PRIMEDBE na doktorsku tezu kandidata Jelene Ilié;

ANDROGINOST I SPORT: ISPITIVANJE ODNOSA RODNE ULOGE 1
PREFERENCIJA SPORTSKE AKTIVNOSTI

Postovana Komisijo,

Razlog mog interesovanja za sadrzaj doktorske teze koleginice J. Ili¢ leZi u &injenici da sam od
samog pocetka izrade njenog projekta, a zatim i u njegovoj realizaciji, bila aktivni u€esnik i neko
ko je Zeleo da svojim iskustvom pomogne da se istraZivanje obavi na najbolji moguéi nadin,
kako zbog ugleda i renomea Kuce u kojoj radimo, tako i zbog Zelje da se ispitivana tema §to
bolje istrazi i objasni, a njeni rezultati znadajno doprinesu bogadenju i unapredenju sportske

nauke i prakse.

Vec u prvim terenskim testiranjima na kampovima za mlade sportiste, pokazalo se da mladi
sportisti uzrasta 13 i 14 godina, ne razumeju znacenje viSe od polovine atributa navedenih u
kombinovanoj verziji oba BSRI upitnika (originalnog S. Bem i Revidiranog BR BSRI
M.Vuleti¢). Nazalost, danas mladi [judi raspolaZu sa vrlo skromnim fondom reéi, pa je psiholog
toko mispitivanja konstantno morao objasnjavati §ta npr. znace re¢i. prekaljena, sentimentaina,
postojana, perspektivna, diskretna, romanti¢na, ¢edna itd. Zato sam koleginici 1li¢ savetovala da
u uzorak ne uzima ispitanike mlade od [5 godina.

Takode, jo§ vedi problem kod ispitanika starih 13 i 14 godina, bio je njihovo nepoznavanje skoro
2/3 sportova o kojima su trebali da iznesu svoje mifljenje/stav/ocenu da li viSe odgovaraju
muskom polu, Zenskom ili podjednako za oba (neutralni). Savetovala sam joj ili da sa ,liste”
izbaci one sportove na koje sami sportisti reaguju pitanjem ,,A kakav je to sport? (npr. savate,
kendo, bob, dZiu-dZicu, hokej na travi itd), ili one koji se kod nas uopite ne upraZnjavaju (sumo
rvanje npr.), ili da problem resi tako Sto ¢e uvesti novu kategoriju odgovora ,,ne poznajem sport®.
Uvodenjem ove kategorije odgovora izbeglo bi se da sportisti ocenjuju neki sport kao muski,
Zenski ili neutralan, a da o njemu realno nita ne znaju — ni o pravilima, ni kako se igra, ni kakva

je oprema potrebna.
Smatram da svaki student psihologije nauéi jedno od prvih pravila u izvodenju istraZivanja, a

ono glasi: prvoproveriti da li ispitanici poznaju, razurheju pojavu o kojoj treba da iznesu svoje
miljenje. Dakle, Jelena nije htela da uvazi ovu sugestiju (da uvede novu kategoriju odgovora

»he poznajem ovaj sport), iako bi odgovor na ovo pitanje doneo korisne informacije koje bi

imale svoju kulturnu i antropolo$ku vrednost — istraZivanje bi pokazalo koji sportovi odgovaraju
nasoj kulturi, koji se ,,primaju® a koji ne, tj. ne izlaze u susret nadim navikama, kuluri, tradiciji,
potrebama. Osim, §to bi se dobili pouzdaniji i validniji podaci o tome kako nadi sportisti
procenjuju polnu pogodnost sportova koje dobro poznaju, dobili bi se i podaci o tome kakva je
kultyrolo$ka prihvacenost pojedinih sportova kod nas.

Napominjem da sam sve ove sugestije Jeleni dala na samom podetku istraZivanja koje je trajalo
kontinuirano oko 2 godine. Dakle, bilo je vremena da se odredeni metodoloski propusti isprave,
kako se ne bi doslo do potpuno neocekivanih, nerazumljivih i tesko objadnjivih podataka. To se
upravo i desilo. Vrle malo hipoteza je potvrdeno, a dobijeni rezultati su skoro u potpunosti u
neskladu sa nalazima vedine dosadadnjih istrazivanja iste ili sliCne tematike. A osnovni razlog je,
svakako u tome, §to su ispitanici (posebno oni najmladi, a jih je znadajan procenat) davali svoja
midljenja o sportovima kojene ne poznaju ili sebe procenjivali atributima/reCima &ije znalenje
nisu razumeli.



Jelena je napravila jos jedan, nimalo naivan metodologki propust. Naime, ona je ispitanicima oba
pola davala musku formu BSRI upitnika. Da je ovo &injenica, moZete se uveriti uvidom u
psiholoSku dokumentaciju isptanih sportista u Republitkom zavodu za sport. Kao dokaz
pogledajte prilog 1 (popunjen upitnik sa svim skalama primenjeim u istraZivanju koje popunila
sportistkinja, dakle osoba Zenskog pola). Svi BSRI atributi formulisani su u muskom rodu. Jelena
uopSte nije koristila normalnu Zensku verziju upitnika, iako ga je S. Bem konstruisala
prvenstveno za procenu polnog tipiziranja Zena. Naravno, on se u istrazivacke svrhe moze dati i
muskarcima, ali je nedopustivo da se muska verzija daje Zenama koje treba sebe da opisuju
atributima koji glase: pouzdan, analiti®an, ljubomoran, dostojanstven, izve§talen, muZevan,
individualista, ¢edan, ... Da bi mentora i komisiju ubedila da je postupak ispitivanja sprovela
metodoloski korektno, Jelana na kraju teze (str. 239 i 244 daje obe verzije upitnika, mada je
koristila samo musku). Ipak, sadrZaj tabela u kojima se navode ispitivani atributi, pokazuje da su
oni za ispitanike oba pola davani samo u muskom rodu, jer su direktno preuzeti iz baze podataka,
tj. SPSS outputa (videti tabele na stranama 94, i 95).

U delu teze koji se odnosi na opis instrumenata (str. 80), autorka ne navodi sve relevantne
podatke za Original BSRI instrument S. Bem (ni koliko ukupno ima ajtema, niti koliko ajtema
ima svaka od 4 subskale. Takve podatke navodi samo za BR BSRI, pa do kraja ostaje nejasno (ni
u delu o rezultatima nema tog podatka) koliko ajtema u hibridnoj, kobinovanoj formi je iz
BSRI, a koliko iz BR BSRI. Kombinovana forma upitnika koji je primenila ima 90 ajtema. Medu
njima nema svih 46 ajtema iz BR BSRI (nedostaju 2: 1 iz subskale maskulinosti —
.samostalna® 1 iz subskale socijalane uspesnosti - ,, fezi uspehu ). Ako neko ne da instrument u
celini, promeni na¢in ocenjivanja po svom nahodenju pre nego $to za to dobije oprvdanje u
rezultatima statisticke analize ~ kako onda sebi moZe postaviti za cilj proveru psihometrijskih

! svojstava oba isntrumenta kako bi odlutila koji je pogodniji za primenu na sp. populaciji. Kako
i verovati rezultatima dobijenim statistickim analizama kada one nisu lzvedene na instrumentima

u celini i kada nisu kori§éeni originalni kljucevi z?obradu dobijenih podataka‘P

Na strani 94 teze, autorka potpuno nearguiﬁgntovano objaSnjava svoje ;ﬁtervencije (izmene) u
originalnim insturmentima pre nego $to je proverila njihove metrijske Karakteristike na sledeci
nacin... ,, U nastavku Ce biti prikazana...... Da li su ova obrazloienjgz’f prihvatljiva i da li posle
uéinjenih izmena moZemo govoriti o istim insirumentima? Autorka, co)“"c":ito moze ne smatrajuci da
Je to metodoloski nedopustivo, a kasnije nasiroko diskutuje koji j Jes instrument od ta dva bolji, ili
Jo§ bolje koji bi tre¢i novi (hibridni) bio najbolji. f

Kad govori o instrumentu za merenje motivacije sportista Ili¢ ustezi navodi (str. 81, III pasus) da
je ...preuzela verziju upitnika Bacanac i sar. (2007), stim §io je dodala ,,Zelju roditelja” kao
moguéi ... Ovi navodi uopéte nisu u skladu sa sadr¥ajem IzyeStaja koji daje Komisija za ocenu
teze, gde na str. 11 stoji ,, Instrument za merenje motivacife preko ocene licne vaznosti razloga
za bavijenje sportom predstavija modifikaciju instrumenia Participation Motivation Inventory
(PMI). Odakle ovo neslaganje oko instrumenta za procenu motiva za bavljenje sportom? Da li to
Komisija bolje zna od autorke koji je instrument koristila, ili je tekst lzvestaja komisije nastao na
osnovu prve originalne verzije koju je I. Ili¢, kasnije promenila. Po svemu sudeéi, u pitanju je
ove drugo. Jer, 16. decembra 2010. obavila sam razgovor sa J. 1li¢ u kojem sam joj ukazala na
sve neisting i netadnosti koje se nalaze u njenom radu, potevdi od koricenih instrumenata, do

¢itavih recenica koje je dlrektno_pm_m_s___i__lz_tada u_xi@gmqmttlﬁpriiog 3), a o demu sam

zakljudila Eitajuci Izvestaj

Jer, kako je mogudée da mentor u lzvestaj unesq;%e§to Sto u radu ne postoji? Zato zaklju€ujem da
je i utezi pisalo isto $to i u Izvestaju Komisije/ tj. bilo je navedeno da je koriS¢en modivikovan




Participation Motivation Inventory. A autorka dobro zna da to upste nije istina, pa kada sam joj
to saopstila - ona menja raniji tekst i navodi da je preuzela verziju upitnika Baanac i sar... kojoj
je dodala razlog , zbog Zelje roditelja"”. Ni ova ispravka nije korektna i ne odgovara potpunoj
istini. Ako pogledate pitanje 29. u prilogu 2 (Upitnik za ispitivanje socijalnog statusa mladih
sportista — SSMS), videcete da je Jelena Hi¢ u potpunosti preuzela njegov sadriaj (svih 10
motiva medu kojima je i razlog ,,zbog Zelje roditelja”. Dakle, nije taéno da je ona taj razlog
dodala, veé je on veé postojao. Upitnik SSMS je konstruisala Lj. Badanac za potrebe psihologke
sluZbe u Republi¢kom zavodu za sport i on se uz kontinuirane dopune i poboljSanja koristi preko
15 godina. J. Ili¢ obmanjuje i sebe i Komisiju 1 struénu javnost kada navodi netagne izvore —prvo
kaze da je to modifikovan upitnik ameri¢ke autorke (jer to nekako bolje zvudi) iako on, ni po
sadrzaju ni po nacinu odgovaranja, uopste ne li¢i na instrument (bolje reéi jedno pitanje) koji je
ona koristila tj. preuzela iz psiholoske laboratorije RZS.

A Sto se neuskladenosti [zvedtaja Komisije sa tekstom teze tie, oni su brojni, 1 kao §to sam veé
istakla, nastali zbog izmena u onim delovima teze koje sam prepoznala kao direktno prepisivanje
sadrzaja iz mog zajedni¢kog rada sa kolegom Lazarevicem (prilog 3) i koleginicu upozorila da
njeno pondanje nije u skladu sa etickim ponaSanjem naunih radnika niti moralnim nacelima
osobe koja drzi do postovanja sopstvene i tude li¢nosti. Nave§éu samo dva primera koji pokazuju
dokle je Jelena spremna da ide u preuzimanju tude intelektualne svojine. Ne koriste¢i postupak
citiranja ili parafraziranja tudeg teksta, ona ga pretvara u svoj, pa ga onda i ¢lanovi Komisije
prenose kao njen originalan doprinos.

U izvestaju Komisije, str. 3 poslednji pasus stoji: ,,Sport se karakterise kao medijum koji
omogucava da se uspostavi sklad izmedu ,,muskih® i , Zenskih" karakteristika u istoj licnosti i
uspesno integrisu feminini i maskulini kvaliteti, $to doprinosi da se postigne oslobadanje od
rigidnog polnog tipiziranja koje predstavija limitirajuéi faktor u pokuSaju dostizanja visokog
sportskog postignuéa ............

U izmenjenom tekstu teze (str. 7, Il pasus) sada stoji Dakle, ukoliko tako posmatramo sport kao
medijumkofi omogucava da se uspostavi sklad......

Ovaj deo teksta iz lzvedtaja it teze skoro u potpunosti je prepisan iz mog i koleginog rada (prilog
3, str. 391, poslednjih 5 redova) gde pise. ,,Sport je medijum koji omogucava da se uspostavi
sklad izmedu muskih i Zenskih karakteristika u jednoj istoj licnosti, uspesno integrisu feminini i
maskulini kvaliteti i Zenme sportiste oslobode rigidnog polnog tipiziranja koje predsiavija
limitirajuéi faktor visokog sportskog dostignuca ™. '

[li, u Izvestaju Komisije (str. 5, poCetak poslednjeg pasusa) piSe: , U psihologiji se dugo
odrzavalo ubedenje da postoje samo dva moguéa procesa polnog tipiziranja, a samim tim i dva
ishoda: stereofipno polno tipiziranje (maskulin muskarac — feminina Zena) i suprotno polno
tipiziranje (feminini muskarac — maskuling Zena). Pri tome se insistiralo na polnoj dihotomifi, a
svaki vid odstupanja od stereotipnog polnog koncepta smatralo se nepoZeljnim, neprifvatljjivim
ili Cak devijantnim...

U izmenjenom tekstu teze (str.42) piSe: Koncept androginosti predvida da pored veé dva
pomenuta ishoda ........

U naSem radu (prilog3, str. 384, pocetak strane} pife: ,, Dugo je u psihologiji postojalo verovanje
da postoje samo dva moguéa ishoda polnog tipizivanja: 1) stereotipno polno tipiziranje: maskulii
muSkarac — feminina Zena 1 2) suprotno polno tipiziranje: feminini muskarac — maskulina Zena.
Naravno, snazino se insistiralo na polnoj dihotomiji, a svaki vid odstupanja od stereotipnog
polnog koncepta, ponasanja koje je drustvo definisalo standardom za odredent pol, smatralo se
nepozelinim, neprihvatljivim ili éak devijantnim. ...
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To znaci da pored dvaveé pomenuta ishoda polnog tipiziranja (stereotipno i Supr“otno) moze
postojati i trece, a to je androginost — istovremeno naglaSena | maskulinost i femmmost
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Komisija za ocenu teze u Izvestaju (str3 pri_dnu) navodi hipotezu” koja stoji u osnovi

istraZivanja J. Ili¢ i kaZe: Zhog toga se u ovom istrafivanju polag,od opSte pretpostavke da . ,?
L

- udovoliavanie-tradicionatrim-kuliwnim normama i standardima,Sa.jedne strane—i Zahtevina—
vrhunskog savremenog sporta, se-druge=Strane;podstice usvajanje androgine rodne uloge,
posebno kada su u pitanju sportistkinje.

U naknadno korigovanom tekstu teze, autorka izbacuje pomenutu hipotezu, jer ju je u potpunosti
prepisala iz naSeg ¢lanka, a Komisija, ne znajuéi za to upravo nju navodi u svom Izvestaju. Evo
kako glasi hipoteza u naSem ¢lanku (prilog 3, str.386, III pasus):

. Ocekujemo da udovoljavanje normama kulture s jedne strane, i zahtevima vrhunskog sporia s
druge strane, znacajno vise podstice androgini koncept polne uloge kod Zena sportista nego Sto
Je to slucaj sa Zenama iz opste populacije.

Ev0 jod jedne neusagladenosti izmedu ocene Komisije i navoda autorke:
;

Teza (str. 215, poslednja 3 reda): ,,Kod sportista je takode bilo najvise androginih, a najmanje
Sfemininih osoba, dok je kod sportistkinja takode, najmanje maskulinih osoba (premda znacajno
manje u odnosu na istu kategoriju na instrumentu BSRI} a skoro podjednak broj femininih i
neizdiferenciranih. Ovim je nasa hipoteza da ée sportisti oba pola od Cetiri vrste vodnih uloga u
najveéoj mjeri usvojiti androginu rodru ulogu odbacena .

Komisija, pak, iznosi drugacije misljenje (str. 12, poslednji pasus): Dobijeni podaci su pokazali
da je na wkupnom uzorku ispitanika, prema instrumentima BSRI i BR-BSRI, kod nasih sportista
najvise usvojena androgina rodna uloga, ali | da postoje odredene razlike izmedu polova u tom
pogledu. Dok su muskarci na oba instrumenta pokazali da su najvise usvojili androginu rodnu
ulogu, Zene prema rezultatima na BSRI u najveéoj meri usvajaju femininu rodnu ulogu, a prema
BR-BSRI skoro podjednako femininu i neizdiferenciranu rodnu ulogu. Ovakvi rezultati mogu da
ukazuju da postoji oslobadanje mladih sportista od stereotipnog polnog tipiziranja, narocito
- kada su u pitanju Zene, kao i to da postoji razlicita osetljivost primenjenih mernih instrumenata
. u pogledu detekcije rodnih uloga.

Uranije pomenutom razgovoru J. 1li¢ sam upozorila na nelogi¢nost iznetog zakljucka, jer je u
potpunom neskladu sa iznetim podacima (Zene sportisti su se stereotipno polno tipizirale, tj.u
najve¢oj meri su usvojile femininu rodnu ulogu). Pa kako onda autorka moZe da izvede
zakljuCak da ,, postoji oslobadanje_mladih _sportista od stereotipnog polnog tipiziranja, narocito
kada su u pitanji Zene™ 1 da Komisiju navede da to isto prenese u svoj Ivediaj. Naravno, ona
primedbu o neuskladenost rezultata | zakljutka vopdte ne bi prihvatila da nije postala svesna
moje reSenosti da ovog puta konaéno istrajem da i drugima pokaZzem da njoj nije vaZng ni Sta
pise, ni od koga prepisuje, ni da li se prepisano slaZe sa njenim podacima. Naravno, sve ovo je
posle razgovora i opomena, Jelena izbrisala (Komisija, nazalost nije), a evo odakle je uzeto to
objasnjenje (prilog 3, str. 392, poslednji pasus): ,, Rezultati naseg istraZivanja govore da sport
nesumnjivo doprinosti oslobadanju Zene od tradicionalnog i rigidnog polnog tipiziranja,
podriavajuéi i naglasavajuci koncept psiholoske androginosti

Kada mi je J. [li¢ na pocetku rada na tezi saopstila da da ée ona uraditi neSto novo $to jo§ niko
nije radio, tj. da ¢e uvesti klasifikaciju sportova prema podesnosti da se njima bave osobe
razli¢itog pola, odmah samjoj rekla da takva klasifikacija odavno postoji i da postoje brojna
istraZivanja izvedena na tu temu. Ona je odgovorila da je razofarana tim podatkomi na tome se
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zavrilo. Cak sam joj, jednom prilikom, donela neke radove koji to potvrduju, smatrajuci da i
sama moZe dodatno da se informi$e. Jer, dovoljno je da na internet pretraZivatu ukucate nekoliko
kljuénih reci i bi¢ete zasuti radovima i istraZivanjima koji su se bavili tom problematikom. Na
ovome nisam dalje insistirala smatrajuéi da ¢e ovu &injenicu uvaZziti i neée pokusati da obmane
¢lanove Komisije, a samim tim i §iru struénu sportsku i naugnu javnost.

Ipak, vodena samo jednim ciljem, da Komisiju ubedi kako njena teza donosi nesto novo u praksu
i teoriju psihologije sporta, J. Hi¢ je spremna da svesno iznese neistinu, i da verovatno u
prvobitno verziji teze, koju je Komisija koristila za pisanje svoga [zve$taja, napide:

. Medutim, koliko nam je poznato niko do sada nije napravio klasifikaciju sportova u odnosu
na neki psiholoSki kriterij, ili u kontekstu pola i usvojenih rodnih uloga, ili toga kako se
odredeni sport subjektivno dozivijava od strane sportista, kao prikladniji za Zene, muSkarce, ili
podjednako prikladan za oba pola. ... U skladu sa tim ona je predioZila preliminarnu
klasifikaciju sportova prema polnoj adekvatnosti na muske, Zenske i neutralne, kao polazni
maodel kisifikacije koji proverava empirijskim putem, kako bi prema dobijenim rezultatima mogla
Jormirati novi okvir za klasifikaciju sporfova prema polnoj adekvatnosti (IzveStaj Komisije,
str. 8, pretposlednji pasus).

A u delu Izvestaja, str. 9, gde se navode uZi problemi istraZivanja, pise: - Da se ispita moguénost
uspostavljanja novog modela poine i rodne klasifikacije sportova ....

Pitam se da li je Komisija mogla ovako nesto napisati a da to nije pro€itala u tezi J. IIi¢?

Nakon §to sam J. Tli¢ predoéila da je u radu iznela neistinu, (8to je Komisija je prihvatila kao
autentian podatak) - ona je ove tvrdnje izbacila iz teze. lako Komisija, svoj IzveStaj nije
usaglasila sa novim sadrZajem teze, iskreno verujem da ce to, zbog svog kredibilteta i
odgovormosti, svakako udiniti. Komisija je verovala J. Ti¢, i podatke koje je ona iznela u tezi nije
proveravala. To je sasvim normalan pristup, pogotove ako kandidat za sebe napiSe, a Komisija to
stavi u lzvestaj ,, ....dok je poseban deo upitnika za prikupljanje opstih podataka o ispitanicima
odabrn na osnovu dugogodiSnjeg iskustva kandidatkinje u oblasti psihologije sporta (1zvestaj,
str. 1, II pasus), a u istom izvestaju (str. 2, pocetak strane) nalazimo podatak da to
wdugogodidnje“ iskustvo iznosi oko tri godine: Radila je kao psiholog volonter od 2006. u
Republickom zavodu za sport, a od marta 2008. godine zaposlena je kao psiholog — strucni
saradnik u Laboratoriji za psihologiju sporta ...

lako u sportu radim preko 34 godine, ipak pozivam Komisiju da proveri moje navode da
klasifikacija sportova prema polnoj adekvatnosti na muske, Zenske i neutralne postoji preko 40
godina, kao da postoje i brojne druge klasifikacije sportova prema razli¢itim psiholoSkim
kriterijima. Psiholozi i struénjaci u sportu, pocevsi od Metheny (1965), preko niza drugih (Kane,
Dish, Ostrow, Jones & Spiker, Engel, Csizma, Colley, Witting & Schurr, Matteo... ) pa do sada
aktualnih (Guillet, Sarazon, Brenda Reimer, Visio, Nathalie Koivula ....) izveli su niz istrazivanja
na ovu temu i dali znadajan doprinos metodlogiji procene podesnosti sportova za osobe oba pola
(videti npr, prilog 4, str. 547, 11 pasus).

Posdto sam kolege iz Komisije za ocenu teze J. lli¢, nadam se, uverila u njenu nekorektnost i
neprofesionalnost pri kori$éenju tude (u ovom slucaju moje) intelektualne svojine, ¢emu je ona i
ranije bila sklona (ali sam se iskreno nadala da ¢e vremenom shvatiti da to nije dobr nalin za
gradenje struénog i profesionalnog identiteta), kao i €injenica da je razgovor sa njom na tu temu,
urodio plodom (jer su, uglavnom, sve primedbe uvaZene i uradena korekctja teksta teze na
spornim mestima), ne bih se upudtala u dalju dublju analizu kvaliteta njene doktorske teze.
Smatram da je na Komisiji odgovornost da udini sve kako bi se sacuvali visoki akademski,
naucni i etiki standardi Odeljenja za psihologiju Filozofskog fakulteta u Beogradu. I naravno,
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nije mi bila naméra da davanjem ovih primedbi osporim vrednost doktorske teze koleginice 11ié u
celini, ve¢ da doprinesem njenom pobolj$anju, i da joj skrenem paZnju da svoje dosadadnje
ponaSanje 1 stavove u gradenju profsionalne i nauéno istraZivalke karijere, mora znaajno
promeniti i prilagoditi opsteprihvacenim etickim i profesionalnim standardima.

Naravno, stvar je Komisije da ukaZe na sve one nedostatke u radu &ijim bi korigovanjem rad
dobio na kvalitetu. Ipak, bidu slobodna da iznesem jo¥ par sugestija koje mogu pomoéi da se
poboljsa kvalitet teze:

Po mom miSljenju, naslov teze nije sreéno izabran, ne odrazava sustinu istraZivanja, jer
pokazuje da je glavna tema odnos rodne uloge i preferencija sportske aktivnosti.
Istrazivanje se uopste nije bavilo preferencijama u pravom smislu te redi, tj. sportisti nisu
pitani koji sport im se svida, kojim bi voleli da se bave isl. Vedina ispitanika u uzorku
svoj sport je izabrala na uzrastima od 6-10 godine (podaci govore da 67% sportista Srbije
u sport ude upravo na pomenutim uzrastima). Polno tipiziranje procenjeno BSRI
upitnikom se dovodi u vezu sa vrstom sporta kojim se sportisti bave, njihovim uzrastom,
duZinom sp. iskustva, razlozima/motivima zbog kojih se bave sportom itd. Tu nige nema
preferencija. Znadajan predmet teze je ispitivanje motivacije 1 provera metrijskih
karakteristika instrumenata. Smatram da bar motivi moraju naéi svoje mesto u naslovu.
Posto rad nema jednu temu, veé istovremeno viSe njih, njegov naslov treba jasnije da

nagovesti §ta se u radu nalazi.

Ni sadrzaj apstrakta ne daje mogucnost da se u potpunosti shvati predmet, cilj i rezultati
istrazivanja. Narolito je ,,objasnjenje” dato u njegovoj poslednjoj recenici potpuno
nerazumljivo, nelogi¢no i nepovezano sa temom i rezultatima rada.

Medu zadacima i ciljevima istraZivanja nalazi se i ispitivanje uloge sp. idola, a taj
problem se u rezultatima uopste ne obraduje. U delu teze pod naslovom 3.5 Uloga
sportskih idola, autorka, takode, vrlo malo govori i navodi istraZivanja koja direktno

rasvetljavaju pomenutu temu (samo [ rad).

U delu 5.2 Dosadadnja istrazivanja, najmanje je navedeno istraZivanja koja su povezana
sa tematikom teze. 1li¢ J., bez ikakvog sistema prelazi sa teme na temu pa npr. navodi
istraZivanja koja govore o slici tela, poremecajima u ishrani, samopoStovanju,
zabrinutosti sportista o posledicama vezanim za bavljenje sportom, fenomenu
~izvinjavajuéeg ponadanja“, konfliktu rodnih uloga, proceni idealnog sportiste itd. Ovaj
deo treba sistematizovati, uvesti neku vrstu klasifikacije istrazivanja, izbaciti ona
nevezana sa temom, a navesti mnogo viSe onih koji su se bavili istom ili slichom
tematikom. A verujte, ima ih mnogo.

U delu koji se odnosi na uzorak ispitanika — potrebno je dati jo§ nekoliko bitnih
informacija koje se tiCu procentualne zastupljenosti muskaraca i Zena, procenta ispitanika
pojedinih starosnih kategorija, prose¢ne duZine bavljenja sportom itd. Jako su ove
informacije date u delu o rezultatima istraZivanja, uobi¢ajeno je da se osnovni podaci
navedu i u delu koji opisuje uzorak ispitanika.

O potrebi potpunijeg opisa instrumenata, ve¢ smo govorili.

Komisija svoj Izve$taj treba da uskladi sa onim §to sada piSe u delovima 5.6, 5.7, 5.8
(predmet, problemi, ciljevi), jer je njen aktualni Izvestaj u potpunom neskladu sa onim
Sto sada u tezi pise.



- Potrebno je da autor navede pun naziv postupka faktorske analize koji je kori§éen — kako
¢italac u jednom trenutku ne bi zakljudio da je re¢ o eksplorativnoj, a u drugom o
konfirmativnoj FA.

- Tabele u kojima su navedeni rezultati FA, kao i one u kojima su dati rezultati X* testa i t-
testa su nesredene, pretrpane nepotrebnim podacima koji oteZavaju da se ,,skinu® glavne
informacije. Autorka ih je, bez ikakve intervencije i doterivanja, direktno prebacila iz
SPSS otputa, §to nije metodoloski korektno.

- Pri navodenju vecine rezultata, narodito onih prezentovanim u tabelama, autorka ih samo
prepri¢ava, ne upudtajuci se u dublju diskusiju, objasnjenje, niti ih dovodi u vezu sa
hipotezama. Rezultate sa hipotezama povezuje tek u zaklju¢ku teze. Pogledati, npr.
tabele br. 56 do 76.

- Potrebno je ispraviti brojne stilske greske, u naslove tabela uneti potpunije objasnjenja $ta
tabela sadrZi, smanjiti slovne greske itd...

- Rad je prepun nepotrebnih tabela koje se, uz malo intelektualnog napora mogu ,,sazeti*
u manji broj, a da pri tom ¢&italac ne bude uskraden za vazne informacije, ,,Zatrpanost”
tabelama najbolje se vidi na stranama teze od 160-195 gde je navedeno, jedna za
drugom, vise od 50 tabela (tab. br. 80 do 151). Tabele nepotrebno zalaze u detalje — kako
svaki od 72 sporta (koji su ocenjivani po kriteriju pogodnosti za muskarce, Zene ili oba
pola) ,,stoji na jednom, a zatim na drugom BSRI upitniku, tj. kako su ispitanici razli¢itog
pota klasifikovani u 4 rodne uloge, procenili njegovu pogodnost za osobe razli¢itog pola.
Isto je i sa navodenjem tabela sa rangiranjem svakog pojedinanog od 10 razloga za
bavljenje sportom. To se sve moZe saZeti u jednu tabelu, koja je mnogo informativnija.

I premda u ciljevima i zadacima piSe — nema nigde rezultata o izboru sportskih idola (Sto
je procenjivano) i preferencijama (5to nije ni procenjivano, ali stoji u naslovu teze).

- Autorka je ostala duzna da, uvazavajuci sve relevantne podatke i uzimajuci u obzir
ucinjene metodoloske propuste, potpunije i valjanim &injenicama obrzloZi zasto predlaZe
novi instrument za merenje polnog tipiziranja sportista i po ¢emu je on ,specifican” bas
za ovu populaciju ako ne sadrzi nikakve specifitne ajteme, niti rezultati FA (dobijeno je 7
umesto 4 faktora) potvrduju njegovu psihometrijsku opravdanost. Da li su samo razlike
izmedu sportista muskog i Zenskog pola dobijene t-testom dovoljne da se predloZzi
drugadija struktura ,novog® instrumenta? Njega, po predlogu I. lli¢, treba da sainjava
(saznacete ukoliko prebrojite) 30 maskulinih i 18 femininih atributa iz originalne i
revidirane BSRI skale, a za socijalno poZeljne i nepozelje kaZe (teza, str. 217): ... dok ~
skalu socijalno poZelfnih i nepozeljnih osobina mogli ciniti ostali ajtemi bududi da na
njima nije dobijena znacajna raziika, ali i da ova skala ima samo zadatak da zamaskira
pravu prirodu instrumenta.

Ndam se da ¢ete ovo moje obracanje i iznesene primedbe shvatiti kao dobronameran poku3aj da
se ofuva visok kvalitet Fakulteta koga Vi predstavljate, kao i da se budu¢i mladi nauéni radnik
na vreme upozori i uputi na postovanje etike i principa savesnog obavljanja svojih nauéno

istrazivadkih aktivnosti.

pRiiozl . A2 3;%

U Beogradu, 24. 01. 2011. dr sc. Ljubica Bafanac
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1 UPUTSTVO: Pred vama se nalazi lista karakter;st:ka Potrebno je da ocenite koliko tacno vas svaka
od navedemh kafak erlst:ka opisuje.

: &psolutno | r\gtll?o : retko I ponekad cesto i;lf.gf rapsglutno
. KARAKTERISTIKA netagno. | “me- 1€ T e me 20
o me tagno | ‘°cmO tacno tacno tatno ;¢
e --0pisyj spisuje | OPisuie | opisuje | opisuje- Oplsaj-é-)--epfswef
- 1._| samopouzdan 1 2 3 ] 4 (5) 6 | 7
L2 ' popustliv 1 2 3 | 4 5 | 6 7
| 3| rado pomaze | 1 2 3 | 4 5 | 6 | @
L 4.} brani svoja uverenja 1 2 3 | 4 & | 6 | 7
5. !veseo 1 2 3 | 4 ® 6 I
| 6. 1 nepostojan _ 1 | 2 3 1. @) | 5 6 7
| 7. | nezavisan 1 | 2 @ | 4 | 5 6 7
8. stidyiv 1 2 [ 3 | @& | s 6 7
.9 isavestan [ 2 1 3 | 4 5: | ® 7
' 10. { sporiski tip 1 2 i 3 | 4 5 3 (7]
: 11, , srdacan 1 2 3 4 5 ©) 7
12, izvedtaden 0) 2 i 3 4 | 5 6 | 7
13 iuporan 11 2 3 4 | 5 ® | 7
14 voli da laska 1 @ 3 4 5 6 | 7
15, sreéan 1 2 . 3 4 1 B 6 7
16 jaka lignost 1 2 3 | @ 5 6 7
17 odan 1 1 2 . 3 1 3z 5 & 7
16, nepredvidiv D) 2 1 3 | 4 5 6 7
719_ mocan NG 2 | 3 | 4 1 5 6 7
20, Zenstven 1 2 3 | 4 | 5 (%) 7
27, pouzdan 112 3 | 4 5 ) 7
22 analitiéan 1 | 2 3 | @ 5 6 | 7
23 . saocsetajan 12 3 4 5 HONERAN
24 ljubcmoran ey 3 4 5 6 17
25 sposohandavod 1 L2 3 L @ 5 6 . 7
.28 uvidajan ) sy 2 '3, 4 5 & | 1
' 27 istinoijubiv 2 3 i 4 5 ®© @ 7
28 spreman da rzikuje ? 1 2 . 3 | 4 5 ® | 7
49 ima razumevanja__z_tggqgg R 2 : 3 4 5 6 | @
T30 tgjansven S R 2 4 5 B i T
31 lako donosi odiuke ! 1 2 3 @ 5 6 . 7
32 sazalv N 2 3 4 5 ' g 7
33 orbijan T -2 3 4 5 6) 7
34 samodovofjan R A ©) 4 5 6 7
35 Felida utesi druge I 2 .3 4 5 | 6 1 @
36 uob&ven o & ! 23 - a4 S | 8 | 7
37 fiom nam*—u’ T 2 . 3 ) 5 ,J 6.1 7
38 Yubazan 12 3 4 5 1 (®) . 7
39 depadiv [ R S N R O 5 1 B . 7
40 muZevan RN ) 3 4 5 6 . T
41 topao 1 ’ ? 3 4 5 | ‘ 7
> dostoanstven 1 2 3 4 5 '@ L7
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' 2 Pred vama je lista sportova. Molimo vas da za svaki od ponudenih sportova kaZete da Ij on. po vasem
mislienju. po svojim Karakteristikama, vide odgovara muSkom ili Zenskom polu, ili je podjednako

) odgovarajuci za oba pola (neutralan) i da sa X oznacite odgovor.

__SPORT muski | Zenski |

neutralan

l

SPORT muski

senski |

neutralan

s motkom |

| 1. Tkodarka " ] | 37.] snowboard X
"2 7 dziu-dzicu | - NC 38 |formulal | X .
| 3. | fudbali TN | 39. | troskok ] Y
4. kanu - */ gl 40. | moto sport | X~ s
. 5. | ragbi ¥ 41. | odbojka { X
| 6. | vesianje X 42, | reli > |
7. i skokovi 43. | trka
 avodu X 10 000 m | X
i 8. 1bicikiizam | S | 44. [ karting , J X
: & ' odbojka ' 45. | sumo ' :
na pesku ) _ b rvanje )< l

10. | rukomet | Yo 46. | aikido Yo

11. | rvanje X ' 47| stonitenis | X
12, ! skvos Y 48. | ski skokovi X
t 13 | bacanje 49. | bacanje
L kugle X kladiva X
' 14. ; boks bl 50. | orijentiring X
' 15. | skijanje o> 51. | trka 800 m X
.16, [trka 110 m ; 52. | bacanje
__._ipreoone | X koplia )
17, | savate X 53. | maraton L
18 jedrenie ! f' * 54. | streljatvo ~
©18. ! ritmi¢ka i 55. | brzo
. o gimnastka | S | hodanje Sé,’
20 itekvondo 1 % [T ' 56. | strelicarstvo ~
. 211 badminton | | | H 57. | dzudo S
122, amerigki | ! ! 58. | hokej
| fudbal s X R B na travi i >LH
23 karate > 159 biljar o e o
24, umetnicko % 60. | trka 3000 m ! N
. klizanje F ' stiplCejs r | g
25 ' kendo o T 61. | magevanje - ¥ O
26, gimnastika | oG X1 |82 |bocanje | i e
&7 bodrbiding ;o T P B30 skokT T o T T = L
Co b . I i u dalj | ] S

28 ' sinhrono | 64. | skok | v

__plvanje
o.goff
dizanje ;

. rlegova i .
31 "bob X
32 oskokuwis
33 hokes

Craledu N
34. -vaterpolo -~ '
35.  konjick :

_sport

363 'tems

AR KK

| 165 | alpinizam T I
| | B6. ! skijanje . ‘ N
,,,,,,{’! | Lna vodi B . 7%
- | 167 |pkado ; X
Yooy B8 kuglane | . o
i 189 !trka
b i200m - Rt
R (%) P kajak N - -
I | 71 | nordijsko .
S itrdane 4 3 ,,>(LT -
P72 plivane o i
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3 Da[kilse neko iz vase porodice (roditelji, brat, sestra) bavi ili se bavio sportom 1 Kkojin
) - t -
—bpowit - _Dafo)raon
Da li ste'se ranije bavindrugim'spor'tom;kojim? afmeb@ K?POLJC’I. Kgy%p&a
. ; | ~

Mesio stalnog boravka yvi Y/T Uspeh u posiednjem razredu %9/1&/‘-{@#

Ko je. po vasem misljenju, najbolp sportlsta ili sportistkinja ?

 OQubbepo. Teshpunk
2 Koot Lfpnicobud
3 %ﬂw Wmi"&@{awf'

4 Rangirajte navedenéj razloge za bavljenje-sportom po vaZnosti koju oni imaju za vas. Rang 1 UpISl
pored onog razloga koji je za vas najvazniji, a rang 10 pored onog koji vam je najmanje vaZan:

[ Zdravstveni razlozi ' A2 | Novac G |
| Putovanja . | Zabava 4 | -
| Litna afirmacija (uspeh) | 4 | Estetski raziozi (lep izgled) vl
Ljubav prema sportu ¥ | Popularnost S ‘
' DruZenje 2 | Zelja roditelja 10 |

5 Molimo vas da za svaki od ponudenih sportova ocenite koliko je, po vasem mislienju, po svojir
karakteristikama pogedan i kao rekreativna aktivnost. U produzetku svakog sporta upiSite ocenu njegowve
pogodnosti koja se moZe kretati od 1 do 5. Ocene su:

1 = veoma nepogodan

2 = nepogodan

3 = umereno pogodan
4 = pogodan
5 = vrlo pogodan
 SPORT OCENA|  SPORT - OCENA SPORT | OCENA
1 kosarka v |20 ‘jedrenje e 39. | odbojka 3
2 kajgk 1 o 21 hilijar =Y 40. | reli o
5 fudba |l 22  tekvondo 5 41. | ragbi )
4 kany S {23, badininton e 142 1 karting =
5 tréanje - dZoging ~ M {24 |americkifudbal - 2 |43 | klizanje naledu . E
G veslanje M 125 |karate - 44 | aikido oy
/7 alpinizam T 267 TReRdo P 45. | stofiitenis I 5
8 biciklizam W [ 27 | fitnes L5 46. | kuglanje t
9 odbojka na pesku YA 128, bodi bilding Y 47. | skokovi u vodu “v
10 rukomet T M 29 golf 5 48 1 orijentiring 5
P1orvanje i 92 30 tens N o 48 maraton 3
12 skvod LA ‘731_ Lsnowboard b 50. | streljastvo e
'3 nordijsko tréarve . A 32 dizanje tegova s 51| brzo hodanje 9
tdoskjanje 0 po @ 33 plvane % 52. | strelicarstve Do
15 pkade 1A, 34, motosport u %;@ | dzudo o
'3 boks Q35 matevane 5y 1 54 bocanje 5
T TO}\C—BJ na traw ooy 36 konjicki soort = 55. i skijanjenavodi 6
'8 maifudbal 1§37 ;Vraftmg x| 56! voznjarolerima . A
S planinarenje % 38 polu-maraton A D570 skejtbord 3

HVALA NA SARADNJI
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Republicki zavod za sport-

Sport, disciplina ili mesto u timu /é(,{\f_hj{:{)

A ATOGOM .

Kneza Viseslava 72
Klub: i

Beograd

/’ZO(oW )
d

1

2. Pol: a. Muski @chski

|. Ime i prezime: (f?}ﬁﬂ% &(ﬁ?i i{m’fﬁuﬁ“

£S5 05 /99.5 2 4.
Wf’

Datum rodenja

[WN)

Mesto rodenja

5. Mesio stalnog boravka

6. Skola koju pohadas (vrsta sl\ol:. i !d/lu.]) (‘/{//WLM?LM‘
L Z -

7. Uspeh u poslednjem razredu: nedox oljan 2. dovoljan

8. Da li ima§ oba roditelja: @Imam oba rodlte[Ja

2. Imam samo

3. dobalj .

43 kRt
@odiic‘:a_n _

4._\:';10 dobar

Nemam roditelje

(8]

9. Ako 1mas$ oba roditelja, da li su t: roditeiji razvedeni?

@ Zivim sa oba roditelja
2. Zivim samo sa:

1S kim z1vig?

:)

Da

Ne Zivim sa roditeljima, vec

[

Il Obrazovanje roditefja?

a. Utac:

i. Nije pohadao Skolu

2. OUsmegodidnja skola
.S[ednm skola

4. Visa skola

5. Visoka skola - fakultet

\I

[RAS

4. Visa
3

Majka

oo 311

wdala skolu

. Osmogodisnja qkola

3.} Srednja skola

skola

Visoka skola - fakultet

o (magistery. doktorat)

6. Ostalo (magisterij. doktorat) . Ostal
2. Posao Koji obavijaju: Otac P%"vhﬁ» -
Majka p&,{* o1 AT -
e - < n
I3 Koliko ¢lanova poredice je ano.\lcﬂo. ol Od toga w: a
C.
4. Imad i brade 1t sestara? L Nemam

@ THBH I

I3 Broj ctanova porodice u kojoy Zivis (ukljucujudi 1 sebe)

drzavnor fomn o
Q) kod privatnika :

u sopstvenoj firmi

16, Kohiki je stan u kome stanujes? (broj soba, kvadratura, kuca) o
= _ - L {/j :
I Raho procenjujes svoje ustove stanovanja’ [ Rraige fos (4. /dobr

20 lod Soveoma dobri

3o osreding

P8, Raokva o materijalna situacija tvoje porodice” | Nepovolina

20 Ne narodio poveljna

3. Poveling
4. Veoma poveljna
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19. Da li se neko u tvojoj porodici bavi, ili se bavio sportom 7 1.'Ne 6/%%
fupisaii ko)

20. Kakav je odnos tvojih roditelja prema tvom bavljenju sportom?

a. Otac: b. Majka
I. Ne voll §to se bavim - 1. Ne volt §to se bavim
2. Ravnodusan je - @ Ravnodusan je

@ Voli §lo se bavim 3. Voli 3to se bavim

21. Ko je uticao na tvoju odluku da se poénes baviti sportom?

Niko, sam sam se odlucio 4. Roditeljt, posebno .

2. Nastavnik fizickog vaspitanja 5. Sportski 1dol
3. Drugovi 6. Neko drugri (ko)?

22. Dali si pre sadasnjeg sporta trenirao/la neki drugi?

ot P .
Da KA AR, Poceo sam ga trenirati od svoje /L7 godine.
(uom{n ko
tako da moje ukupno bavljenje sportom 1znosi %’ ~  godina.
b. Ne

23. Sada$njim spertom bavim se od syoje AG vodine, $to 1znos: Q godina.

24, Dali st imae/lu neku ozbilinu sportsku povredu? 2..Da

povrede 1 duZinu odsustva 2 trenaZnog poocesi )

{ !thi[c A isiat

25. Bavljenje sportom na moj uspeh udkoli: 1. Utice negativno 2. Nema uticaja @ Ltice pozitivio

Kie 30 Dalsasvim

G

. £~
26. Dabi skela ima razamevana 7o ivoje bavlienje sportemt I Nemia Ima dons

27, Duevno trenicam 4 puta. Stofznost 9 sai. Nedeljno tenivam 3 puta. $to imosi € sail.

28, Navedi neke od svojih najvecr, nyyznacajnizih sportskih uspeha:

i

20, Evo nekih od nagceséih razloga 7a bavijenje sportom: zdravstveni, estoski. licna alirmscta {uspehy,

[fubav prema sportu. druzenje. novac. zabava, putovanja. popularost. 7hog zelje roditeiza itd. lzdvoy

neke kopl SHES I(.b(. \a/m i upist ih po redosledu vaznost.

s g bbby

L.
2. ) 0. __moloe m:"* *‘»-zfﬂ Al
3. . T Mo € it
&
30, Kakvi su uslovi e Rojima treaivasy Ol N 2. Osrednji S Dobn 4oV coma dobr

S Dali st zadovolian/na svojim dosadasnjin sportskim razvojem?

I Nisam zadovolan 2 -Prelimicno sum zandovoljan 3. Zadovelian sam
320 st b Zeleo b da postiones v sporin? n] (B
N A L S Dot f;hmf;{s}_ ' PEVALU N U SARADNIY
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UDK 797055.2:591.555.1 Jbybuiia bauanan
OpurdHaJIHHA Hay4HU pajl Perny6nuyuky 3aBoj1 3a CHOPT
Tlpumiseno: 10.07.2002. beorparx
Jbybuina Jlazapesuh

DakyaTeT criopTa U (PU3HYKOr BaCNUTakha
beorpan

AHAPOTHHOCT U CITIOPT

Pezume

Ja 6u yTepauau Aa nu GaBJECHS CIOPTOM ZOMPHHOCH ocnobahamwy xeHa

Ol PHIAHOF [TOJIHOT THRH3HPAaKa, KOje Y CBaKo}, 11a U Y HAIlQ] CPENHHH, NTOApasyMe-

BA TPALUUHOHANHY KOHLENT (PEeMHHMHOCTH, M3BEIH CMO MCTPaXKHUBALE Ha Y3OPKY

xkeHa cnioprycta (H=70) u sxena necnoprucra (H=102). Mcaurtusawe je obaBmeHO

beorpanckom sep3jom BSRI (Byneruh, 1983) xoja canpxu 13 arpubyra 3a Mepeme

demunuHOCTH, 15 32 Mepehe MacKyJMHOCTH M jolUl 16 HeYTpajHMX COLMUjamHC 110~
AaepHux (8) M couyjanHo HemmkesbHUX (8) cBojcTasa.

Pesyirratu moTeply]y Hally resepaidy XHMotesy Aa 6asibeme CropToM OcIo-

Galja seHy OX PHTHIHOT MOJIHOT THIIM3UPALLA, Tj. YCBAjatbd TPANHIHOHAIHOT CTEPEOTH-

i EeMUHKHOCTH, MOACTHYYHY NpHXBaTame aHIPOrHMHOr KOHHENTa NojiHe yiore. Pe-

3YNTATH aHAIW3E BapHjaHce TOBOPE Aa CY CIOPTUCTKHILE Y Topehemy ca HecnopTH-
CTKH:bAaMa 3HAYAJHO BHIIEC M MACKYJIHMHE K (DEMUHE, ONHOCHO OHE CY aHaporuHe (MCTo-
BPEMEHO BMCOKA HarJIALICHOCT H MAacKyAHHHN M (eMHHHMX CBOjCTaBa). AHIPOTHHOCT
KEHY CIIOPTHCTY MMHH CHRKHOM, CIIOCOOHOM [a PYKOBOIM, HE3IABUCHOM, XpabpoM,
MPEKasbeHOM, CAPEMHOM HA DH3MK W KOMIICTHUM|Y, 87TH HCTOBPEMEHO U H3PABHTO
HEHCTBEHOM, NIPHBAAYHOM, TOMNIOM, HEAHOM, NIE/LAHTHOM H [IPH]ATHOM.

KmyuHe peun: eHa, CHODPT, TOJHO THITH3HPAILES, AHAPOIHHOCT

Veoo

Y CBUM KynTypama TM0CTOJW KapaxTeplCTHYaH KOHLENT IOJIHE
YAO0re # y CKITafy Ca thHM COUHjanHo o0AHKOoBaHy crieitBuiH caapxa-
JH, HH(pOpMaLHje, noHalawka 1 aTpHdyTH KOjif ce Be3y]y 3a oapelenu no-
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N U1 KOjU ce yde y mpoliecy coumjanusauuje. J1yro je y ncuxooruju 1o-
CTOjAJI0 BEPOBALE A NOCTOje caMo ABa Moryha MoHOr THIW3HpARa:
1) CTepeoTHNHO MOTHO THITH3UPAatbe: MACKYJIMHY MYyIIKapal — (peMHUHHHA
KeHa U 2) CYAPOTHO MOMHO TUITM3UPake: GeMUHUHM MYUIKapal — Macky-
JIMHA KeHar
HapaBHo, CHa&:KHO c& MHCHCTHPATIO HA MONHQ] JUXOTOMMIH, 4 CRa-
KK BU/J éﬂcwwmnﬂor TOJIHOT KOHIEIrTa, TOHAllaka Koje
je BpywTBO JeduHNCAI0 CTAHAAPAHUM 3a oapeljeHH MO, CMaTpaio ce
HETIOMKEIFHIAM, HEMPUXBATILUBAM WIIH, 94K, JEBHjaHTHHM.
T TCpenilHOM cefaMIeceTHx, Sandra Bem (1974, 1975, 1979) yHocH
pEBOYUHOHapHEe NpPOMEHEe Yy MpOLeHY MNOJHOI THIM3upama, yBoAehu
KOHUENT anJporuHocTd. To 3aum ja, nopen ABa eell moMeHyTa HCXOMa

T R e T T
TIOJIHOT THIIM3MPaka (CTEPEOTHITHO U CYTIPOTHO), MOXKE NTOCTOJaTH U Tpe-
he, a T0 je aHJPOTHHOCT — MCTOBPEMEHO HarjarieHa ¥ MacKYJIMHOCT U

(PEMIHHHOCT. OCHM CTEPEOTHIHHO MONHO TUIIH3MPaHe, MHOTe 0code, cMa-
tpa Sandra Bem, mory 6UTH aHIpOrHHE, Tj. UMaTH KapakTepHcTHKe oba
noJjia, OAHOCHO MOTy OUTH ¥ MackynuHe u (pemuHuAe. OBaj MEIUaHH UM
aHJPOrWH{A CaMOKOHLENT TOBOPH Ja je ocoda yCHelHo HHTerpUcana no-
3UTHBHE U (DEMHUHMHE W MacKylIHHe aTpubyTe, NLUTO j& YHUHMU MCUXOJIO-
KK cTaOUNHHJOM ¥ couujabunHujoM. KOHUENT NCHXOIIOUIKE aHApPOTH-
HOcTH Hpuxsatajy Spence u Helmrich u 1978. xouctpyuiny Personal
Atributes Questionnaire (PAQ), koju, xao u BSRI (Bem Sex Role Inven-
tory, S. Bem, 1974), omoryhasa "eTupu antepHaTHBe NOJHE WICHTH(HU-
Kaltuje: MacKy/lHHOCT, PEMUHHHOCT, aHJPOTHHOCT ¥ KaTeropyjy MOJIHO
neaudepeHIHPaHHX.

Meby 6pojruM ucTpakuBambUMa uaeHTH(HKAIM]E ca YI0rOM COTl-
CTBEHOr MONa, 3a Hac ¢y noce0OHO WHTepecaHTHA M 3HAYdjHA OHA Koja
MCHXONOWIKY aHIPOTMHOCT MTOBE3Y]Y ca HHAHKAaTOpUMa MEHTAIHOT 34pa-
BJba EHA U HUXOBUM OaBJbCHEM CHOPTOM. Jako MOAHO THITH3HpAHE
ocobe, cmarpa Bem (1974), xpyTo ce noHanajy U Hemajy crnocoOHOCTH
3a eykacHy akuMjy y oapeheHuM Bpcrama cuTyanuja. Hacynpor muMa,
aHporuHe ocobe ce ycrielHuje 6ope ¢a 3aXTeRUMa CRTYallyje, Hero Ma-
CKy/JUHEe HnH (eMUHUHe WHAUBHAYE. TO je H pasyMIBHRBO, jep pHrHIHa
cogijannsaliuja caMo 3a jeAHy MOJIHY YNOTY AOBOJH [0 TOra Aa TaKBe
ocobe nzderasajy MMOHAIIAKkE KOj€ j& KapaKTepHUCTHUHO 3a YIOTY CynpoT-
HOI 110712, @ HETIOXeJbHO 3a CONCTBCHH TI0N, Te CY ¥ cUTyalmjaMa Koje 3a-
XTeBajy MOHAlUakhe CYNPOTHO CTPOTMM CTAHI4pAYMa COMCTBEHE MONHE
ynore kpajibe Henekcubuine 1 HeedukacHe.

Y oficekHOM McTpaxkuBamy S. Bem (1977) nanazu na cy adIporu-
He ocode MEHTAJHO 3/lpaBHje HEro MAacKyJIuHM MYLIKapiud H GeMUHHUHE
ocobe. AHAPOrHHE KEHe, OAHOCHO OHE KOje MMajy BHCOKO H3paXeHe U
MACKY/THHE H QeMHHHHE aTpudyTe, BUllle cede LeHe H OWTY]Y Hero xe-
HE €A 1IHCKOM MACKYJIMHOCTH M (PeMHHHHOCTH. MeTo Tako, aHaporuae u
MACKYHIHE KCHE CY 3HA4ajHO BHIIE HC3ABHCHE HEro (emMiHHHE, AHAPO-
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ruHe ocobe ofa Mosia Cy peclOHCHBHE[E Yy UIPHU Ca KUBOTHEaMa H Je-
LIOM, ¥ pasroBopy ca ycaM/beHuUM ocobamMa, NpHXBaTajy [10JHO HeaJeKBa-
THO NOHAUIABE YKOJIHKO TO CHTYALM]a 3aXTeRa, cJIOBOIHO ce IpenyLTajy
¥ MaCKyJTMHOM U (PeMUHUHOM fOoHaamy, 6oibe ¢y nprmwiarohede U umajy
BHUCOKO caMolemehe. [la 3HaTHO BUIUM HUBO camollehetha ManudecTyjy
aHApOTHHH y nopeljery ca MacKy/IMHHM, (eMUHUHUM HIM HepudbepeH-
upaHaM cybjekTuma, Hamao je u Spence (1975), narosewtasajyhin ga
aHAPOTHHOCT UMa ICHXOJOMIKY APeJHOCT HaJl PUTHMAHUM [OIHHUM THIIU-
3UPABEM. ‘ |

Hempascusarsa srcena y cnopniy

Behuna uctpakuaia 0 0Be3aHOCTH 0aBIBEHEM CIIOPTOM >KEHA U
HUXO0BE [I0JHE HIASHTHUKALY]E, TOKa3aia CY /1a XKEHE CIOPTHCTH HHCY
Marme GeMUHune HUTH ce Tako onaxajy (Kane u Kallaghan, 1965; M. A.
Hall, 1972). Neal u Tutko (1976) nanaze ma HX KapaKTepHIIe OpUjeHTa-
1Mja Ha nocturuyhe, olITpa Hapas, HHTENIUTEHIH]a, KPEaTHBHOCT, CaMO-
JIOBOJBHOCT U arpecHBHOCT. JKeHe CHOPTHCTH CONCTBEHY arpeCHBHOCT,
NOMUHAIIH]Y, CHATY M IIPUXBaTame pasuka Buae kao npexsoct (Kukla u
Pargman, 1976). Jla ux xkapaxTepuille CHOXaH MOTHRB 332 BUCOKUM HOCTH-
rHyheM, paHo MOCTaB/bambe [HHERA, HCTPAJHOCT H MO3HTHUBHA CTHKa O Ce-
6u, notepamo je Balazs (1975), a na cy y nopehemy ca xeHaMa Koje ce
He OaBe cMOpPTOM colujabUIHu]e, cMetnje, arpecuBHje, Mame MONyCTIbH-
BHj€, EMOLMOHANHO CTAOUIHUjE, HCTIOJBARA]Y BUIIE ONTUMU3MA U PalHje
MPUXBATajy HOBUHE — MIOKa3aia je bayawall y MCTPROKHUBABUMA H3BEHAE-
HuM 1989, u 1994, roxuxe.

HcrpaxuBamwe koje cy Patricia D. L. u Samson S. (1981), usenu
Ha y30pKy 0A 119 cIOpTHCTKHBLA YETHPH aMepHyiKa YHUBEP3UTETA, TIOKa-
3a10 je Aa je BehiuHa jkeHa CHOPTUCTA NaJia y KATerOpHje aHIpOTHHUX H
MAcCKyJIHHHMX U Ja cy oHe ¥ nopeljerny ca OHUM CNIOPTUCTKHILAMA Koje CY
KnacudukoBaie Kao GeMuHe unn HenddepeHunpaHe, NOCTUINE 3HAUA HO
BHLIE CKOPOBE Ha CKaJld CaMOLEmenha, 0JHOCHO camomnoiutosama. 1lpu-
XBaTame, [IOLITOBAKE U Lehkehe cede, 3akIbydyjy OHe, 3Ha4ajHo je I10Be-
3aHO Ca KOHUEIITOM aHAPOrHHOCTH M MACKYNHHOCTH KOJ JKeHa, ra crora
ayTopke ykasyjy Ha notpely Aa caBpemMeHe JKeHe BULIE YCBajajy aHApo-
PHHU MOJe/ NIOJIHE YJIOoTe.

HcenutuBame cTaBoBa npema >keHama CTOpTHCTHMA MoKazyje Aa
JI0CKOpa Make HOXeJpbHA YJIOra XEeHE CIOPTUCTE, Nnokazyje TeHACHUU]Y
cee Behe npuxpahenocTd ¥ yBaxxeHoctu (Vickers, J., 1980) u na cy cra-
BOBH IpeMa keHama koje ce HaBe crnioprom cBe nozuTHRHUjH. CHOPTH-
CTKHHE €€ CBE Mame TPaIULHUOHANHO MogHO MaeHTHOHKY]Y. OHe cede
CBE BHILE BH/EC KAO aHAPOrHHE, Kao ocode Koje rocenyjy MHOre Macky-
AHHe 1 (pemiHMde atpudyTe. Harris u Jenings (1977) uanase na cy »xeHe
cnopTHcTit Y HajreheM npoueHTy ycrojuiae anaporuuu (43%) 1 MackyIu-
Hit (19%) KoHuenT nonHe yjaore. CruyHe pe3yinrare ¢ rnojHOM THIH3H-
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pawy xeHa croptucra fodujajy Ugicioni n Ballantyne (1980), jep cy
38,6% crnopTHCTKHIba KNacu(uKoBaHe Kao aHaporune, a 37,3% kao ma-
ckynuye. Hajpehn npoiieHat aHjporuHux »keHa cnoprucra (65,2%) Ha-
upy ¢y Chalip u cap. (1980) Ha y3opKy urpayMua XOKeja Ha TPaBy U 3a-
KJbYUHIIH A CY JKeHE Koje ce 6aBe »YH (peMUHHHE« CIOPTOM KaKaB je XO-
Kej MHOTO yelnhie aHIpOrHHe Hero WITo je TO cliy4aj ca JKeHama Koje IpH-
najajy OMnuiTo| MONYJAlMjH, OJHOCHO HE DaBe cé TaKMHYApCKUM CIop-
TOM.

Hmajyhu y BUAy pe3yaTaTe AOCafallmbiX UCTPAXKUBAKA U BEPY]jY-
hu na je cnopT Beoma mohaH areHc counjanuzauimje, Kenean CMo 1a OBUM
HCTPAKUBAILEM YTBPAHMO Jla JIi CIOPT AoNpHHOCH ocnobaljamy »xeHe Of
PUTHIHOL TONHOI TUIIH3Hpawka, Tj. IOHAIIaWka KOje C& TPaJHLUOHANIHO Y
BeMHU KynTypa cMarpa KapaKTepUCTHMYHHM ¥ TOXKEBbHUM 34 JKEHCKH
nost. Howro ce cBe Behu 6poj AeBojuuLa YKbydyyje Y HHTEH3HBAH TpeHa-
KHU M TAKMMYAPCKH [IPOLEC, I-HX0BA CIOPTCKA COMjalu3alija BepoBa-
tHO hie Tehu y npaBuy GopMupama OHUX 0COOHHA JTHYHOCTH KOje ¢y He-
OMXOJIHE 323 YCIIEX Y CMOPTY, a OHE Ce TPAHHLIMOHATHO CMATPajy MackKy-
nuBHuM. [la 61 MCTOBpEMEHO UCIYHUIE U CBOJYy THITUYHO XKEHCKY YJIOry
KOjy MOJCTHYE OPOANLIA, HIKOJa ¥ OCTAIH areHCcH COLMjanu3ailtje, )KeHa
CIIOPTHCTA HCTOBPEMEHO MOpa YCBAjaTH M KApaKTePHCTHUHHM KOHULENT
(beMUHUHOCTH.

OuekyjeMo [1a yI0BOJbaBakbE HOpMaMa KYAType, ¢ jeJHe CTpaHe, U
3axXTeBUMa BPXYHCKOT CHOPTa, C Jpyre CTpaHe, 3HAUajHO BUIIIE IIOHCTHYE
aH/IPOTHHM KOHLEIT TOJIHE YJIOTe KOJ JKEHa CHOPTHCTA HEOr HHTO j& TO
Cllyyaj ca KeHama OMnuTe nonyiauuje. Jep NCHXONOLIKAa aHAPOrHMHOCT
oMoryhasa >xeHH CIIOPTHCTH Aa ¢€, Y 3aBUCHOCTH OJ 3axXTeBa CHTyalHje,
cnob0aHO NpenycTH U MacKyMHHOM ¥ GeMHHHHOM TIOHALIAY U Tako Oy-

ne ¢rekcnOuIHKja y moHawamy, 6osbe npunaroljena, MeHTAIHO 3ApaByja

1 YCIIEHIHW]a Y CIOPTCKO] AKTHBHOCTH.

Vsopax ucnumanuxa

Y 3aBMCHOCTH OJI TOTa Zia JM Ce HCIUTAaHWLEe TakMuuapcku Oase
il He Oase CIIOPTOM, Y30pak je obyxmatHo 70 jeHa Koje ce cHcTe-
MATCKH TaKMHYAPCKH GaBMM, IUIMBaKkEM, THMH2CTHKOM, fopu-
J8YKHM_ CMOPOTOBHUMA, RPYKOMET ] W kouapkom. Ilpoceuna
CTapOCT XEHA CIOPTUCTKUA U3HOcHAa je 19,03 rogune (SD=0.57), a ay-
XKHHA FHHXOBOF CIIOPTCKOT CTaXka y Opoceky je M3Hocuna 7,70 roauna
(SD=2.70). Y3opak Hecnoptucta (H=102) yunune cy cTyIeHTKUIE ME-
JULHHCKOT, CTOMATOJIOWIKOT ¥ EKOHOMCKOT (hakynrera y beorpaay koje
ce He DaBe cnoproM. [Ipoceuna cTapocT cTyAeHTKHbA H3Hocuna je 20,40

roasda (SD=1.81).

!
.




Hucmpymenm u npoyedypa

Cse ucnutanuue nonyHuie cy beorpaacky sep3ujy BCPHU (B. v.
BSRI), kojy je M. Bynetuh (1983), 4a uctu HauuH kao u S. Bem, KOHCTpY-
Hcana 3a Mepere aHAPOrHHOCTH, &TH Y Beorpaacko] CpeauMHi. YNUTHUK B.
v. BSRI canpxu 46 atpudyta, o1 Kojux 15 Mepe Mackyunoctn, 15 ynase y
ckalty _(emuHuHoCTH, a 16 ocobuna (8+8) mpeacTasibajy cOUMJATHO TMO-
’KeJrHa, OJIHOCHO HEMOXKEJbHA CBOJCTBA Ha KOJHMa HHCY YCTaHOB/bEHE pa-
3UKe Y OJHOCY Ka ron. O HCTTUTaHMUA Je TPAXKCHO J1d ce MPOLICHE Ha CBa-
koM atpudyTy kopucteliu ceaMocTeneHy ckaly Ha K0joj 1 3Ha4u »arcony-
THO HETAa4YHO Me OMUCY|e«, a 7 »ancoslyTHO Ta4YHO Me OIIHCYJe«.

Mediana split Merogom (mpexnoxena oy Spence u cap, 1975)
cybjexTd Cy KiacH(PUKOBAHH Ka0 MACKYNUHY (CKOp W3HAL MeAHjaHe Ha
MacKynHHOCTH, HCIIOA Me/IdjaHe Ha (heMHUHUHOCTH); PeMUHMHH (CKOD U3-
HaJ MeaujaHe Ha GeMHHHUHOCTH, HCTIO MEAHjaHe Ha MaCKYJIHHOCTH); aH-
AporuHy (CKOpOBH M3HAA MeJHjaHe ¥ Ha MackKyTHHOCTH U Ha (peMUHHHO-
cTH) U HegubepeHUupanu (CKOPOBU UCTIOA MeJujaHe Ha obe ckane).

Pezynmanmu u ouckycuja

JennocmepHa aHanMsa BapujaHce OTKpMBA Ja ce KeHe ClOopTH-

CTKHILE CTa < a4yajHO pa3NUKY]y OJ K€Ha HEeCTIOPTUCTKUHA Ha §
on I5 Mackynuuux arpudyta (tabena 1, cauka 1), na 6 oa 15 peMUHUHHX

upta (tabena 2, ciinka 2) 4 Ha 3 oA 8 HeyTpanHux COLM|AMHO NOKEIBHUX
atpubyta (tabena 3, ciuka 3). Hu Ha jeAHOM OF ocaM COLMJAIHO HEMo-
KEeJbHHX aTpudyTa HUCY YCTaHOBJbEHE CTATUCTHYKHM 3HAYAJHE pa3iuke
u3Meljy xeHa Koje ce Oase 4 OHMX Koje ce He 0ase criopToM (ApYrd Aeo
Tabene 3). :

Kene cnopructu-y nopeliewy ca Bpumbakumbama Koje ce He Dase
cnopToM (Tadena I, ciuka 1), ceGe 3HaYajHO BHILE OIUCY]Y MACKYIHHHUM
arpuOyTHMa KaQ IIT0 Cy: UHTEPECORamE 3a TEXHMKY, CHara, rpexasbe-
HOCT, CIIOPTCKH THII, XpaOpocT, HE3aBHCHOCT, cnocoOHOCT 3a BOhCTRO H
CIIPEMHOCT Aa ce pHXBaTH pu3HK. [To3HaBaouu caBpeMeHOr TakMH4ap-
CKOr criopra oamax he yOuHuTH Aa CY OBO UCTOBPEMEHO M KapaKTepHCTH-
Ke HEONXO/HE 3a ycreX y cnopTty, 6e3 ob3upa na iy cy y nutamy chop-
THCTH MYLLKOT WIM XEHCKOT NoJa.

MelyTim, yBUIOM y Tabely 2 U CIHKY 2, youaBaMo fa cy ClopTH-
CTKHIbE ¥ Topelierby ca BPIibaKUhaMA HECIIOPTHCTKUMERAMA-VCROJMIIE H
BHLLE TIO3HTHBHHX, TPAAULHOHAIHO (heMUHMHUX aTpudyTa. OHK HX HHHE
HEJHIUM, TOTUIHM, [IPHBIAYHMJUM, PHjATHH]UM, YMHIBATHHM, CKIQHH-
jus feu (Buute Bone geny). Mcero tako, Ha Tpu on ocam aTpidyTa Koju
Cy Y Hallo] CPEAHHH NPOLEHEHH [10JjefaHKo NOKebHIM 3a 00a nofa.
CHOPTHCTKIILE CE 3HAYAJHO PA3AMKY]Y Ol JKeHa Koje ce He 0ase CrmopToMm
(Tabena 3, ciikald). bux M3pUUHTO BHIUE KapaKTepHLIE TaxMI4apCKii
Avx (F=31.43, p<0001). opHjedTauuja Ha nocturuyhe 1 MOpanHoCT.




388

Tabena 1. Crenen uzpaxkeHoCTH 15 MACKY/JMHUX CBOjCTABA
B. v. BSRI ckane Ko/ CIIOPTHCTKHba U HECTIOPTHCTKHILA

Croptucru HecnoprtHcry
AtpHGTH (H-70) (H=102) ANOVA

‘M SD M SD F P
lonama ce samwrurunnuku | 4.71 1.62 | 4.27 1.81 2.67 104
Hurepecyje ce 3a TEXHUKY 427 208 | 3.11 1.86 | 471  .0002%
MysesHa 230 162 | 1.90 1.48 | 2.78 .097
CHaxkHa 5.61 1.41 4.12 1.67 | 37.71 .0001*
CrnocobHa na Boau 547 153 | 479 166 | 736 .0074*
[TepcriekTiBha 5.84 1.25 | 5.58 1.33 172 191
[lpexamena 497 1.64 | 4.06 1.68 | 12.52 .0005%*
Hezasucua 5.60 1.36 | 4.85 1.62 | 10.06 .0018*
Crnoprexu THR 6.59 1.00 | 3.87 204 |10638 .0001
CHanaxJ/euBa 5.64 1.52 | 5.39 1.24 141 237
Xpadpa 5.71 1.30 | 494  1.21 | 1598 .0001*
Jaka nuqHocT 5.44 1.54 5.10 1.40 232 129
Canmocranta 5.50 1.52 | 5.19 1.62 1.63 203
Cnpemna na pH3HKyje 564 145 | 459 171 | 17.73 .0001*
Crprsbupa 5.17 177 | 470 1.67 | 321  .G75
flpocek 3a MACKYTHHOCT: 523 071 443  0.65 | 58.81 .0001*

Hu Ha jenHo] ocobunM koja ce y Oeorpaickoj cpenuHH cmarpa
Nojjje/IHaKd Henomkel-HOM 32 00a 1oJia, Hdje HaljeHa CTaTUCTHYKH 3Haya)-
HA pa3nyKa uU3Melly CHOpPTUCTKHEbAG M HECTIOPTHCTKULA, 112 UX 3aTO OBfIe

U He TIpUKazyjemo.

Tabena 2. CreneH u3paxeHocTH 15 deMHRUHKX CBOjCTaBa
B. v. BSRI ckase x0A CTIOPTHCTKUILA U HECTIOPTUCTKHILA

Cnioptuctt HecnoprucetH
ArpuyTH (H=70) (H=102) ANOVA

M SD M SD F P
Boawn neuy 6.14 153 | 566 1.68 | 3.74 .0548%
Ocehajua 590  1.63 | 6.1 1.26 | 0.89 346
CenruMeHTanHA 5.51 1.66 | 5.47 1.65 0.03  .B6S
[Tpupiavna 5.07 1.53 | 435 1.56 8.93  .0032% ;
Hesxna 5.51 140 | 5.25 1.54 | 137 244
Jbybazua 5.81 1.45 | 5.55 1.32 1.55 214
Kencraetia 506 149 | 486 1.50 | 070 .403 |
Tonna 5.77 1.26 5.07 1.42 [1.67 .001* §
Yeana 543  1.55 | 451 190 | 11.27 .001*
PosanTiuna 5.61 1.81 546 1.65 0.33 365
Menanina 571 160 | 541 168 | 140 238 "
Vasifbara 5.33 1.89 | 477 1.69 4.03 04627 !
Jhyvuka 5.11 1.66 | 4.84 .54 121 273 ‘
[Ipujarua 5.93 1.07 | 540 1.20 | 877  .0035%
|Bpeaa 3.61 1.33 | 547 .27 | 051 476
{fpocer 3a ezt 3,57 0.085 | 521 0.89 6.85  .0095%
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Tabena 3. CteneH U3paKEHOCTH COLMJATHO MOXKEIbHHX U HEMOKEIbHHX
aTpuOyTa KOJ| KeHa CIIOPTUCTA U HECNOPTHCTA

- Croptuct | Hecnopructs
ATpubyTH (H=70) (H=102) ANOVA
M SD M SD F P
[loysnana 5.09 1.15 5.36 1.26 2,16 .144
Taxmuuapcku myx 6.09 133 | 424 1.86 | 5143 .0001%
HuckperHa 534 126 | 519 1.60 | 0.47 493

{Toctojana 5.53 132 | 518 173 ) 2.07 152
5.66 146 | 574 136 | 0.13 720

CamOKpHTHYHA

Tewxu yenexy 6.16 1.10 | 5.75 1.35 | 4.29 .0398%
Mopanua 6.21  0.87 | 583 131 | 457 .0339%
3pena FHYHOCT 5.63 146 | 5.25 151 | 275 099
[TPOCEK: 571 0.68 | 532 0.79 | 11.57 .0008*
[Ipenotentna 3.03 1.83 2.76 173 | 092 339
Cebnuna 2.09 159 | 244 147 | 228 133
Jlakorepma 2.67 1.78 | 2.75 1.82 | 0.09 766
Heoanyuua 3.63 1.91 3.53 1.85 | 0.12  .734
CamonoBosmHa 336 2,00 | 317 195 | 039 534
HenpoMuuumena 3.16 1.76 | 295 1.69 | 0.60 .44}
[Moepuriaa 237 141 2.23 1.41 | 044 506
Kopucromybuga 249  2.08 J 2.49 1.78 | 0.0003 .989
HPOCEK: 2.85 093 | 279 095 | 0.16 .693

Tabena 4. IIpolieHAT KEHA CIIOPTUCTA U HECTIOPTHCTA
Kracu(PUKOBAHUX Y YETHPH HOJHE yIore

Honso Trnusuparse CHOpTHCTKHIBE HecniopTHcT.
) =70 ' H=102
Mackyniuoct e 28.6% 157%
@eMuHUHOCT o 11% C T 343%
AHRPOTHHOCT 48.6% 12.7%

Heaudepenuu-pasocr 15.7% 37.3%

Tabena 5. YropeaHu pe3yiatatd kinacuduxalije
Y YETHpPH MONHE YJIOre KeHa CIIOPTHCTA U HECIIOPTUCTA

Moaanurer @estude  [Augporude| Hemmde- [Mackynude| YKYITHO
pEHUHpaHe

CHOpTHCTRHHE 7 48 16 29 100

Hecnopruerkume 3d 13 37 16 100

Knacupuxaunja nenyraHulla y 4eTHPH Kareropyje MOJHUX ynora
(tabesa 4 u Tabesa >) OTKpHBA [a je HajBelM INpOLEHAT HAILHX XKeHa
cnopructa (48.6%) veBojio aHAPOrMHU KOHUENT MojHe yiore. Macky-
JHHH KOHLENT MOTHOI THOH3HPAbA MPHCYTAH KO 28.6% CopTHETKHibA.
a camo 7.1% sxeHa JKeHa CropTHCTKHba cebe BHIAM Kao THITHYHE (e
HHAE. Y KaTeropHjy noiHo HejdHdepeHuHpaHuX CBpcTaHo je 15.7% crnop-

THCTKIIHBA.




ki

e

Cnuxa 1. I'paduuku npukas § ox 15 MackynuHux upra
Ha KOjUMa Ce CTATUCTUYKY 3HAYAJHO Pa3IMKY]y XKeHe CIOPTHCTH
0/l OHMX KOjU ce He Dare CrIopTOM

CropticT
[ Hecnopructn

S = 9 4 d s o

= v = = )

55 2 & 8 < B

R G I == &
‘Monamnrer | Texn, |Crawua| Boh- | Ilpe- | Hesa- |Cno. tunfXpatpa] Pusn-
UHT. CTBO K&b. BHC. Kyje
Croprucru | 4.27 3.61 547 4.97 5.6 6.59 5.71 5.64
Hecropruc.| 494 | 4.12 479 | 4.06 4.85 3.87 4.94 4.59

Cnuka 2. I'padmuxy npukas NpoCeUHUX BpeJHocTh Ha 6 o7 15
(heMHHUHUX aTpubOyTa Ha KOjUMa CE JXEHE CIIOPTHCTH CTACTHCTHUYKH
3HA4ajHO Pa3iMKY]y OX KE€Ha HECTIOPTHCTA

B Crorpucta
O Hecnioprucra
2> = =
3 = =
2 =
2L
Tl
Moaamrer | Bomwr | Hpw- | Tomna | Heana | Ymu- | [psija-
Jely | Blauna JhaTa | THA
Crioprucr 6oid 5.07 5.77 | 543 5.33 5.93
Heenoprueri | 3.00 4.35 507 | 451 4.77 5.39
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Komnapauyja oBUX pe3yiartaTta ca pe3yiaTaTHMa KiacHgHKOBama
JKeHa HEeCHOpPTHCTA (x2=42.73, p<0001) nokasyje fa cy >keHe Koje ce He
OaBe CIIOPTOM Y 3HaYajHO MamlbeM TPOILCHTY YCBOjU/IE KOHIUENT MCHXOJI0-
nike anapornsocty (12.7%) u MackymuHocTH (15.7%), anu AageKo Buile
TPAMLMOHAIHE KOHIENT (pemunugoct (34.4%), kao M 1ITO HX je 3Ha-
YajHO BHLIE OUI0 y Kareropsjama IofiHo Hegudepenuupanux (37.3%),
€a U3Pa3uTo HUCKUM U GEMUHUHHUM U MacKyJWHUM CBOjCTBUMA.

Cruxa 3. TTpocedse BpeAHOCTH Ha 3 071 § COLMjaHO NOXKEILHUX
aTpubyTa Ha KOjUMa c¢ CTAaTUCTHYKU 3HAYajHO pasinuKy]y xKeHe
CIIOPTHCTH OFf OHUX Koje ce He OaBe CIIOPTOM

TaxMuuapcku iyx  Tesku yeTexy Mopasmia

Moaanurer | Takmuuapcku | Texxn yenexy | Mopanka
JIYX
CrioprHers 6.09 6.16 6.21
Hecnoprucru 4.24 5.75 5.83

JlobujeHy nogaud cy y CarjgacHOCTH Ca pe3yiTaThMa paHH]UX
uctpaxusamwa (Harris u Jennings, 1977; Ugicioni u Ballantyine, 1980;
Chalip u cap., 1980; P. D. Rey u S. Sheppard, 1981) u noteplyjy xuro-
Te3y Jia CIIOPT 3HAYAHO HQACTHYE YCBA|albe aHAPOrHHOr KOHUENTa I1011-
He YJIOre KOJ JKeHa KOje Ce TakMHYapcKu 6aBe CIopToM, jep ce y npole-
CY CRIOPTCKE ColUMjanu3auyje HarmauieHuje MHCUCTHPA YIPABO HAa OHHUM
aTpubyTHMa JUYHOCTH (& OHU C€ Y HAUIO] KYNTYPH CMaTpajy THIHYHO
MYLIKHM KapakTepUCTHKaMa) KOJH JIEKEe Y OCHOBH BPXYHCKOI HOCTHIHY~
ha y caBpemenoat taxmudapexos cropry. CropT je MeaujyM KOjH OMOTY-

hasa na ce ycynocrasu cknag ussmehy MYLIKHX W JKCHCKUX RAPAKTEPI-
CTHKA Y JEAHO] HCTO] JIHYHOCTH. YCIIEHWHO HUHTErpUillY GeMUHHHL I Ma-
CKYNHHH KBaTHTETH W KEHE CHOPTHCTE 0Ci0004¢ PUIHAHOT NOJIHOI TH-
OIU3KMpama Koje npeactasba 1uMHTHpajvhy (gakTop BHCOKOD criopTcKor

noctHruyha.

N

ove
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3axmyuyu

Haxo je criopT joul yBeK LApCTBO MyHIKapala, [IpocTop 3a HCIOba-
Bak:€-MaCKY/UTHHOr [TOHALLAHE, Y Hela CBE BHIIE U CBE yCHelHWje yiase
xeHe. Ja Hu y ToM "MyHIKOM L@pcTBY" OMJie YCICHIHe, OZHOCHO ja Ou
OArOBOpUIIE BHCOKMM TPEHRKHHM M TAKMHYApCKUM 3aXTEBHMa CcaBpe-
MEHOT CIIOPTA, OHE 3Ha4YajHO BUIIE Of XKEHa YOMNIITe HonylalLuje, ycpajajy
AHIPOTHHM M MacKyNuHW KOHUENT NoNnHe ynore. Jlpyrum peuuma, xeHe
CHOPTUCTH LPUXBATA]y yiI0ory oba [jona, OANHKY]Y UX BHCOKa H3PaXKEHOCT

"M MacKynMHuX 4 heMUHHHEX aTprOyTa. OHe cebe, IpeBacXomHo, BU/E Kao
aHApPOTHHE, a He TPajWIMOHAJIHO [OJNHO THnM3HpaHe ocobe. Ibuxosa
AHJPOTMHOCT, Tj. BUCOKA HATALICHOCT, CEAMILEHOCT M YCArNamIEHOCT
MO3UTHBHUX (PeMHUHUHUX U MacKyJIHHUX ocoOuHa obe3leljyje UM ycrex U
TOCTOjHO MECTO y DeCIIoITe THO] CIIOPTCKO] KOMIIETHLH]U.

Pesynratu HaIller MCTPAXHUBAILA TOBOPE 1A CHIOPT Hecymbnso 0=

HHSHpaIba HOﬂp}KaBalﬂ’m ¥ Harnamasajyhu KOHLENT IICHXOIOIIKe

aHﬂpOFHHOCTH OHa je He caMo NPENyCHOB HeHO YCTEIHOr OaBlherha

CTiopTOM, Beh U HeHe TICHXONOMIKE CTa0MIHOCTH, MCHTAHOT 3paBiba U
caMoaKkTyanusaiije xomiuleTHe au4HOCTH. Hanamo ce na he Oyayha
UCTPaXXHBamba MOKYIHaTH Ja OJTOBOPE Ja JIM j& U Y KOM CTEIeHy NCHXO-
JIOLIKA AHAPOIMHOCT JKEHa CIIOPTHUCTa Y3POK MM OCHE/Uila HBUXOBOT
HaBJbema CIIOPTOM U HACTO]aka fia ce OyJie yCIewaH y CHTyaldjama Koje
3axTeBajy MacKyJIMHO MOHallame Koje OJACTyna OA PHTHAHOI KOHLENTa

JKCHCKE IIOJIHE yIore.
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Ljubica Bafanac, LjubiSa Lazarevi¢, Beograd

ANDROGENITY AND SPORT

Summary

To strengthen is engaging in sport contributes to Women's liberation of rigid
gender typizing, which in every as well as in our enviroment too, comprise traditional
concept of femininity, we conducted research on the sample of sport women (H=70)
and non-sport women (H=102). Rescarch was conducted by Belgrade Version BSRI
(Vuletié, 1983) which consists of 15 atributes for measuring of femininity, 15 for
measuring of musculinity and 16 more neutral social desirable (8) and undesirable (8)
features.

Results confirm our general hypothesis that engaging in sport liberates woman
of rigid gender typising, or accepting of traditionale stereotype of femininity, by
encouraging acceptance of androgenic concept of gender role. Results of variance
analysis show that sport women compared to non-sport women are significanly more
both feminine and musculine, which means they are androgenic (highly emphasized
of feminine and musculine features, at the same time).

Androginity makes sport women strong, competent to lead, indipendent,
brave, tempered, ready for nsk and competition, but at the same time highly feminine.
attractive, worm, inocent, pedantic and nice (afreeble).

Key words:  woman, sporth, gendor typizing, androginity.
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Ratings of Gender Appropriateness of Sports
Participation: Effects of Gender-Based
Schematic Processingl

Nathalie Koivula?:...
Stockholm University

The domain of sports and physical activity has traditionally been considered
to be appropriate for men and not compatible with the feminine role. Because
gender-based schematic processing has been shown to affect attitudes and
behavior, there might be differences in the categorization of sports as masculine
or feminine, between sex-typed and non-sex-typed individuals. The findings in
this study, including 104 women and 103 men (96.6% Caucasian, 2.9%
Arabic, .5% Black) showed differences in gender approprigteness ratings S
between groups classified according to the Bem Sex Role Inventory, and also G ;o
between men and women. Men, in general, and sex-typed men, in particular, ~*:
were more inclined to stereotype sports as masculine or feminine. An
explanation might be that these individuals engage to a greater extent in R
gender-based schematic processing. A possible additional explanation could be o e
that childhood socialization into sports may serve as a4 means of providing e
proof of boys’ manliness and the validation of prejudices against women, and
that the need for this proof is stronger among sex-typed men.

The gender differentiation that begins at birth leads to the learning of pas-
sive, submissive, and nuturant behavior by girls and active, aggressive, and
autonomous behavior by boys (Bem, 1974; Birns, 1976). Also, certain tasks
and activities have traditionally been assigned to men and others to women,
ie., specific activities have been looked upon as masculine or feminine
(Bem, 1981; Ellis & Bentler, 1973). It has further been shown that parents

!'This Tesearch was partly supported by a grant from the Swedish National Center for Research
in Sports (No. 10/95).

0 whom correspondence should be addressed at Department of Psychology, Stockholm
University, 8-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden,
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often have distorted perceptions of their own children in gender stereotypic
activities such as mathematics and sports, and this influences the children’s
own self-perception and activity choices (Eccles, Jacobs, & Harold, 1990).
These perceptions of appropriate behavior lead, for example, to differential
socialization of girls and boys into sports and the view that participation
in athletics is often considered to be incompatible with the feminine role
{Greendorfer, 1977; Greendorfer & Ewing, 1981; Ostrow, Jones, & Spiker,
1981).

In general, sports and physical activity have been considered a male
domain (Burke, 1985; Matteo, 1986; Messner, 1988, 1990; Pedersen &
Kono, 1990; Snyder & Spreitzer, 1983), and the participation of women in
sports as “ . . .a woman in man’s territory” (Birrel, 1983, p. 49). More spe-
cifically, many sports are traditionally classified as inappropriate for women
and some sports as inappropriate for men. Thus, b on gender appro-

continuance of the chosen act:vnty (eg ‘ Colley, Roberts, & Chlpps 1985; 7

Engel 1994; Matteo 1986)

y VICwod Dy society,
sports-om the basis-of. gendcr. Th

tanﬂy, what the subject believes is the prevalent view. This belief in norms
might be exaggerated or underestimated depending on the individual’s con-
tact with sports. An interesting follow-up study would be to ask the subjects
what they themselves feel is appropnate sport behawor for men and
women. There are probabiy ‘different opinions about whether a specafi

sport or physmal actmty 1§ appmpnate or mappropnate ‘for men or women

to patticipate in, “and it .would bé interesting to examine pot only what.

people believe is the view of society, but also who makes these stereotypmai
demsmns about gender appropnateness, and i ratmgs of society’s views
are equwalcnt to ratings of the subjects’ own opinions. A possible influen-

tlaI factor in the stereotypmg of sports cou could be the gender-based schematic

Accordmg to gender schema thcory, - . .the phenomenon of sex typ-
pro

ing derives, in part, from gender-based schem ati
erallzed readmess to pmce 'r}f()rm’ n
X that constltute the gender schema” (Bem 1981, p. 355). The

; uesnon presented in,
y (1986) exposes the norms of Somety but also, very impor-

sing, from.a gen-
on the basis of the sex-linked
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selectivity of schematic processing makes it easier to add meaning to the
vast amount of stimuli that we are exposed to and facilitates the structuring
of i mcommg information. Thus, sex-typed individuals process incoming, m—?
formation in terms of society’s. defmltxons of masculinity and femininity, |
whatever fefinitions may be (Bem, 1981). 3
“‘"'It Eas bee re;:iorted that sex—typed subje s do resist sex-mappropnate

& Watson‘ 1976; Matteo 1986) It has been suggested that this avmdance
could be due to a motivation to maintain a self-image as masculine or femi-
nine according to the coltural norms of masculinity and femininity (e.g.,

Kohiberg, 1966).
However, if an individual is to participate in an activity that is regarded

1¢ ‘ce_,gender -appr riatene
the Tab "Hffg of sports as masculme, feminine, or neutr
light of the gender schema theory presented by Bem (1981},

r basis o0 a larger‘ 3
order to mamtam thear vxew of ap—

and also need the ‘Ea-tegonzatzons in
propnate ‘Behavior,

Ostrow et al, _.\_,sex»typing cf under-‘,

gardmg their appropnateness for part1c1patmn asa functlon of the age and
sex of the referent. The findings of Ostrow et al. (1981) are intriguing not
so much with regard to the actual ratmgs “Of “éVery spoit; which indicate ™
how positive or negative the subject is to participation in a specific sport,
but with regard to the differences between the ratings of appropriateness
for the parficipation of men and women respectively. The androgynous sub-
jects showed the largest differences between their appropr;a' ’ness ratmgs
1; and women respect:vely in the 12 athletic ac-

ing¢ for the'pa;néipatlon of men and v women whlch woulci be more in line
with_earlier-findings of behavior of cross-sex-typéd women (e.g., Bem &
Lenney, 1976; Colley, Roberts, & Chipps, 1985).

elther as appropnate or. mappropnate ona gender bas:s these actmtaes i

| :
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Weaknesses in the Ostrow et al. study (1981) became apparent, how-
ever, when usmg the results to examme the effects of sex-typing on the sex

traditionally 1¢, o1 . T Alsa,.
participating in the Osirow ot al. study (1981) were all women undergoing
an education traditionally regarded as appropriate for women, which could
indicate that these women are more constrained by traditional gender roles
than other women with more nontraditional vocational choices.

The question of whether sex-typed individuals are more biased in using
gender-based schematic information processing when confronted with dif-
ferent sports still remains unanswered. The aim of this study was to exam-
ine the effect of gender on the ratings of sports as appropnate for male
and femaIé paxtICIpan Ji -

respectxvely

METHOD

Subjects

The subjects in this study were 104 women and 103 men, mean age

25.2 (SD 7.32). Out of the 207 subjects, the majority (14”6) were Stockholr
Ui‘l‘i‘\“fers”’ty psycﬁofogy studen(s who™ partmpatcd as part of their course re-
quirements, and 18 were from the Stockholm University departments of
statistics and mathematics who volunteered to participate without any com-
pensation. The remaining 43 subjects participated in the study during their
first day of military enrollment. The ethnic/racial distribution of the sample
was 96.6% Caucasian, 2.9% Arabic (half of which were born in Sweden),
and 0.5% Black.

Material

In order to classify the subjects as sex-typed or not, the Bem Sex Role

Inventory (BSRI) was used (Bem, 1974 1977). The BSRI i§ a qimsstiontidire™

il which the respon ents are asked to indicate, on a 7-point scale, the ex-
tent to which cach of 60 personality attributes describes. himself/herself,

Theé scale ranges from 1 {“Never or almost never true”) to 7 (“Always or

almost always true”). The BSRI consists of two 20-item scales and 20 filler
items. The two 20-item scales consist of attributés ir tradltmnally regarded in
Western culture as masculine or feminine. Each subject receives a mascu-

e /ﬁ?ﬁf? lf!}j;f .

Il
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linity and a femininity score based on his or her ratings. A median split
on_each scale is then used to classify the subjects as sex-typed, cross-sex-
typed androgynous or undifferentiated (Bem, 1974, 1977)

To assess the subjects feelings about the Appropriafetiess of men and
women participating in different sports, they completed a questionnaire in
Whlch they rated 60 dlﬁereqt § orts e ardmg gender appropnateness Rat-

appropriate/mapprophate for both men and women  The subjects were
requested to rate what _they themselves thought about the appropriateness
of the sports and not 1 gs according to, the norms of society |

or what they believed their families and/or friends would think about the
issue. The subjects were also requested not fo rate according to how men
and women actually participate in each spert.

Procediire

Before participating in the study, the subjects were only told that they
were going to complete anonymously a few questionnaires concerning per-
sonality and personal attxtud o some issue. The sub]ects completed the

or both “and lastly, completed a questln nnaire regardmg age, ex and ra 'e"
and ethnicity. All questionnaires-wete-completed. individually.

“The subjects were then assigned by sex and the score on the BSRI to
one of the gender identity groups. This grouping of subjects was then used
in the analysis of variance.

Sports with mean ratings falling between’ ,and 4 5. were considered
neutral those with means between T and 3. 5 and 4.5and 7 were consu:!ered
ne and ferininge respectwely ‘These ratings resulted in: 34 ‘neutral;..
18 ‘mascuhnel and 7 feminine sports. The sports and their ratings are shown
in Table 11,

Calculations and Statistical Analyses

For every subject, a mean of her/his ratings on each group of sports—
&eutral, masculine, and feminine— d. These means of ratings
were THeh Wsed i the “§tafistical analyses.

. . The eight gender/BSRI group categories (sex-typed women and men,
cross—sex—typed women and men, androgynous women and men, and un-
dlﬁg@gged Women and .men) were used in an 8 (gender/BSRI group)
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by 3 (sport group: neutral -masculine-feminine) MANOVA with repeated
measures on the secotid factor, and the sport ratings as the dependent vari-
ffects of gender combined w:th BSRI categorization
ot gender—appropnateness ratings of sports. Three one-way 'ANOVAs, with
following post hoc tests (Scheffé), were then conducted to detect significant
cffects revealed by the MANOVA. Tb control for Type-I errors in the ANO-
VAs, the Bonferroni method was used to determine the significance Ievel
alpha, a/p = .0167 (e.g., Bray & Maxwell, 1983).

TO-
priate ratings of the neutral, “masculine, and Temininé sports ‘respectively
as the deépendent measures, were performed ‘with followmg post hoe tests

gender and BSRI categonzatlon ‘on the ‘sport rafings.

Pearson’s correlation coefficients were calculated to examine possible
correlations between age and results on the BSRI scales and between age
and sport ratings.

RESULTS

The results of the classification of the subjects, using the BSRI, are
shown in Table L. The two largest groups were the men and women clas-
sified as sex-typed.

As can be seen from Table II “most sports were rated as neutral, and
most of the sports not rated as nicutral were rated as masculine. The mean
ratings of the neutral, masculine, and feminine sports were 3.83 (SD =
0.34), 2.85 (8D = 0.80), and 4.99 (SD = 0.88), respectively. The gender-
appropriateness ratings of sports made by the androgynous women were,

Table L. Number and percentage of Women and Men Classified as Sex-Typed,
Cross-Sex-Typed, Androgynous, and Undifferentiated

Women (n = 104) Men (n = 103) Totat
BSRI Group % No. o No. % No.
Sex-typed B3 g 8 A5 49 45.4 94
Cross-sex-typed 2;.1 24 117 12 174 36
Androgynous Tus o w4 n 169 35

Undifferentiated 202 21 204 ; 21 20.3 42
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compared with those of all other groups, nearest to 4 (representing “equally
appropriate/inappropriate for both women and men”) for almost all sports.

The two-way 8 (gender/BSRI group) by 3 (sport group} MANOVA,
with repedted | measures on the second factor, revealed no main effect of
genderfBSRI group, but a significant effect of the sport group (Pﬂku Bar-
tlett trace = 0.676, F, 195 = 206.47, p < .001), demonstrating a significant
difference i in ratings of the three sport groups. The following pairwise con-
trasts Tevealed significant differences in ratings between sports classified as
masculine and feminine {p < .001), between masculine and neutral sports
{(p < .001), and between feminine and neutral sports (p < .001). Further-
more, a significant interaction (Pillai-Bartlett trace = 0.294, Fyy503 = 4.89,
p < 001) was revealed, indicating that the eight gender/BSRI groups dif- -
fered in their Iatmgs of each of the thrcc groups of sports. :

The three onc-way ANOVAs with the gender/BSRI group as the in=™
dependent variable and the ratings of the masculine, feminine, and neutral
sport groups (see Fig. 1) and with following post hoc tests {Scheffé), re-
vealed a significant effect (F; 99 = 2.74, p < .01) for the group of neutral
sports, but the following post hoc tests failed to detect significant differ-
ences.

B Neutral
Ml Masculine

Ferninine

Appropriateness ratings

Androgynous Sex-fyped Cross-sex-typed tindifferentiated
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
BSRI group

Fig. 1. Gender appropriateness ratings of the neatral, masculine, and feminine sports for
men and women of the BSRT groups,
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women fated the Sports as less mascuhne compared to the sexitype,

For the g group p of feminine sports (F;r 100 = 10.60, p < .001), s:gnlflcant j

differences in ratings were disclosed between androgynous women and sex-
typed men (p < .001), between androgynous wormen and undifferentiated
men {(p < .02), between cross-sex-typed women and sex-typed men (p <
.001), between cross-sex-typed wornen and wndifferentiated men (p < .04),
between sex-typed women and sex-typed men (p < .01), between undiffer-
entiated women and sex-typed men (p < 001}, and between undifferenti-
ated women and undifferentiated men (p < .02). The difference between
androgynous men and sex-typed men (p = .078) also approached signifi-
cance. The second- mentloned BSRI group of each pan' hsted above rated
the feminine sporis as more femmme T

““Three two-way 2 (gender) x4 (BSRI group) analyses of variance, with
the sport ratings on the neutral, masculine, and feminine sports, respec-
tively, as the dependent variable, showed significant main effects of gender
on masculine sports {Fy 99 = 28.05, p < .001), indicating that men rated
the sports as more masculine than women, and BSRI grouping (F3 59 =
3.57, p < .02)~-masculine subjects rating the sports as more feminine than
androgynous subjects (p < .04)—were also found for sports classified as
feminine. No effects of gender or BSRI group was found for the sport
categorized as gender neutral.

Pearson’s coefficients of correlation calculated to detect possible cor-
relations between age and scores on the BSRI scales, and also between
age and sport ratings, were not significant.

DISCUSSION

As can be seen in Table I, the BSRI categories obtained in the present
study are comparable in size to previous findings in the U.S. (e.g., Bem,
1974, 1977; Henschen, Edwards, & Mathinos, 1982). Also, the sport ratings
for the total Swedish sample, see Table II, are very similar to the sport
ratings obtained in Mattec’s study (1986), indicating only minor cultural
discrepancies between U.S. and Swedish samples.

The resulis reported above indicate differences between men and

women and between BSRI groups in Iabehng sports as appropnate either .
for men or for men, as shown n F1g 1."Men, more than women, and
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sex-typed men and cross- sex-typed men, more than other BSRI groups, are

more liable to stereotype sporis as masculine or femmme This was also
true for some of the sports classitied as neufral by the sample as a whole—

for “example, both surfing and tennis have ratings below 3.50 by sex-typed

men and cross-sex-typed men. Interestingly, many of the sports labeled as
mascuhne or as feminine by.the total sample, having ratings by androgy-
nous, cross-sex-typed, and undifferentiated women ranging between 3.50

and 4.50. The same cannot be said about most of the ratings made by the
sex-typed womsan and most of the ratings made by the men in this study.
Thus, the stereotyping was mainly done by men, and especially by sex-typed

and cross-sex-typed men. bog
The results of this study support the idea that 3ndr0gyn0us and un- L
dlfferentiated mdmduais do not use gender-based

change their views s ‘changes in stereotyp

evér, it could also be mterpreted fo mean that these individuals are aware /
of the gender labeling but do not care about these stereotypes and are the
ones 'who actually stand up for'the changes:

But what about the importance of gender to cross-sex-typed individu-
als? Cross-sex-typed individuals have been shown to engage in gender-
based s?:hematxe processing wh ing d ‘

Béii, 1985). In Matteo’s study (1988), the ‘results for the cross-sex- typed
individuals were very similar to those for sex-typed individuals. This would
suggest, then, that cross-sex—typed mdwnduals use gender-based schematic

drogynous as “the responses of the
as expected close 6 those ‘of séx-typed men. The resuits in the present
study, largely support the findings of Matféo {1986). The ratings made by
cross-sex-typed men were similar to those of the sex-typed men. Yet, when
rating the sports classified as neutral in this study, the ratings of some sports
made by the cross-sex-typed men were not as stereotyped as those made
by sex-typed men.

The ratings made by the cross-sex-typed women were similar to those
of androgynous women and undlfferentlated ‘'women, w1th a fow exceptlons
THis difference between cross-sex-typed women and cross-sex-typed men
has been suggested to be partly due to the tendency of our cuiture to value
activities labeled as masculine more than activities classified as feminine,
making it more problematic for men to be cross-sex-typed (Matteo, 1986),
possibly even more so in this particular case since the issue under investi-
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gation in the present study involves what is by tradition a male dominated

sphere.

As mentioned before, sports have traditionally.been.considered-a.male.
domain. Perhaps the results would have shown a different pattern if the
1ssue in quest:on had involved a topic that had typically been regarded as

more prone to stereotype sports could be a result of ‘one of the fur
sports and physncal activities Ahave in many soc1etaes ‘namely the enhan

and enhanced (Harry, 1995 Kane & Greendorfer, 1994; ‘Kane & Snyder
1989; Messier, 1988, 1990; Sabo & Messner, 1993).

Also, boys in particular are perceived as conforming to the gender
stercotypes of their fathers, who respond in ways that show the child what
the most appropriate characteristics are (McGuire, 1988). And since chil-
dren develop gender-relevant schemas on the basis of adult behavior (Bem,
1981), this probably has a major impact on decisions about the gender ap-
propriateness of athletic participation,

Since the aim of the study was to examine whether sex-typed, non-
sex-typed, and | cross-sex: -typed 1 individuals engage In wmgggdgg;ba&ad sche..
fmatic processing when con51der1ng sports, a possible confounding factor
was that the task for the subjects was to rate the gender, appropnateness

of _the sports. This g could easily activate gender thmkmg where the
er\mse mlght not be - any. The actlvatmn of“ gen

ness of some sports on a bas1s of gender The subjects were requested to
raté génder appmpnateness and perhaps they responded according to what
they believed was expected of them, ie., to rate them as either. maseulme
or femmme However the subjects had been mstmcted to\mark 4 Gn the

for male and fema pa

et 2y

Also the fmdmgs of the present study are very similar to earlier find-
ings by: Matteo (1986)\and Csizma et al. (1988), indicating that asking about
the subjects’ own feelings ard 0 askabout the norms of society does not
yield different results. This could imply that the subjects can correctly evalu-
ate the prevailing view of society regarding sports. But it could also denote
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that the subjects found it difficult to discriminate between their own feel-
ings and what they believed was the current view of others.

Another possible supplementary explanation of why many subjects, ir-
respective of BSRI grouping, did rate sports, especially the masculine and
feminine ones, stereotypically, is tradition. By tradition, some sports are
regarded as masculine and some as feminine, and those who behave more
conventionally might simply classify the sport more according to the tradi-
tional views of society. Since sex-typed individuals are more bound by the
cultural norms of appropriate behavior, they presumably have more tradi-
tional opinions about the gender appropriateness of participation in a given
sport. And those who do not engage in ‘gender thinking’ might still be
influenced by society through the media, for example. If sportswomen re-
ceive only a very limited amount of the televised sports coverage time and
are treated in a depreciating and downgrading manner (Cohen, 1993), one
would not expect everybody to be overly enthusiastic about the participa-
tion of women in sports.

In addition, if an individual has never seen women engaging in “mas-
culine” sports, or men in “feminine” sports, he/she might just find it diffi-
cult not to rate the sport as appropriate on a gender basis although he/she
is aware of the problem. As one of the subjects spontaneously said after
completing the questionnaires, “I cannot logically explain even to myself
why women should not participate in some sports. It’s just that T simply
can’t imagine 2 woman doing those things.”

Accordmg to the results in this study, then, the appropriateness of par-
ticipation. in sports.is Stlll based on gender, and not simp! abili

interest, for ma ials. "This view v was dist
typed men arid for.

en in generai Ag'in ‘éarlier studies (e'g Bem & Len-

ney, 1676; Matteo, 1986 Mead & Ignico, 1992), the, results Clearly point
out that there is a restriction of posmble acnwtles and behawor bdsed on ‘

sex. Activities thiat Have b
nine ‘are»rﬂgard
proprlate for w'omen .

~How, then, will a change in the stereotypmg ‘of sports come abouit? Tt
has been shown that individuals who allegedly.do.not engage in gend
based schematic processing are.less. inclined -to-stereotype- Sports.as. m
culine o1 fémnune . and are alsp more likely to participate in sports that

Chtpps 1985, Matteo 1986, 1988, Salminen, 13590 Snyder & Spreitzer,
1983}, which could be seen as a positive development. For example, changes
have been reported in the social acceptance of female participation in
Spotts (Snydcr & Spreltzer 1983) But there is a greater propoition of sex-
d ji¢ o

priate (Colley, Roberts, &
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individuals {e.g., Bem, 1985; Schmitt & Millard, 1988). As a consequence,
sports are still stereotyped by most mdmduals and women and men en-

gagmg
Taedia as p

Sly. In addition, if those who decide how much and in
what sports, money should be invested arc men and sex-typed, the likeli-
hood of fiiajor changes in the near future is slight. This is so despite the
positive effects that nonrestricted options of participation in sports and
physical activities could entail for the individual as well as society at large.
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