
A Comparative Study of 

Male and female Intercollegiate 


Team Sport Athletes 


by 
Anthony L. Sanford 


Presented to the School of Education 

California State College, Bakersfield, California 


in partial fulfillment 

of requirements for the degree of 


Master of Arts in 

Education 


June 1975 




APPROVED BY SUPERVISORY COMtiiTTEE: 

~''/) , {6)_~. r
:.1~-P-,_ l L~ 


Member 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 


Chapter 
I . INTRODUCTION 	 1 


II. 	 REVIEW OF LITERATURE • • 3 

Summa;r>y. .12 


III. 	 DESIGN AND PROCEDURES .. 13 

Subjects 13 

Apparatus . . • . 13 

Definitions 14 

Design Procedures 17 

Hypothesis to be Tested 18 

Data Analysis 18 


IV. DATA ANALYSIS 	 19 


V. CONCLUSION .. 	 26 


APPENDIX .. 	 28 


BIBLIOGRAPHY . 	 32 


i 



I. 

II. 

III. 

LIST OF TABLES 


Comparison of Observed Mean Scores of Male and Female Team Sport 

Athletes 

Part A 

Part B . 


Comparison of Predicted and Observed Mean 
Athletes 
Part A 
Part B . 

Comparison of Predicted and Observed Mean 
Sport Athletes 
Part A . 
Part B .... 

19 

19 


Scores of Male Team Sport 

• 	 23 

23 


Scores of Female Team 

• 	 • 24 

25 


ii 




CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTION 


The recent ruling of the National Collegiate Athletic Association 

on the equality of women ' s intercollegiate athletic sport and the 

Federal Title IX Bill have brought increasing attention to women 

athletes and their athletic programs. In partial response to these 

decisions, some significant changes are taking place in athletic 

programs. on college and university campuses: increased expansion of 

sport offerings for women, increasing funding of these programs, and 

the coeducation of what have traditionally been male sports . Along 

with these, there is a developing interest in the nature of female 

athletes. 

Studies and tests have been conducted over the years dealing with 

such characteristics as performance, personality and physiological 

traits of male athletes. Attention is now being directed toward the 

study of similar concerns with regard to female athletes. In addition, 

comparative studies of male and female athletes are now being under

taken . 

It is the purpose of this study to compare the personality traits 

of male and female athletes involved in intercollegiate team sport , 

using a selected group of male and female intercollegiate athletes 

involved in team sport at Chapman College, Orange, California . 

1 
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Significant differences and similarities found in the personality 

traits of the two groups are analyzed. 

This study in part deals with the personality traits of college 

women athletes. Consequently, it will add to the total body ·of know

ledge relating to women athletes. In addition, the study will augment 

the existing information dealing with the personality traits of male 

gthletes and will increase what is known about athletes participating 

in intercollegiate team sport as opposed to individual sport athletes. 

The results of the study will also aid in the development of the 

Chapman College intercollegiate athletic program by discerning 

important personality characteristics of its athletes. 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant differences 

between the female and male intercollegiate team sport athletes' 

personality traits. Using the 16 Personality Factor Questiopnaire as 

the criterion measure, it was further hypothesized that the self

predicted mean score of each of the 16 personality factors would 

be similar to the actual test scores. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Cons~derable work has been done in studying the psychological 

and personality traits of athletes. The vast majority of the studies 

conducted to date have dealt with male athletes and male athletic 

programs. Very few studies have dealt with male and female athletes 

involved in team sports. Therefore, in reviewing the related literature, 

the bpoa,d area of personality measu;r>ement has been examined and 

divided into two categories: the personalities of male and/or female 

athletes and research on the characteristics of athletes utilizing 

Cattell's 16 PF Questionnaire as the tool for personality measurement. 

1
Se,ven hundred sportsmen and sportswomen measured by Rushall 

were found to include a variety of personality types. Rushall 

suggested that, when compared to individual sport participants, 

individuals who participate in team sports were more extroverted, 

socially bold, unrestricted, group oriented, and dependent. On the 

other hand, those involved in individual sports appeared to be more 

self-centered, introspective, and independent. 

1
B.S. Rushall. "The Analysis of the. Personality of a :FoQtball 

Squad and Suggestions for Utilizing findings." (Paper for the 
Athletic Department, University of Indiana, 1967.) 

3 
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2
Hendry measured the personality profiles of 126 male and 

female swimmers ages fourteen through twenty-two and fifty-six coaches 

age twenty-four through fifty-six at the 1966 Amateur Swimming 

Association National Championships. He found that the coaches accurately 

perceived their swimmers' intelligence, emotional stability, assertive

ness, realism, and self-sufficiency, as measured by Cattell's 16 PF. 

3
Peterson, Weber, and Trousdale conducted a study to determine 

if there were distinguishing personality traits between women who 

compete in individual sports and those who compete in team sports. The 

results of the study indicated that women athletes engaged in individual 

sports are. high in such. personality· traits as dominance, self-sufficiency, 

and impulsiveness whereas women engaged in teqm sports showed themselves 

les.s self-absorbed and intr>overted. Th.e indivi.dual spo;rot athletes 

'1-{e!J:'le found to have a higher degree of emotxonal, artistic and cre.ative 

interests; team sport athletes were emotionally dis-cipli ned, less 

a,f;fecte.d by fads and tended to generate group solidarity. Both groups 

wer>e a little more serious than the average and tended to express 

themselves less freely. These w~en were intellectually brighter, 

more conscientious, aggressive, and persevering than the nati onal 

norms as measured by the 16 PF. 

2 
L.B. Hendry. "Assessment of Personality· Traits in the Coach-

Swimmer Relationships, and a Preliminary Examination of the Father
figure Stereotype." Research Quarterly, 39 (1968): 543-555. 

3S.L. Peterson, Weber, J.C., and Trousdale, W.W. "Personality 
T;r;>aits of Women in Team Sports vs. Women in Individual Sports." 
R,es:ea,rch. Quar.r>te:t>ly, 38 (1967): 686-690. 
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Malumphy4 described and compared personality and background of 

women in intercollegiate sports competition, The 16 PF Questionnaire 

and Parsons Information Questionnaire were administered to four groups. 
of junior and senior college women . The individual and subjectively 

judged groups were more alike and also more similar to the non

participants than to the other two groups. Team and team-individual 

groups tended to be alike, 

Mushier5 investigated personality factors of girl~ and women 

involved in competitive lacrosse, Results indicated significant 

difference on one or more personality factors between the sample and 

the norms . The total competitive lacrosse groups were found to be 

more reserved , intelligent, assertive, happy-go-lucky, toughminded, 

and experimental than the norms. 

Brown6 compared seventy-nine male wrestlers who were divided into 

two groups according to their competitive aggressiveness rated by 

the coaches and wrestlers themselves . Using the Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule) he concluded that the wrestlers who were rated 

high in competitive aggressiveness were more ag~essive than those 

rated low . 

4T . M. Malumphy . "Personality of Women Athletes in Intercollegiate 
Competition ." Research Quarterly, 39 (1968): 610,620. 

5c.L . A. Mushier . "A Cross-Sectionaly Study of the Personality 
Factors of Girls and Women in Competitive Lacrosse . " (Doctoral 
Dissertation , University of Southern California , Los Angeles.) 1970 . 

6Edward A. Brown . "Personality Characteristics of Wrestlers . " 
(Master ' s Thesis, University of Minnesota . ) 1958. 
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Rushall7 analyzed the relationship between personality and success 

in male football teams. The 16 PF Questionnaire was used to assess the 

starting football teams at Indiana University 1966-1968. Rushall 

concluded that no 'significant relationship existed between the pers

anality traits and the group classification: football teams. 

Nelson and Langer8 found similar profile patterns among athletes 

on the mens' freshmen and varsity basketball teams using the Taylor 

Manifest Anxiety Test . They concluded that the higher the athlete 

progressed in organized athletics, the more intensified the traits 

became . 

Booth9 , using the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

(MMPI) compared the personality ratings of 1) freshmen and upper-class 

athletes and non-athletes; 2) freshmen and varsity athletes who 

participated in only team , individual or team and individual sports, 

and; 3) athletes who were rated as poor or good competitors . It was 

determined that differences in personality as measured by the MMPI 

do exis~ between athletes and non-athletes and between individual and 

team sports. It was also concluded that varsity athletes scored 

significantly higher on dominance than freshmen athletes and s~gn-

ificantly lower on anxiety. 

7B.S. Rushall . "Analysis of the Relationship between Personality 
and Success in Football Teams." (Unpublished Manuscript) , 1968. 

8D. Nelson and Langer, P. "Getting to Really Know Your Players ." 
Athletic Journal , 44 (1963): 88-93. 

9E.G. Booth. "Personality Traits of Athletes as Measured by the 
MMPI." Research Quarterly, 29 (1958): 127-138. 
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Ogilvie, Tutko and Young10 found Olympic swimmers to be more 

emotionally stable, aggressive, and tough-minded than the normal 

college population . In another study of individual competitors, Kane 

concluded that sixteen- to nineteen-year old British male athletes 

were more tough-minded, dominant, self-assertive, aggress ive, and 

shrewd when compared to non-athletes. 

Ogilvie12 measured the. personality of 280 college and professional 

Di3,Sketbi3.11 players, 929 s~i~me~s~ twenty-e±ght water poloists, 121 

Ai~ force Acqdemy athletes representing seven sports, 197 high school, 

college, and professional race dTi'vers .. He summarized that i3.S a group 

the~ql~ athletes exftibited a great achievement need, dominance need, 

gpe.i3,tei1 psy-chological enduTa,nce a.nd a nigher need ;E'or aggression. Top 

competitors were more ventuTesome, oold, and tough-minded, In addition 

t !tey w~e. ;found to oe more pli3.ci~, self-assuTed, a.nd self-sufficient. 

They' had i3. need to dominate with a strong prefeTence ;E'or doing things 

thew ow:n Ttfay, Self.,..d±scipline. Ta,nged ;from average to high in the 

¥i3.ri~us a,tble.t~c populqtions. 

Kro1113 studied seventy-one male. karate pi3.Tticipants. The subjects 

:wB. C. Ogilvie, Tutko, T. A. and Young, I. 11The Psychological 
Profile of Olympic Champions: A Brief Look at Olympic Medalists. 11 

(presented to the First International Congress of the Psychology of 
Sports, Rome.) 1965 • 

11. J.E. Kane. 11Personality and Physique of Athletes. 11 Physical 
RecTei3.tion, lll60): 34. 

12CJgtlv±e, Bruce C . . and Johnsgard, Keith 'M. 11The Personality of 
th.e 'Male Athlete. 11 

· 'Picademy Pape~ of the 'American Academy of Physical 
Education~ 1 (1967):45~52. 

13Walter ~all and Carlson, R. 11Discriminate Function and 
Hie(r'ar'chical GToup±ng -Analysis of Ka,rate Participants' PeTsonality 
Pr0fi1es. 11 · ReseaTch QtiarteTly, 33 Cl967): 405-411. 

http:Di3,Sketbi3.11
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were gathered from a karate tournament and clinic with teams rep

resenting five male karate clubs from several colleges and athletic 

groups. rt was concluded that there were no significant differences 

between levels of karate participation and pr>oficiency; participants 

did not differ from established norms. 

14
Brown , using the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, measured 

the personality traits of three hundred male subjects including varsity 

skfiers, varsity wrestlers, varsity swimmers, and collegiate non-

a,thletes. From the study, he concluded th_a,t varsity· skiiers. tended to 

ha.ve. gpea,ter inner> stabi_lity· a,nd d:i:d not appear to need encour>agemant , 

s~pathy, understand:i:ng or affection from otheT people to the same 


degree that the varsity wrestlers, varsity· sw-:i:mmers, and collegiate 


non......a,thJetes did. The vars-i'ty wrestlers we;ra generally- mora structured , 


le,&s a,dvanturesO'IIIe, and more .Pigid than all of the other groups studied. 


Gene[Da,lly- on the othe:r- rva,ria,l'Jles, w-i_tlt the excepti~on o;P ;i,nt;ra,cepti_on, 

~uton.om~, and n~~tura.nce, the groups had similar mean scores and 

The studies c:i:ted above deal with mala an.d/ov fema,la a,thletes, 

A va,;d_ety. o;f' te$t instruments~ were us-ed in these studies·. The. 

!rlema,ining studies all ut.Uized the 16 PP Questionna,b;e a,s the test 

;mstrumant. They deal with non-athletes a,s well as athletes. 

14Ed,1:f~;t;'d A. Brown. "A Comparatirve Study of Pers_onality Tra,its of 
Vait;Jsi~ty,, WPeB·tle!r's, Va:Dsi'ty. Swimmers·, and Collegiate_Non~Athletes at 
Selected, Institutions of Higher Lea,.Pning in the Intermounta,.i:n A'I;Iea." 
(:bQcto:r;>a,l Diss-e:r>tation, Univers_·ity of' Utahl 1969., 
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15Heusner pioneered the use of the 16 PF in athletic personality 

research and it has since become the assessment tool of choice . When 

comparing forty-one British and American male track and field compet

itors with nationally established norms, Heusner discovered that athletes 

were mo·re emotionally stable, more dominant and assertive, more bold, 

placid and unLnhibited. It was further concluded that the athletes 

exhibited a, higher degree of extrovet'sion and lower> anxiety levels 

th,an the. normative g:r>oup. 

McClenney~6 divided college men into those who were physically 

;f'it a,nd those who weTe unfit and found tfiat only trust (Factor> L) 

distinguished their pe:r>sonalities by showing that the physically fit 

men were mor>e tr>usting. 

~a~vin17 conducted a study to determine tf the:r>e was a significant 

relationshi~ between physical fitness and personality. One hundred 

eighty-nine male volunteers from Mississippi Gulf Coast Junior College 

-we\t'e s'ti.ldted, :Prom th.e re.sults· of the study, it was concluded that 

t@~e ~9s a high co;r;>relat;i:on between personality and physica,l fitness. 

$i-gni:f;'i,ca,nt dif;f'er>ences in personality between high, average, and low 

physically fit gr>oups were found. 

151. Heusne;r>. "PeTsonality TTaits o;f Champion and Former Champion 
Athletes.n (Master's Thesis, University of Illinois, Champaign, 
Illinois, 1951.) 

16B.N. McClenney. "A Compa:r>ison of Pe:r>sonality Characteristics, 
Self~Concepts, and Academic Aptitude of Selected College Men, Classified 
AccoTding to Perfo:r'll1ance on a Test of Physical fitness ." (Doctoral 
Di's-s·ertation, University of Texas, Austin, Texas, 1969.) 

17
B.S. GaTvin. "An Investigation into the Relationship of Pe:r>son

al±ty and Physical fitness." (Doctoral Dissertation, UniveTsity of 
Sol.lthe.r>n M~sissippi, Hattiesburg, Mississippi, 1972.) 
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A study by Slaughterl8 was undertaken to compare the personality 

traits of women with the somatotype ratings as established by 

Sheldon . The personality profiles were determined by Cattell's 16 

PF Questionnaire and the California Psychological Inventory. Only 

the hypothesis that the component of mesomorphy would be significantly 

correlated with the Low Ergic Tension Factor of the 16 PF was 

supported. 

Using the 16 PF, Werner and Gotthei119 measured a group of 340 

athletes and 116 non-participants at the U.S. Military Academy. The 

group designated as athletes scored significantly higher on the 

following variables: they were more warm and sociable, enthusiastic 

and talkative, adverturous, and tense and excitable . 

In another study , Kro11 20 studied ninety-four amateur and col

legiate wrestlers. He found no significant differences in profile 

patterns at different levels of demonstrated achievement in wrestling. 

When compared with standardized norms for a similar age grouping, the 

wrestlers demonstrated a significant departure from the average 

indicating greater tough-mindedness, self-reliance and masculinity. 

In studying English pro soccer, Kane 21 found six general factors 

which accounted for nearly all of the variance between the soccer 

lBM.H. Slaughter . "An Analysis of the Relationship between Soma
totype and Personality Traits of College Women ." Research Quarterly, 
41 (1 970):569-575. 

19A.C. Werner and Gottheil, E. "Personality Developments and 
Participation in College Athletics." Research Quarterly, 37 (1966): 
126-131. 

20Walter Kroll. " Sixteen Personality Factor Profiles of Collegiate 
Wrestlers." Research Quarterly , 39 (1967):49-58. 
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players and the general population . These factors , in order of 

importance and contribution , were labeled by Kane as: a) emot ional 

integration , encompass ing self control and emotional stability; b) 

extroversion--a tendency to be surgent, happy-go-lucky, and 

enthusiastic ; c) tough mindedness, d) ruthlessness and cunning, e) 

radicalism, and f) general intelligence . 

Ogilvie22 reported that service academy cadets, who were selected 

for academic ability and at l east moderate athletic ability, were more 

intelligent, emotionally stable , tough-minded, self-assured , self-

controlled, and less anxious than the college population norms. 

Meredith and Harris23 administered the 16 PF to college women in 

beginning swimming, basic movement, tennis and golf courses . The 

swimmers were more introverted than the other females enrolled in 

other courses . 

Foster24 investigated the personality traits of highly skilled 

basketball and softball women athletes, A secondary purpose was to 

ascertain the women athletes' view of self us i ng the 16 PF , The 

study concluded that basketball and softball players were differentiated 

only on the Factor Desurgency-Surgency. Inter-collegiate and non-

collegiate women athletes displayed different personality structures . 

22v.c. Ogilvie , Tutko , T. and Lyon, L. Athletic Motivational 
Inventory ~(Handbook, San Jose State College, Institute for the Study 
of Athletic Motivation , 1968.) 

23Gerald M. Meredith and Marjorie M. Harris. "Personality Traits 
of College Women in Beginning Swimming. " Perceptual and Motor Skill s, 
(1969) 29 (1):216-218. 

24E. G. Foster. "Personality Traits of Highly Skilled Basketball 
and Softball Women Athletes." (Doctoral Dissertation, University of 
Indiana, Bloomington , Indiana, 1972.) 
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Finally, the study indicated that sports participation does play a 

role in the highly skilled athlete's view of self. 

SUMMARY 

This review of literature demonstrates that there is a sound 

theoretical base for dealing with the personality characteristics of 

athletes. Most of the studies dealt with male athletes: athletes 

and non- participants, personality of athletes in particular sports, 

comparison studies between athletes in different sports . The literature 

dealing with women athletes is much less diverse and more narrow in 

scope. However, it does indicate that there is a need for the study 

of female athletes and their personality traits . 

No research was found that dealt with the stated purpose of 

this study: the comparison of the personality traits of male and female 

team sport athletes . However, the research cited is helpful in giving 

direction and providing background information for this study. 

Generally, the studies cited tend to indicate that athletes both 

in team and individual sport are more emotionally stable and realistic 

than the non-athletic population . They are a l so more assertive, self

. 
sufficient and dominant than the norm. Many studies indicate that 

athletes are more intelligent and more adverturous than non-athletes. 

Personality differences are found between participants in various sports, 

particularly team-sport versus individual sport . Studies indicate 

team sport athletes are more extroverted, dependent and group oriented 

than the individual sport athletes; the latter are more self-centered, 

independent, dominant and more artistic and creative . 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

Subjects 

Fifty inte~collegiate team sport athletes from Chapman College 

se~ved as subjects for this experiment. The subjects were divided 

into two groups: one group of twenty-five men and one group of 

twenty-five women. All athletes were eighteen to twenty-three years 

old at the time of the study . Team sport athletes were defined for 

the purpose of this study as members of the men ' s basketball and 

baseb.all inte~collegiate varsity te'fms and the women members of the 

intercollegiate basketball and softball teams. 

Apparatus 

After a thorough investigation of personality and behavior 

inventories was made, Cattell's 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire 

was selected for use in this study. Cattell states that 

" ... during its two decades of growth , the r•eliabilities 
and validities of the 16 PF have steadi l y advanced, and 
the test has expanded into no fewer than six parallel 
forms yet retaining the essential shape of the original. 
The 16 PF is constant because from the beginning it was 
tailored to evidence the inherent structures of person

25ality, not artifically created to fit a prior concept." 

The test measures sixteen multi-dimensional factors affecting 

large a~eas of the overt personality behavior such as intelligence, 

25cattell, Raymond B., Herbert W. Eber, Maurice M. Tatsuoka. 
Handbook for the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF). 
(Champaign, Illinois: Institute for Personality and Ability Testing, 
1970.) p. 7. 

• 

13 
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. 26emotional stability, superego strength, surgency , and domlnance . 

It represents one of the quickest ways to measure personality factors 

comprehensively and with good reliability . 

The 16 PF is distinguished from other adult questionnaires in 

that it is firmly based on the personality sphere concept -- a design 

to insure initial item coverage for all behaviors that commonly 

. 27enter ratlngs. 

Cattell ' s 16 PF consists of 187 statements. The subject is 

asked to choose the response which characterizes him the best for 

each of the statements. It takes forty-five to fifty-five minutes 

for an average reader to complete . The questionnaire was constructed 

to eliminate the "tendency-to-agree" by equalizing the number of items 

for which "yes " or "no" answers contribute positively to the score on 

each factor. The "forced-choice format," which forbids the middle 

category, was eliminated because this frustrates the subjects ' genuine 

attempts to give accurate answers, and may produce poor test morale 

28and a general disinclination to respond to the test carefully. 

Definitions 

Group I . The 25 male intercollegiate team sport athletes (basket
ball and baseball.) 

Group II. The 25 female intercollegiate team sport athletes 
(basketball and softball.) 

26 
Ibid . 

27 Ibid., p. 16. 

28 .
Ibld ., p . 23. 
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. Pers~nali~y . ~~at which tells what a man will do when placed in 
a ·glven Sltuatlon. 

Personality Profile. A personality sketch utilizing the measur
able and specific personality traits of the individual as taken from 
Cattell's 16 PF Questionnaire. 

Personality Traits. The varia~~es that are measurable and specific 
and involve the total personality. 

16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF). This is an analytically 
developed questionnaire designed to measure the human personality 
comprehensivel y . The 16 PF traits include the following: 

Factor A. 

Sizothymia . Reserved , detached, critical, aloof, still . 
(Low score description) 

Affectothymia. Warmhearted, outgoing, easygoing, partici pating 
(High score description) 

Factor B. 

Lower Scholastic Mental Capacity. Less intelligent, concrete 
thinking. (Low score description) 

Higher Scholastic Mental Capacity. More intelligent, abstract 
thinking, bright. (High score description) 

Factor C. 

Lower Ego Strength. Affected by feelings, emotionally less 
stable, easily upset. (Low score description) 

Higher Ego Strength . Emotionally stable, faces reality, calm, 
mature. (High score description) 

Factor E. 

Submissiveness . Humble , mild, accommodating, conforming, 
obedient, docile. (Low score description) 

Dominance. Assertive, aggressive, stubborn, competitive . 
(High score description) 

29
Raymond B. Cattell. The Scientific Analysis of Personality. 

(Chicago: Aldine, 1965) p . 25 . 

30
Bruce C. Ogilvie, T. Tutko, " Some Psychological Traits of the 

Successful Coach." (Unpublished Manuscript, San Jose State College : 
Institute for the Study of Athletic Motivation, 1966) p. 1968. 
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Factor F. 

Desurgency. Sober, prudent, serious, taciturn. (Low score 
description) 

Surgency. Happy-go-lucky, impulsively lively, gay, enthus
iastic. (High score description) 

Factor G. 

Weaker Superego Strength. Expedient, disregards rules, feels 
few obligations. (Low score description) · 

Stronger Superego Strength. Conscientious, persevering, staid, 
moralistic. (High score description) 

Factor H. 

Threctia. Shy, restrained, timid, threat-sens itive. (Low 
score description) 

Parmia. Venturesome, socially bold, uninhibited, spontaneious. 
(High score description) 

Factor I. 

Harria. Tough-minded, self-reliant, realistic, no-nonsense. 
(Low score description) 

Premsia. Tender-minded, clinging, over-protected, sensitive. 
(High score description) · 

Factor L. 

Alaxia. Trusting, adaptable, free of jealousy, easy to get 
along with. (Low score description) 

Protension. Suspicious, self-opiniated, hard to fool. (High 
score description) 

Factor. M. 

Praxemia. Practical, careful, conventional, regulated by 
external realities, proper. (Low score description) 

Autia. Imaginative, wrapped up in inner urgencies, careless of 
practical matters, Bohemian. (High score description) 

Factor N. 

Artlessness. Forthright, natural, artless, unpretentious. 
(Low score description) 

·Shre.wdness. Shrewd, calculating, worldly, penetrating, astute. 
(High score description) 
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Factor 0. 

UntroUbled Adequacy. Self-assured, confident, serene , secure. 
(Low score description) 

Guilt Proneness. Apprehensive, self-reproaching, worrying , 
troubled, insecure . (High score description) 

Factor 01 . 

Conservatism . Conservative, respect established ideas, 
t olerant of traditional difficulties. (Low score description) 

Radicalism. Experimenting, liberal, analytical, free-thinking. 
(High score description) 

Factor Q:;i . 

Group Adherence . Group-dependent, a "joiner" and sound 
follower. (Low score description) 

Self~sufficiency. Self-sufficient, prefers own decisions, 
resourceful. (High score description) 

Factor Q3 . 

Low Integration . Undisciplined self-conflict, follows own 
urges, careless of protocol, lax. (Low score description) 

High Self-Concept Control. Controlled , socially precise, 
following self-image, exacting will power . (High score description) 

Factor Q4 . 

Low Ergic Tension. Relaxed, tranquil, unfrustrated, composed. 
(Low score description) 

High Ergic .Tension. Tense, frustrated, driven, over-wrought. 
(High score description) 

Design Procedures 

The basic dimensions of the study included: the selection of an 

appropriate instrument to determine the per sonality traits of the 

participants the self-prediction of the personality profile by each 

athletes prior to testing. Comparison of the differences between the 

tested Chapman College students 1 norms and national collegiate norms 

was a final dimension. 

A comparative study was selected as being the most appropriate. 

External validity was not considered important because the population 
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sample was small, thereby precluding inference to larger populations. 

The nature of the study undertaken was explained to all subjects. They 

were given a brief verbal description of the 16 PF, then were asked to 

predict their own personality profile. The 16 PF Questionnaire was then 

administered to each of the fifty subjects. 

Hypothesis to be Tested 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant differences 

in personality traits betwe-en the female and male intercollegiate team 

sport athletes. It was further hypothesized that the self-predicted 

mean score of each of the sixteen personality factors would be similar 

to the actual test scores on Cattell's 16 PF Questionnaire. 

Data Analysis 

The hypothesis was tested by use of a "t" test for differences 

~n samples with a small number. The .05 level of significance was 

accepted as the criterion level for statistical significance. Since 

the "t" test gives a measure of the standard error of the difference 

between means, it was also used to evaluate differences between 

predicted and observed scores. 

In this study, a pair of samples, male and female team sport 

athletes, was drawn. The completed "t" test scores took the difference 

between the means of each pair on each personality factor and obtained 

a distribution of these differences. 31 The level of significance for 

a two-tailed test is 2.02 . 

31
Richard P. Runyon and Audrey Haber. Fundamentals of Behavioral 

Statist~cs. (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, Publishing Co., 1968) p . 158. 
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CHAPTER lV 

DATA ANALYSIS 

TABLE I 

Comparison of Observed -Mean Scores of 
Male and Female Team Sport Athletes (Part A) 

' A B c E F G H I 

5.36 5.40 6 .04 5 . 96 5 .56 5.52 5.92 6 . 28 

4.61 5 .44 6.27 6 . 61 5.54 6 .50 5.38 5.22 

1.36 0 . 07 -0.37 -1.13 0 .19 -1.79 0.83 2.26 

Comparison of Observed Mean Scores of 

Male and Female Team Sport Athletes (Part B) 


L M N 0 Ql Q2 Q3 Q'l 

5.32 5.24 5. 72 5 . 52 6 .12 5.96 6 . 00 4.88 

6 .11 5 .72 5.44 5. 77 7.05 5.72 6.22 5 . 50 

-1.31 -0.90 0.60 -0.38 -1.76 0 .45 - 0.39 -1.21 

Parts A and B and Figure 1 (see Appendix) include the 

scores for each personality factor for male and female 

team sport athletes . The "t" test score , indicating the standard error 

19 
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of the difference between means for each factor, is also included 

on Tables I-A and I-B. 

Comparison of Factor A mean scores for male and female athletes 

indicated that men are slightly more outgoing and participating. The 

"t" score, 1.36 did not indicate a significant difference between means. 

The "t" score, -0.07, on Factor B indicated a very slight but 

insignificant difference between means. A comparison of mean scores 

also indicated that women athletes were only slightly less intelligent 

than were the men . This difference, however, was not significant . 

Male and female scores were very similar on Factor C. Women 

tended to be more emotionally stable while the men were more affected 

by ;feelings. The "t" score, -0.37, reflects the slight, but insignificant, 

variatton in means. 

Factor E, which is the submissive-dominance personality trait, had 

a "t" score of -1.13. The difference between mean scores showed that 

the women athletes were somewhat, but not significantly , more assertive 

than the men. 

Comparison of Factor F mean scores for male and female team sport 

athletes shows that the two were very similar; both were close to the 

average on the personality factor sober - happy-go-lucky. The differences 

were statistically insignificant. The "t" score , 0 .19 , reflected this 

similarity of means. 

The mean scores on Trait G, expedient vs. conscientiousness, were 

within the average range for both men and women. The "t" score was -1. 79. 

Although this is the second largest "t" score for all personality factors, 

it is nonetheless insignificant. 
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The "t" score for Trait H was 0 . 83. This reflected the close 

similarity of means for men and women team spo~t athletes . Men scored 

more toward venturesome , socially bold and uninhibited while the women 

were more shy, timid and threat sensitive. Again, the differences were 

statistically insignificant. 

Trait I, with a "t" score of 2.26, proved to be the only trait with 

significant differences between men and women. The women were more 

tough-minded, self-reliant, and realistic while the men's scores 

indicated they were more tender-minded, sensitive , clinging and over

protected. Both, however, are close to average scores . 

Comparison of means on Trait L indicated that the females tested 

were more suspicious and hard-to-fool while the male athletes were more 

trusting, understanding and tolerant. The "t" score was -1.31; an 

insignificant difference. 

The "t" score on Trait M was -0.90. Women scored somewhat higher, 

but not significantly different , than did men . This indicated that 

women were more imaginative and absent-minded while men were concerned 

with more practical and down-to-earth matters. 

Factor N had a "t" score of 0 . 60. Comparison of the means showed 

that men tended to be somewhat more socially aware, astute and polished 

while women were more unpretentious and forthright with a higher degree 

of spontaneity. Again, the scores indicated there was no significant 

difference. 

The mean scores on Trait 0 indicated that women were slightly more 

apprehensive, self-reproaching and insecure . The "t " score was low, 

-0.38. The differences in scores for men and women were not significant . 



22 

Mean scores on Trait Q1 showed that women were more experiemental , 

liberal and freethinking than the men . Mean scores for both men and 

women were above the average . The "t" score was -1.76, which is an 

insignificant score . 

Trait Q2 , with a "t" score of 0.45, showed that the male athletes 

were more self-sufficient , resourceful and preferred their own decisions. 

Female athletes were more group dependent, but not significantly 

different from the male athletes, 

Mean scores on Trait Q3 showed that men were on the outer limit 

of the average, while the women's mean score was above average. Women 

tended to be slightly more controlled . The differences between the two 

groups were not significant since the "t'' score was low, -0,39 . 

Comparison of mean scores on Trait Q4 indicated that women were 

more frustrated , tense and over-wrought . The "t" score, -1.21, was 

insignificant . 

The fact that only one of the sixteen personality factors , tough

mindedness vs . tender-mindedness was significant, means that the results 

generally supported the null hypothesis . The mean scores on the 

remaining fifteen personality factors were very similar . Thus, with the 

exception noted above, no significant difference between the personality 

traits of the male and female team sport athletes tested in this 

investigation were found . 

The results of comparing observed and predicted mean test scores 

for each group varies somewhat from those above . This is detailed below. 
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TABLE II 

Comparison of Predicted and Observed Mean Scores 
of Male Team Sport Athletes (Part A) 

Factor A B c E F G H I 

Predicted 

score 7.08 7.28 7.16 7.20 6 . 96 6.96 6 .16 4.52 


Observed 

score 5.36 5.40 6.04 5.96 5.56 5.52 5.92 6 . 28 


"t" test 

score 4.19 4.19 2.33 3.06 4.36 4.04 -0.78 -4.86 


Comparison of Predicted and Observed Mean Scores 
of Male Team Sport Athletes (Part B) 

Factor L M N 0 Q, Q2 Q3 Q4 

Predicted 
score 4.92 4.96 6.08 5 . 02 6.36 7.56 6 .56 5.04 

Observed 
score 5 . 32 5.24 5.72 5.52 6 .12 5.96 6 . 00 4.88 

"t" test 
score -0.85 -0.54 0.73 -1.25 0.42 2;87 1.31 . 0.36 

Table II , Parts A and B and Figure 2 (see Appendix) include a 

comparison of the predicted and observed mean scores on each personality 

factor for male athletes . The standard error of the difference was 


shown to be significant on eight of the sixteen factors tested. Those 


eight traits and their "t" scores were Trait A, reserved, vs. outgoing, 


"t" = 4.19; Trait B, less intelligent vs. more intelligent, "t" = 4.:!.9; 


Trai.t C, affected by feelings vs. emotionally stable , "t " = 2 . 33 ; 


Trait E, humble vs. assertive, "t" score= 3.06; Trait F, sober vs. 
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happy.- go-lucky , ."t" = 4. 36; Trai,t G, expedient vs. conscientious, "t" = 

4.04; Trait I , tough-minded vs. tender-minded, "t" =-4.86. A minus 

score indicated that the male athletes underestimated themselves. The 

final trait, Q2 , group dependent vs. self-sufficient had a "t" score of 

2.87. 

The results indicated that the male athletes were only able to 

predict the mean scores on fifty percent of the tested traits, i.e., 

eight of the sixteen t-ratios were significant . The results also 

showed that they were more likely to overestimate their predictions 

(twelve out of sixteen) while they underestimated only four traits. 

Comparison of predicted and observed mean scores for the female 

athletes differed somewhat from those of the men. This is show below. 

TABLE III 

Comparison of Predicted and Observed Mean Scores 
of Female Team Sport Athletes (Part A) 

Factor A B c E F G H I 

Predicted 

score 7.55 7.22 5 .72 7. 00 7.27 7.33 6 .44 5.55 


Observed 
 . 

score 4.61 5.44 6 . 27 6.61 5.54 6.50 5.38 5.22 

"t" test 

score 4.80 3.50 -0. 97 0 .80 3.33 2 .01 2.96 0 . 72 
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Comparison of Predicted and Observed Mean Scores 
of Female Team Sport Athletes (Part B) 

factor L M N 0 o, 
Predicted 
score 5.22 5.22 6.38 6 . 27 6.44 6.16 6.44 5.88 

Observed 
score 6.11 5.72 5.44 5.77 7.05 5 .72 6 . 22 5.50 

"t" test 
score -2.35 -1.49 1 . 50 0.75 -1.16 0.84 0.39 0.70 

Table III, Parts A and B and Figure 3 (see Appendix) include 

a comparison of the predicted and observed mean scores on each personality 

factor for the female athletes tested. The standard error of the dif

ference was shown to be significant on five of the sixteen traits. Those 

five traits and their "t" scores were: Trait A, reserved vs. outgoing, 

"t" = 4.80; Trait B, less intelligent vs. more intelligent, "t" = 3.50 ; 

Trait F, sober vs. happy-go-lucky, "t" = 3.33; Trait H, shy vs . venture

some , "t" =2.96, and finally Trait L, trusting vs . suspicious, "t" = 

-2.35. A minus score indicated that the female underestimated the 

score . The results show that the females were also more likely to 

overestimate their scores (twelve out of sixteen) , while they under

estimated only four traits. 

• As Figure 4 (see Appendix) indicates, the athletes tested tended 

to score within the range of the national norms. Only three traits 

differed more than 0 . 5 from the norm. All were scored by women athletes 

who proved to be more assertive, conscientious and experimenting than 

the average college student . The other differences between the mean 

scores of the Chapman students and the national norms were slight ; the 

t-ratio ranged from 0.04 to 0.39. 



CHAPTER V 


CONCLUSION 

With the exception of one factor, the results of this study indicated 

in Table I ahd Figure 1 support the null hypothesis that there are no 

significant differences between the personality traits of• male and female 

team sport athletes. Of the fifty athletes tested using Cattell's 16 

PF , only one trait was found to differ significantly, that being Trait 

I, toughminded vs. tenderminded. It was interesting to note, however, 

that many results were contrary to what is commonly thought about male 

and female athletes and their personalities . Female scores indicated 

they were more assertive, emotionally stable, experimenting and 

controlled than male athletes. These differences, however, were not 

significant. 

Tables II and III and Figures 2 and 3 depict the findings of the 

athletes' predictions compared with the observed. The results show 

women to be more accurate in their predicted profiles ; only five tr~its 

had significant difference between predicted and observed scores. The 

males were incorrect on eight of their predicted scores . 

The results also show that both groups tended to overestimate their 

predicted profiles. Both groups overestimated on twelve of the sixteen 

traits. 

Personality measurement and comparison is a factor important to 

coaches and athletes alike. This information, once made available, will 

26 
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assist coaches in their assessment and handling of athletes . There is 

no magic formula in dealing with athletes, but more insight can only 

assist coaches in dealing with groups and individuals. 

Self perception compared to observation is important to athletes, 

especially team sport athletes in that it helps athletes view themselves 

as others see them. It also hopefully will aid in facilitating team 

efficiency . 

Studies that attempt t o identify the factors that facilitate motor 

performance are crucial to athletic coaches who are sincerely interested 

in improvement. To this author, some questions this study has suggested 

seem worth investigation. For exampl e , will the same results be produced 

with a large sample at another similar institution? Will other team 

sports show similar personality profiles? Should women athletes be 

handled differently psychologically than male athletes? Would male 

coaches for female athletes increase motor performance? 

Not enough is known about what will elicit improved motor 

performance; personality of athletes and coaches is just a small area . 

More descriptive data is needed in this area because accurate information 

about motor performance considerations is essential to progress in this 

f ield. 
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APPENDI.X 

Figure 1 

16 PF Profile for Male and Female 
Team Sport Athletes 

Low Score Sten Scores 
Mm Mf Factor Description 3 4 5 6 7 8 

5.36 4.61 A 	 Reserved . . ,. . . . 
\ 
i5.40 5.44 B Less Intelligent . . 	 . . . ·~ 

6.04 6.27 c Affected by 
Feelings 

. . ')t· 
I 

. 
I 

5.96 6 . 61 E Humble . . . }. . 
I 

5.56 5 .44 F Sober 
I . . . . . . 
\ 

5.52 6.50 G Expedient \ . . . .} . . 
I 

5 . 92 5.38 H Shy v. . • f • . . 
I 

6.28 5 . 22 I Tough-Minded t. ·( . . . 
5.32 6.11 L Trusting . . . 1 . . 

I 

5.24 5.72 M Practical . . I 
·H· . . 

5.72 5.44 N Forthright . . . 	. . . 
5.52 	 5. 77 0 Self-Assured . . . . . . 

' 
6 . 12 7.05 Ql Conservative . . . 	.' \. . 

/
; 

5.96 5.72 Q2 	 Group-Dependent . . ~ . . 
• 	 I 

6.00 	 6.22 Q3 Undisciplined . . . ~ . . 
Self-Conflict 

I 

I 
I4.88 5.50 Q4 	 Relaxed . . ,. . . . 

- - - - - Female Athletes 
Male Athletes 

High Score 
Description 

Outgoing 

More Intelligent 

Emotionally Stable 

Assertive 

Happy-Go-Lucky 

Conscientious 

Venturesome 

Tender-Minded 

Suspicious 

Imaginative 

Shrewd 

Apprhensive 

Experimenting 

Self-Sufficient 

Controlled 

Tense 
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Figure 2 

Predicted and Observed 16 PF Profile 
for Male Team Sport Athletes 

Low Score Sten Scores High Score 

Pm Om Factor Description 3 4 5 6 7 8 Description 


7.08 5.36 A 	 Reserved . . . . .. . Outgoing 

'I 
7.28 5.40 B Less Intelligent . . . . .I 

~ . More Intelligent 

\ I 
7.16 	 6.04 c Affected by . . . .L 

I 

• Emotionally Stable 
Feelings 

I 
I 
I 
I 

7.20 5.96 E 	 Humble . . . I 
Assertive·~ 

I 
I 

6.96 5.56 F Sober 	 . . . . •I . Happy-Go-Lucky 
I 
I

I 

6.96 5.52 G Expedient . . . r I 
I . Conscientious 

I 
J 

6.16 5.92 H 	 Shy . . . I . . Venturesome 
I 

4.52 6.28 I 	 Tough-Minded . .,./. . . . Tender-Minded 
I 
l 

4.92 5.32 L 	 Trusting . . I \· . . . Suspicious 
I 

I 
4.96 5.24 M 	 Practical . . I 

"' . . . Imaginative 
\ 

6.08 5.72 N 	 Forthright . . . . . Shrewd~ 
I5.00 5.52 0 	 Self-Assured . . {~ . . . Apprehensive
,t 

6.36 6.12 Ql 	 Conservative . . . Experimenting 
\~--

7.56 5.96 Q2 Group-Dependent . . .) . Self-Sufficient 
•I 

6.56 6.00 Q3 	 Undisciplined . . . J . ControlledI· 
ISelf-Conflict I 

I 

5.04 4.88 Q4 	 Relaxed . . 4
I 

. . . Tense 

Predicted Mean 

Observed Mean 
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Figure 3 

Predicted and Observed 16 PF Profile 
for Female Team Sport Athletes 

Low Score Sten Scores High Score 

Pm Om Factor Description 3 4 5 6 7 8 Descri tion 


7.55 4.61 A 	 Reserved ., . Outgoing 
I 

7.22 5 . 44 B 	 Less Intelligent . ·J 
1 

More Intelligent 

5.72 	 6 . 27 c Affected by Emotionally Stable 
Feelings 

7.00 6.61 E 	 Humble Assertive 

7.27 5.44 F 	 Sober Happy-Go-Lucky 

7.33 6.50 G 	 Expedient Conscientious 

6.44 5 . 38 H 	 Shy Venturesome 

5.55 5.22 I 	 Tough-Minded Tender-Minded 

5.22 6.11 L 	 Trusting Suspicous 

5.22 5.72 M 	 Practical Imaginative 

6.38 5 .44 N 	 Forthright Shrewd 

6 . 27 5.77 0 	 Self-Assured Apprehensive 

6.44 7.05 Ql 	 Conservative Experimenting 

6.16 5.72 Q2 	 Group-Dependent Self-Sufficient 

6.44 	 6.22 Q3 Undisciplined Controlled 

Self-Conflict 


5.88 5.50 Q4 	 Relaxed Tense 

Predicted 


Observed 
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Figure 4 


16 PF Profile for Male and Female 

Team Sport Athletes and College Norms* 


Low Score 
Mm Mf Factor Description 

5. 36 4 . 61 A Reserved 

5.40 5.44 B 	 Less Intelligent 

6.04 	 6 . 27 c Affected by 
Feelings 

5.96 6 . 61 E 	 Humble 

5 . 56 5 . 44 F 	 Sober 

5.52 6.50 G 	 Expedient 

5.92 5.38 H 	 Shy 

6 . 28 5.22 I 	 Tough-Minded 

5.32 6.11 L 	 Trusting 

5.24 5 .72 M 	 Practical 

5.72 5.44 N 	 Forthright 

5.52 5, 77 0 	 Self-Assured 

6.12 7.03 	 ConservativeQl 

5.96 5 .72 Q2 	 Group-Dependent 

6.00 6.22 	 UndisciplinedQ3 

4.88 5.50 	 RelaxedQ4 

~':Norms for College S udent.s are scores 

- - - - - Female Athletes 
__;______Male Athletes 

Sten Scores 
3 4 5 6 7 8 

. . . 
' ' 

. . \' 

. . . . ·' 
. . .tt·• ' 
,' 


I . . . }· . 
I . . •• . . . 

. . . '.\ . . 
/

I . . ·t . . 
I 
I . . .-\ 

\ 

. . . ~ . . 
I 

. . . . 
~ l·
I 

I 

. . . . 

. . . . 

~. 

'. 
. . .\ . . 
. . . ~ . . 
. . . .~· 

I 

. • I 
I 

• . 

from 5 . 00 

High Score 
Description 

Outgoing 

More Intelligent 

Emotionally Stable 

Assertive 

Happy-Go-Lucky 

Conscientious 

Venturesome 

Tender-Minded 

Suspicious 


Imaginative 


Shrewd 

Apprhensive 

Experimenting 

Self-Sufficient 

Controlled 

Tense 

6. 00 
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