialization processes, and team identification. J. Sport Behav. 2014, 37, 251–267.
19. Shapiro, S.L.; Ridinger, L.L.; Trail, G.T. An Analysis of Multiple Spectator Consumption Behaviors,

Identification, and Future Behavioral Intentions Within the Context of a New College Football Program.
J. Sport Manag. 2013, 27, 130–145. [CrossRef]

20. Wakefield, K.L.; Wann, D.L. An Examination of Dysfunctional Sport Fans: Method of Classification and
Relationships with Problem Behaviors. J. Leis. Res. 2006, 38, 168–186. [CrossRef]

21. Rudd, A. Do Sport Spectators Have Limits on Their Aggressive Behavior? J. Contemp. Athl. 2016, 10, 177.
22. Dwyer, B.; LeCrom, C.; Greenhalgh, G.P. Exploring and Measuring Spectator Sport Fanaticism. Commun.

Sport 2016, 6, 58–85. [CrossRef]
23. Smith, A. ‘Just Think It’: The Neural and Spiritual Correlates of Football Consumption. In Football Fever,

Moving the Goalposts; Nicholson, M., Hess, R., Stewart, B., Eds.; Maribyrnong Press: Melbourne, Australia,
2006; pp. 31–45.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0172565
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28212392
https://nielsensports.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Nielsen_World-Football-2018-6.11.18.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0013419
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14660970.2017.1302934
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1008773923878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14660970.2016.1166767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/pcssr-2016-0015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2017.1300377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2017.1300395
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2167479512467446
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.27.2.130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00222216.2006.11950074
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2167479516679411


Behav. Sci. 2020, 10, 85 11 of 12

24. Hirt, E.R.; Zillmann, D.; Erickson, G.; Kennedy, C. Costs and benefits of allegiance: Changes in fans’
self-Ascribed competencies after team victory versus defeat. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1992, 63, 724–738.
[CrossRef]

25. Hoogland, C.E.; Ryan Schurtz, D.; Cooper, C.M.; Combs, D.J.Y.; Brown, E.G.; Smith, R.H. The joy of pain and
the pain of joy: In-Group identification predicts schadenfreude and gluckschmerz following rival groups’
fortunes. Motiv. Emot. 2015, 39, 260–281. [CrossRef]

26. Vallerand, R.J.; Ntoumanis, N.; Philippe, F.L.; Lavigne, G.L.; Carbonneau, N.; Bonneville, A.;
Lagacé-Labonté, C.; Maliha, G. On passion and sports fans: A look at football. J. Sports Sci. 2008, 26,
1279–1293. [CrossRef]

27. Hirt, E.R.; Clarkson, J.J. The psychology of fandom: Understanding the etiology, motives, and implications of
fanship. In Consumer Behavior Knowledge for Effective Sports Marketing; Kahle, L.R., Close, A., Eds.; Routledge:
New York, NY, USA, 2010; pp. 59–85.

28. Yun-Tsan, L. Influence of Spectator Motivation and Team Identification on Team Loyalty and Switching
Intentions of Sports Fans. Adv. Manag. 2017, 10, 7.

29. Pereira, R. Estudo das motivações do adepto de futebol [Study of football fans’ motivations]. Bachelor’s Thesis,
Faculdade de Ciências do Desporto e de Educação Física da Universidade do Porto, Porto, Portugal, 2002.
Available online: https://sigarra.up.pt/fpceup/pt/pub_geral.pub_view?pi_pub_base_id=38802 (accessed on 8
March 2020).

30. Belli, E.; Gürbüz, A.; Biricik, Y.S. An Analysis of Motivation of Students at Sports Science Faculty as Football
Sports Fans. Univers. J. Manag. 2016, 4, 397–404. [CrossRef]

31. Linden, H.; Linden, S. Football Fans: Representations, Motivations and Place. In Fans and Fan Cultures;
Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 2017; pp. 131–168.

32. Jones, K.W. Female Fandom: Identity, Sexism, and Men’s Professional Football in England. Sociol. Sport J.
2008, 25, 516–537. [CrossRef]

33. Pope, S. The Feminization of Sports Fandom: A Sociological Study; Routledge: London, UK, 2017.
34. Ostrowsky, M.K. Sports Fans, Alcohol Use, and Violent Behavior: A Sociological Review. Trauma Violence

Abus. 2016, 19, 406–419. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
35. Wolensky, M.E. Gender Differences among Professional Football Fans: Serious Leisure, Emotional Expressivity, and

Cognitive Distortions; Philadelphia College of Osteopathic Medicine: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2018.
36. Toder-Alon, A.; Icekson, T.; Shuv-Ami, A. Team identification and sports fandom as predictors of fan

aggression: The moderating role of ageing. Sport Manag. Rev. 2019, 22, 194–208. [CrossRef]
37. Karami, J.; Sharifi, K. A survey of psychological features of violence criminals. J. Fundam. Ment. Heal. 2016,

18, 145–150.
38. McKaughan, D.J. Faith Through the Dark of Night. Faith Philos. 2018, 35, 195–218. [CrossRef]
39. Heun, R.; Pringle, A. Football does not improve mental health: a systematic review on football and mental

health disorders. Glob. Psychiatry 2018, 1, 25–37. [CrossRef]
40. Donahue, T.; Wann, D.L. Perceptions of the appropriateness of sport fan physical and verbal aggression:

Potential influences of team identification and fan dysfunction. N. Am. J. Psychol. 2009, 11, 419–428.
41. Courtney, J.J.; Wann, D. The relationship between sport fan dysfunction and bullying behaviors. N. Am. J.

Psychol. 2010, 12, 191–198.
42. Canavarro, M.C. Inventário de Sintomas Psicopatológicos: Uma revisão crítica dos estudos realizados em

Portugal [Inventory of Psychopathological Symptoms: A critical review of studies conducted in Portugal].
In Avaliação psicológica: Instrumentos validados para a população Portuguesa (Vol. III); Simões, M., Machado, C.,
Gonçalves, M., Almeida, L., Eds.; Quarteto Editora: Coimbra, Portugal, 2007; pp. 305–331.

43. Canavarro, M.C. Inventário de Sintomas Psicopatológicos: BSI [Inventory of Psychopathological Symptoms:
BSI]. In Testes e Provas Psicológicas em Portugal; Simões, M.R., Gonçalves, M., Eds.; SHO/APPORT: Braga,
Portugal, 1999; Volume II, pp. 87–109.

44. Derogatis, L.R.; Spencer, M.S. The Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI): Administration, Scoring, and Procedures-Manual
1; Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine, Clinical Psychometrics Research Unit: Baltimore, MD, USA,
1982.

45. Kim, T.K. T test as a parametric statistic. Korean J. Anesthesiol. 2015, 68, 540–546. [CrossRef]
46. Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences; Routledge Academic: New York, NY, USA, 1988.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.5.724
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11031-014-9447-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02640410802123185
https://sigarra.up.pt/fpceup/pt/pub_geral.pub_view?pi_pub_base_id=38802
http://dx.doi.org/10.13189/ujm.2016.040704
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/ssj.25.4.516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1524838016663937
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27582409
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2018.02.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.5840/faithphil2018327101
http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/gp-2018-0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.4097/kjae.2015.68.6.540


Behav. Sci. 2020, 10, 85 12 of 12

47. Kline, R.B. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 3rd ed.; The Guilford Press: New York, NY,
USA, 1998.

48. Released IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 25.0; IBM Corporation: Armonk, NY, USA, 2018.
49. Hair, J.F.; Black, W.C.; Babin, B.J.; Anderson, R.E.; Tatham, R. Multivariate Data Analysis, 17th ed.; Prentice

Hall: Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA, 2010.
50. Martins, R.; Martins, M. Média, Claques e Violência no Futebol [Media, Cheerleaders and Violence in Football];

Instituto Politécnico de Portalegre: Portalegre, Portugal, 2012.
51. Yu, Y.; Wang, X. World Cup 2014 in the Twitter World: A big data analysis of sentiments in U.S. sports fans’

tweets. Comput. Human Behav. 2015, 48, 392–400. [CrossRef]
52. Kerr, J.H.; Wilson, G.V.; Nakamura, I.; Sudo, Y. Emotional dynamics of soccer fans at winning and losing

games. Pers. Individ. Dif. 2005, 38, 1855–1866. [CrossRef]
53. Theodorakis, N.D.; Wann, D.; Al-Emadi, A.; Lianopoulos, Y.; Foudouki, A. An Examination of Levels of

Fandom, Team Identification, Socialization Processes, and Fan Behaviors in Qatar. J. Sport Behav. 2017, 40, 87.
54. Dimmock, J.A.; Grove, J.R. Relationship of Fan Identification to Determinants of Aggression. J. Appl. Sport

Psychol. 2005, 17, 37–47. [CrossRef]
55. Melde, C.; Berg, M.T.; Esbensen, F.-A. Fear, Social Interactions, and Violence Mitigation. Justice Q. 2016, 33,

481–509. [CrossRef]
56. Russell, G.W.; Goldstein, J.H. Personality differences between Dutch football fans and nonfans. Soc. Behav.

Personal. An Int. J. 1995, 23, 199–204. [CrossRef]
57. Fanti, K.A.; Phylactou, E.; Georgiou, G. Who is the Hooligan? The Role of Psychopathic Traits. Deviant Behav.

2019. [CrossRef]
58. Carriedo, A.; Cecchini, J.A.; González, C. Soccer spectators’ moral functioning and aggressive tendencies in

life and when watching soccer matches. Ethics Behav. 2020. [CrossRef]
59. Larkin, B.A.; Fink, J.S. Fantasy Sport, FoMO, and Traditional Fandom: How Second-Screen Use of Social

Media Allows Fans to Accommodate Multiple Identities. J. Sport Manag. 2016, 30, 643–655. [CrossRef]
60. Ward Jr., R. E. Fan violence: Social problem or moral panic? Aggress. Violent Behav. 2002, 7, 453–475.
61. King, A. The European Ritual: Football in the New Europe; Routledge: London, UK, 2017.
62. Bairner, A. Sports Mania: Essays on Fandom in the 21st Century. J. Sports Sci. 2009, 27, 307–308. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.01.075
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10413200590907559
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2014.928348
http://dx.doi.org/10.2224/sbp.1995.23.2.199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2019.1695466
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2020.1715801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2015-0344
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02640410802655954
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Context 
	Predisposing and Predicting Factors 
	Fans’ Social Characteristics and Psychopathological Symptoms 

	Materials and Methods 
	Aims 
	Measures 
	Procedures 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	References

