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Abstract 

The present study investigated the correlation between the personality traits of the university students who were 
engaged in sports and the ones who were not engaged in sports, and their domains of creativity. A total number of 
593 students studying in the faculty of sports sciences and in other departments were included the study. As the data 
collection tools, “Revised/Shortened Form Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ-RS)” and “Kaufman Domains 
of Creativity Scale” (K-DOCS) were used in the present study. When the creativity and personality traits of the 
female and male students were compared, it was found out that the neuroticism points of female students were found 
to be higher comparing to the male students. While the male students had higher points in in the domains of scholarly 
creativity, mechanical/scientific creativity, artistic and psychoticism, the female students were found to have scored 
higher points in the other domains. When the creativity and personality traits of the students who were engaged in 
sports and those of the students who were not engaged in sports were compared, the extroverted characteristics were 
found higher and psychoticism characteristics were lower of the individuals engaged in sports, while no difference 
was found in other domains. Consequently, it could be said that female students were more neurotic, that the 
individuals engaged in sports were more extroverted compared to the ones not engaged in sports, and that male 
students have higher points compared to the female students in the domains of scholarly, mechanical/scientific, 
artistic and psychoticism.  
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1. Introduction 

Human beings tend to assess their abilities immediately in the face of the events they encounter in their daily lives 
(Ackerman & Wolman, 2007; Freund & Kasten, 2012). The question “Do I have the creativity required by this 
work?” is an example of this assessment (Hughes, Furnham, & Batey, 2013). It shouldn’t be forgotten that our effort 
to assess ourselves is related to what we try to do and how much effort we make (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Haimovitz, 
Wormington, & Corpus, 2011). Our efforts to determine our abilities are of importance not only in terms of our 
personality, but also in terms of our performance (Ackerman, Chamorro-Premuzic, & Furnham, 2011; Putwain, 
Kearsley, & Symes, 2012). Recent studies have focused on personal traits such as emotional intelligence (Petrides, 
Furnham, & Martin, 2004), general human performance (Furnham, von Stumm, Makendrayogan, & 
Chamorro-Premuzic, 2009), attention (Menglekamp & Jager, 2007) and creativity (Putwain et al., 2012). Some of 
the previous studies have addressed the subject of how related are the personality factors to creativity, and suggested 
that the personality structures especially such as the extroversion (Batey, Furnham, & Safiullina, 2010; 
Chamorro-Premuzic & Reichenbacher, 2008; Furnham, Crump, Batey, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2009), being 
conscientious (Feist, 1998) and neuroticism (Chamorro-Premuzic & Reichenbacher, 2008; Furnham et al., 2009) 
have a positive correlation with creativeness. However, such studies have generally been interested in the classical 
creativeness domains such as music, arts and literature (Batey & Furnham, 2006; Runco, 2004). Yet, creative 
behavior plays an important part in sports performance as well. During a contest, an athlete can go in quest of 
original solution ideas. Creativity in sports means that the athlete has the ability to produce changeable, rare and 
flexible decisions during the contest (Memmert & Roth, 2007). Different parts of the brain serve in the special and 
suddenly emerging events (Cabeza & Nyberg, 2000; Duncan & Owen, 2000), and some parts of the brain are 
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responsible for the creative performance. However, it should be remembered that creativity is a multi-combinational 
process (Dietrich, 2004).  

Today, the process of scouting talented athletes constitutes one of the most important issues in sports. Thus, knowing 
about the personality traits and creativity domains of athletes can be an opportunity for sports consultants, coaches 
and experts. Thus, the main objective of the present study is to investigate the personality traits and creativity 
domains of the athletes engaged in individual or team sports or the individuals who are not engaged in any sports 
branch, and to compare them with each other.  

 
2. Method 

2.1 Sample  

The sample of the present study comprised 593 students studying in various departments of universities and 
participating in the study on a voluntary basis. Of these students, 185 (31.20 %) were female and 408 (68.80 %) male. 
In the present study, a questionnaire involving the demographical characteristics was used to determine the 
socio-demographical characteristics of the students, the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire the Revised/Short Form 
(EPQ-RS), which was developed by Francis, Brown, and Philipchalk (1992) and adapted to Turkish by Karancı, 
Dirik and Yorulmaz (2007) was employed, and the “Kaufman Domains of Creativity Scale (K-DOCS)”, which was 
developed by Kaufman (2012) and adapted to Turkish by Şahin (2016) was used to evaluate the domains of 
creativity. The demographical information about the participants is given in Table 1. The present study was approved 
by the Social and Human Sciences Scientific Research and Publications Ethics Council of Uşak University with the 
date and the number of 2018-35.  

 
Table 1. Demographical Characteristics of the Participants 

 

Are you engaged 

in sports? 

Which branch of sports 

do you perform? 
Department 

Average Age Total  
No Yes 

Individual 

Sports 
Team Sports

Sports 

Sciences
Other

Gender 
Female 58 127 75 67 85 100 21.42±2.20 185 

Male 94 314 139 225 207 201 22.05±2.22 408 
 
2.2 Eysenck Personality Questionnaire the Revised/Short Form (EPQ-RS)  
Francis et al. (1992) developed the EPQ-RS by revising the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck, 
1975) and the short form of the same questionnaire (Eysenck, Eysenck & Barrett, 1985).  The questionnaire 
comprises 24 entries and it considers the personality in three main factors: extroversion, neuroticism and 
psychoticism. In addition, the sub-scale of lying is intended to prevent the bias during the application of the 
questionnaire and to control its validity. In this questionnaire where each factor is evaluated by means of 6 entries, 
the respondents are asked to answer each question in the Yes (1) – No (0) format. The point that can be scored for 
each personality trait varies between 0 and 6. While extroversion represents sociability and impulsivity, the people 
who score high in this dimension are defined as people who like communicating with other people, who are outgoing, 
and who prefer being with people rather than being alone. In the factor analysis carried out, the 24 entries of the 
questionnaire were divided into four factors, namely the dimensions of neuroticism, extroversion, psychoticism and 
lie, which is in congruence with the original questionnaire. The internal consistency coefficient of the questionnaire 
was found to be .78, .65, .42 and .64 for the dimensions of extroversion, neuroticism, psychoticism and lying, 
respectively, and the test-retest consistency was found to be .84, .82, .69 and .69 for the same dimensions, 
respectively (Karancı et al., 2007). For the present study, the Cronbach α internal consistency coefficients of the 
measuring tool were examined, and the results were found to be appropriate. The results are given in Table 2.   

2.3 Kaufman Domains of Creativity Scale (K-DOCS)  

Developed by Kaufman (2012), Kaufman Domains of Creativity Scale (K-DOCS) is a 50-entry scale based on the 
opinion that creativity comprises multiple domains. K-DOCS comprises five sub-factors, namely scholarly, 
scientific/mechanical, performance (encompassing writing and music), everyday/self and artistic. Two different 
scores can be obtained from K-DOCS, which are the score based on each sub-factor, and the general score for the 
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scale that is the total of those scores. Scoring high is an indication that the level of creativity is high. It was prepared 
as a five-point (I am much more creative; I am more creative; I am neither more nor less creative; I am less creative; 
I am much less creative) Likert-type scale. Then the scale was adapted to Turkish by Şahin (2016). The adaptation 
produced a five-factor structure composed of 41 entries. By means of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), the 
fit indices of the model were found to be as follows: χ²(241)= 1480.75, p< .01; χ²/Sd= 1.93 RMSEA= .06, 
SRMR= .074, CFI= .93 and GFI= .78. The internal consistency reliability coefficient of the K-DOCS was 
determined to be .87 for the factor of scholar creativity, .84 for the scientific/mechanical creativity, .86 for 
performance creativity, .77 for everyday/self creativity, and .83 for artistic creativity, while the total score for the 
scale was found out to be .90. The Cronbach α internal consistency coefficients of the measuring tool were also 
examined for the present study, and the results were found to be appropriate. The results are given in Table 2. 

 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and the Internal Consistency Coefficients of EPQ-RS and K-DOCS  

Measurement tools Sub-areas 
Points 

α 
X̅ Sd 

EPQ-RS 

Neuroticism 3.28 1.58 .68 

Extroversion 3.91 1.52 .69 

Psychoticism 2.02 1.23 .72 

Lie - - - 

K-DOCS 

Scholarly 32.69 7.96 .73 

Mechanical/Scientific  18.65 6.31 .75 

Performance 26.30 8.29 .71 

Self / Everyday 31.06 8.00 .79 

Artistic 14.07 4.90 .69 
 
The Cronbach α internal consistency coefficient for the K-DOCS was found to be .88 in total, and to be in the interval 
of .73 – .69 for its sub-tests; and to be in the interval of .72 –.68 for the sub-tests of the EPQ-RS.  

2.4 Data Analysis  

SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) for Windows v25 software was used for the analysis of the findings 
obtained. The t-test for independent samples was employed for the analysis of the data obtained in the study. 
Regression analysis was used in order to understand the explanatory capacity of the variables, and the pearson 
correlation analysis was employed in order to determine the correlations between the scales. The results were 
considered at the reliability level of 95 %, and the significance was considered to be at the level of p<0.05 on a 
two-way basis. 

 
3. Results 

Table 3. The Correlation between the Sub-Dimensions of K-DOCS and EPQ-RS 

 K-DOCS 

EPQ-RS 

Neuroticism Extroversion Psychoticism 

Scholarly ,037 -.021 .045 

Mechanical/Scientific .037 -.035 .043 

Performance .003 -.045 .014 

Self / Everyday -.043 .005 .056 

Artistic -.073 .005 .034 
 
A positive but statistically insignificant correlation was determined between the personality traits and the creativity 
sub-domains (p>0.05).  
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Table 4. Comparison of the Creativity and Personality Traits of the Female and Male Participants 

 Gender  N X̅ Sd t df p 

Scholarly 
Female 185 32,62 7.72 -.129 591 .897 
Male 408 32.71 8.07 

Mechanical/Scientific 
Female 185 18.34 6.47 -.801 591 .423 
Male 408 18.71 6.23 

Performance 
Female 185 26.45 7.78 .301 591 .764 
Male 408 26.23 8.52 

Self / Everyday 
Female 185 31.23 7.97 .366 591 .714 
Male 408 30.97 8.01 

Artistic 
Female 185 13.87 5.22 -.659 591 .510 
Male 408 14.16 4.74 

Neuroticism 
Female 185 3.50 1.54 2.262 591 .024* 
Male 408 3.19 1.59 

Extroversion 
Female 185 4.08 1.55 1.766 591 .078 
Male 408 3.84 1.50 

Psychoticism 
Female 185 2.00 1.23 -.248 591 .804 
Male 408 2.03 1.22 

*p<0.05 
 
When the creativity and personality traits of the female and male participants were compared, the neuroticism scores of 
the female students were found to differ significantly from those of the male students (t0.05:591 = 2.262; p<0.05). The 
comparisons carried out in the creativity domains revealed that the male students had scored higher in the domains of 
scholarly creativity, scientific/mechanical creativity, artistic creativity and psychoticism, while the female students had 
scored higher in other domains, although the differences were not statistically significant (Table 4). 

 
Table 5. Comparison of the Creativity and Personality Traits of the Participants Who Are Engaged in Sports and Those 
Who Are Not 

 
Are you engaged in 

sports? 
N X̅ Sd t df p 

Scholarly 
No 152 32.72 8.10 .061 591 .951 
Yes 441 32.67 7.92 

Mechanical/Scientific 
No 152 19.21 6.32 1.276 591 .203 
Yes 441 18.46 6.29 

Performance 
No 152 27.37 8.04 1.854 591 .064 
Yes 441 25.93 8.35 

Self / Everyday 
No 152 31.88 7.40 1.484 591 .138 
Yes 441 30.77 8.17 

Artistic 
No 152 14.26 5.02 .556 591 .578 
Yes 441 14.00 4.85 

Neuroticism 
No 152 3.23 1.78 -.494 591 .622 
Yes 441 3.30 1.53 

Extroversion 
No 152 3.60 1.58 -2.970 591 .003*
Yes 441 4.02 1.48 

Psychoticism 
No 152 2.18 1.09 1.937 591 .053 

Yes 441 1.96 1.26 
*p<0.05 
 

When the creativity and personality traits of the participants who were engaged in sports and those who were not were 
compared, the extroversion status of the ones engaged in sports was found to differ significantly (t0.05:591 = -2.970; 
p<0.05). No difference was found in other areas (Table 5).  
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Table 6. Comparison of the Creativity and Personality Traits of the Participants Studying in the Faculty of Sports 
Sciences and Those of the Ones Studying in Other Departments 

 Department N X̅ Sd t df p 

Scholarly 
Other Faculties 301 32.43 7.76 -.780 591 .436 
Faculty of Sports Sciences 292 32.94 8.16 

Mechanical/Scientific 
Other Faculties 301 19.12 6.21 1.853 591 .064 
Faculty of Sports Sciences 292 18.16 6.38 

Performance 
Other Faculties 301 26.74 8.01 1.310 591 .191 
Faculty of Sports Sciences 292 25.84 8.56 

Self / Everyday 
Other Faculties 301 31.33 7.77 .845 591 .399 
Faculty of Sports Sciences 292 30.77 8.22 

Artistic 
Other Faculties 301 14.23 4.77 .841 591 .401 
Faculty of Sports Sciences 292 13.90 5.02 

Neuroticism 
Other Faculties 301 3.27 1.59 -.196 591 .845 
Faculty of Sports Sciences 292 3.30 1.57 

Extroversion 
Other Faculties 301 3.67 1.51 -3.973 591 .000*
Faculty of Sports Sciences 292 4.16 1.48 

Psychoticism 
Other Faculties 301 2.12 1.17 2.044 591 .041*
Faculty of Sports Sciences 292 1.91 1.26 

*p<0.05 
 
When the creativity and personality traits of the participants who were studying in the faculty of sports sciences and 
those of the ones studying in other departments were compared, the extroversion (t0.05:591 = -3.973) and psychoticism 
(t0.05:591 = 2.044) status of the participants studying in the faculty of sports sciences were found to differ significantly 
(Table 6).  

 
Table 7. Comparison of the Creativity and Personality Traits of the Participants Engaged in Individual Sports and 
Those of the Ones Engaged in Team Sports 

 Branch of Sports N X̅ Sd t df p 

Scholarly 
Individual Sports 190 32.58 7.86 -.111 409 .912 

Team Sports 245 32.66 8.00 

Mechanical/Scientific 
Individual Sports 190 18.46 6.04 -.008 433 .993 

Team Sports 245 18.35 6.49 

Performance 
Individual Sports 190 26.17 8.52 .418 433 .676 

Team Sports 245 25.84 8.24 

Self / Everyday 
Individual Sports 190 30.54 8.49 -.531 433 .596 

Team Sports 245 30.96 7.98 

Artistic 
Individual Sports 190 14.18 4.90 .613 433 .540 

Team Sports 245 13.90 4.81 

Neuroticism 
Individual Sports 190 3.25 1.60 -.606 433 .545 

Team Sports 245 3.34 1.49 

Extroversion 
Individual Sports 190 4.03 1.53 .220 433 .826 

Team Sports 245 4.00 1.44 

Psychoticism 
Individual Sports 190 1.99 1.26 .427 404 .670 

Team Sports 245 1.94 1.25 
 
When the creativity and personality traits of the participants who were engaged in individual sports and those of the 
ones engaged in team sports were compared, no statistically significant difference was found (Table 7).   
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4. Discussion  

When the personality traits of the female and male students were compared, the neuroticism scores of the female 
students were found to be higher than those of the male students (p<0.05). Although the difference is not statistically 
significant, the psychoticism scores of the male participants are higher. The study conducted by Shevlin, Bailey, and 
Adamson (2002) found that the neuroticism scores of the female participants differed significantly from the scores of 
the male participants. Other previous studies (Hanin, Eysenck, Eysenck, & Barrett, 1991; Maltby & Talley, 1998; 
Forrest, Lewis, & Shevlin, 2000) also found that male candidates had higher average scores in the psychoticism 
sub-test of the scale, while the female candidates had higher average scores in the neuroticism sub-test. Neuroticism 
is also characterized by the emotional instability, sensitivity and dependence (Lehmann, Denissen, Allemand & 
Penke, 2013). In the present study, neuroticism has been found to be the only psychological variable differing 
between the male and female participants. Female participants score higher in neuroticism in studies in general 
(Lehmann et al., 2013; Lynn et al., 1997). Similar differences between the genders in terms of neuroticism have been 
observed for different age groups as well (Chapman, Duberstein, Sörensen, & Lyness, 2007). Some authors 
suggested that the gender-related differences in personality are repeatable at an intercultural level as well (Vassend, 
Røysambi, & Nielsen, 2013). This results from the fact that psychoticism is related to the male gender role and 
neuroticism is related to the female gender role (Shevlin et al., 2002). In the present study, a positive, small and 
insignificant correlation has been determined between the scores of personality traits and arts sub-domains between 
the K-DOCS and EPQ-RS (Table 3). A previous study has also found out significant correlations between the 
creative personality scale and self-efficacy, empathy, benefit and perception (Wolfradtz, Felfe, & Köster, 2001). In 
another similar study, a significant and positive correlation was determined between the creative personality and the 
state of wellness, self-control, sociability and global emotional intelligence (Sanchez-Ruiz, Hernandez-Torrano, 
Perez-Gonzalez, Batey, & Petrides, 2011). The fact that no difference has been found in the present study might have 
resulted from using different scales or the environmental conditions. There is a need for more in-depth and long-term 
studies on this subject. As for the creativity sub-dimension, the male students have been reported to score higher in 
the domains of scholarly creativity, scientific/mechanical creativity and artistic creativity although the differences are 
statistically significant (p>0.05), while the female students have been reported to score higher in other domains. The 
variable of gender has been investigated in the context of creativity primarily by means of the studies using general 
creativity tests. In the study they conducted on the creativity and the gender-related differences, Baer and Kaufman 
(2008) reviewed the findings of various studies and stated that significant differences had not been found in most of 
those studies, and that females had scored higher in the sub-tests of some studies, while males had scored higher in 
the sub-tests of the others. Similar results have been obtained in other studies as well (Sansanwal & Sharma, 1993; 
Shukla & Sharma, 1986). When the findings of the present study and the relevant literature have been examined, it 
has been seen that there is no difference between the genders in general in the context of creativity. However, the 
reflection of the situation in the real life is different. The rate of representation of women in the fields of physical 
sciences, technology and mathematics is rather low (Lubinski, Benbow, & Morelock, 2000). Female students having 
similar skills and abilities as their male peers keep away from these fields in their course selection and career pursuit. 
When the results of previous studies (Wang & Degol, 2013) are taken into consideration, it seems necessary for the 
female students to be supported in these fields. It can be said that there is a need to develop educational programs 
that can support the ability domains of women and reveal their potential for scientific creativity especially in the 
fields such as Physical Sciences, Technology and Mathematics (Kanlı, 2017). 

While the individuals engaged in sports were found to have higher extroversion (p<0.05) and lower psychoticism 
(p<0.05) when the creativity and personality traits of the individuals engaged and not engaged in sports were 
examined, no difference was determined between the ones engaged in individual sports and the ones engaged in team 
sports in terms of their creativity and personality traits (p>0.05). The findings of the present study suggest that athletes 
have higher personal traits of extroversion, and, though the differences are not statistically significant, their 
neuroticism scores are lower than the average. These findings are also consistent with the results of many previous 
studies (Rhodes, Couneya, & Bobick, 2001; Conner & Abraham, 2001; Naseri, Pakdaman, & Asgari, 2008; 
Saklofske, Austin, Rohr, & Andrews, 2007; Arai & Hisamichi, 1998; Potgieter & Venter, 1995; Davis, Elliott, 
Dionne, & Mitchell, 1991; Yeung & Hemsley, 1997). Sports help in increasing more positive emotions such as 
happiness, liveliness, optimism and activity (David, Green, Martin, & Slus, 1997; Magnus, Diener, Fujita, & Pavot, 
1993) and in decreasing the negative emotions such as fear, worry, anger and guilt (David et al., 1997; Robinson, 
Ode, Moeller, & Goetz, 2007). These necessities are closely related to the personality traits of extroversion and 
neuroticism (Nia & Besharat, 2010). While the personality traits of a high level of extroversion and a low level of 
neuroticism help in preparing the individual for participation in sports activities and contests, the sports activities 
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affect the development of these traits as well.  

 
5. Conclusion 

Consequently, it can be said that the female students are more neurotic, the individuals engaged in sports are more 
extrovert compared to the ones who are not engaged in sports, and the male students have higher scores in the 
domains of scholarly creativity, scientific/mechanical creativity, artistic creativity and psychoticism compared to the 
scores of the female students. The correlation between psychological characteristics and sports and creativity is one 
of the least investigated subjects in the field of sports psychology. In order to determine the value of the 
psychological variables involved in the definition of ability, it can be suggested to adopt the studies as longitudinal 
and semi-longitudinal designs and conduct more specific studies with longer durations.  
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