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Abstract 

The main purpose of the current research is to examine the humility of university student athletes 
and non-athletes. In addition, it has been another focus of whether the humility differ according to 
gender, age, department and monthly expenditure. Furthermore, the humility of the athlete 
students according to their sports type, sports years and the best athletic scores was investigated. 
In the present study, two different public universities from Istanbul and Ankara, aged between 18, 
23 (Mage = 20.49 years SD = 1.35), 54.3% (n = 222) were female and 45.7% (n = 187) were male, 
a total of four hundred nine athlete and non-athlete students were included through convenience 
sampling. The instrument selected for the study was the Humility Scale which has been developed 
by Elliott (2010) and adapted to Turkish by Sarıçam et al. (2012). The total score and sub-
dimensions of humility in the present study did not differ significantly by gender, age, monthly 
expenditure, athletic status (athletes or non-athletes), sport type (team or individual sports) and 
sport year. On the other hand, in the sub-dimension of focus on others, it was found that the 
students in the primary teaching department had significantly higher scores than the physical 
education and sports teacher students. In modest self-assessment sub-scale, the average score of 
athletes who have the best athletic score in a Turkey competition higher than athletes who have 
the best athletic score in a regional competition. 
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Contribution of this paper to the literature 
This study contributes to the existing literature by examining the humility of university student athletes 
and non-athletes. 

 
1. Introduction 

Humility is not about being arrogant, self-centered or jealous, but about being respectful and open-minded 
(Peters et al., 2011). In other words, humility is a desirable personal trait that reflects the desire to understand self, 
expressed as identity, strengths, and boundaries, and is linked to the perspective of the self in relation to others 
(Nielsen et al., 2010). Hökelekli (2007) remarks that humility is something very different in the case of failure or 
negative personality stuck into a sense of self.  It means not to consider itself superior in a deep perspective and to 
have a moderate self-perception. He additionally explain that the authority, wealth, talent, fame, bodily strength 
and beauty, success, such as to come to give more importance to temporary things, to see them as a means of 
service and help to the development and maturation of himself and others. Seligman (2002) points out that humility 
is an important pattern in controlling self-control and negative desires of the self, preventing self-justification 
according to the wishes of the self, and contributing to the ability to conduct beneficial behaviors towards others. A 
humble personality, thanks to his/her deep inner world, loves and cares for other people, sees them as superior as 
he/she deserves and values them very much. According to Topçu (2012) the humble individual who acts regardless 
of earthly values belonging to others, avoids affectation and unpretentious behaviors, acts according to reality, and 
does not get false pride and grandiosity about himself. The greatest motivation that drives him to engage in such 
words and behaviors is his mature personality. Humble individuals see their mistakes as a part of human life and 
are therefore very open to the offer of assistance directed at correcting their mistakes (Elliott, 2010). 

When the field literature is examined, it is seen that the researches on humility are limited in the field of sports 
(McNamee, 2002; Brymer and Oades, 2009; Austin, 2014; Foster, 2019). On the other hand, when examined in 
other studies conducted with sports, Sevde and Tuncel (2012) concluded that tolerance is an indispensable 

necessity in preventing negativities such as disrespect, insight, fighting and violence in sports. Çağlayan et al. 
(2017) advocate the view that the level of forgiveness of the students doing sports was higher than those who did 
not. Türkçapar and Karademir (2016) examined the modesty levels of individuals who took formation education 
and reported that the moderation level of the formation group students who participated in the study was above 
average. While there was no difference in humility among students according to income level and age variables, it 
was determined that women's scores were significantly higher than men's. Aksoy et al. (2017) in the study in which 
the university students examined the levels of happiness and humility; It was determined that gender, age, number 
of siblings, place of birth, place of residence during the university education, class level and parental education level 
did not make a significant difference in the humility level of the students, and that the place where the majority of 
life was spent caused a significant difference. They further point out that there was no significant relationship 
between students' happiness and humility levels. Gediksiz (2013) concluded that there is no significant relationship 
between humility and psychological well-being. He additionally noted that humility levels of university students 
did not show significant differences in terms of gender, perceived income level, parental attitudes. 

 

2. Method 
2.1. Participants 

In the present study, two different public universities from Istanbul and Ankara, aged between 18-23 (Mage = 
20.49 years SD = 1.35), 54.3% (n = 222) were female and 45.7% (n = 187) were male, a total of four hundred nine 
athlete and non-athlete students were included through convenience sampling.  
 

2.2. Instruments 
The instrument selected for the study was the Humility Scale which has been developed by Elliott (2010) and 

adapted to Turkish by Sarıçam et al. (2012). The scale has 13 items and four factors called as openness, self-
forgetfulness, modest self-assessment and focus on others. The items were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = completely 
disagree, 5 = completely agree). 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. Items are reverse scored. The lowest score that can be obtained from 
the scale is 13 and the highest score is 60. The high score obtained from the scale is related to high humility. 
Internal consistency coefficient stated as .63 for openness sub-dimension, .67 for self-forgetfulness sub-dimension, 
.72 for modest self-assessment sub-dimension, .79 for focus on others sub dimension and .81 for whole scale. 
 

2.3. Statistics 
The statistical analyses were carried out using SPSS 23. Initially it was determined whether there were 

missing and mistaken data. Total scores of the participants' humility scale were calculated and outlier analysis was 
performed. Then, skewness and kurtosis coefficients were calculated for the purpose of normality analysis. The 
kurtosis and skewness coefficients were found to be within ± 1 range for both scale total score and subscales. 
Parametric tests were preferred because histogram and Q-Q Plot graphs did not deviate from normal distribution. 

Independent sample t test was carried out to determine whether the total and subscale scores of the humility 
scale showed a significant difference according to gender, whether or not to do sports, and sports types. One Way 
ANOVA was carried out to determine whether the total and subscale scores of the humility scale showed a 
significant difference according to the participants' department, monthly expenditure, sports year and athletic 
scores. Bonferroni test from post-hoc tests was carried out for significant differences. Probabilities below p=0.05 
were regarded as significant. 
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3. Findings 
 

Table-1. Demographic characteristics of participants. 

Variable  n % 

Age 18,00 27 7,5 
19,00 62 17,2 
20,00 89 24,7 
21,00 97 26,9 
22,00 59 16,3 
23,00 27 7,5 

 
 

Department 

Physical education and sport teaching 87 22.3 
Trainer education 37 9.5 
Sport management 25 6.4 

Recreation 56 14.3 
Special education teaching 23 5.9 
Primary school teaching 163 41.7 

Monthly expenditure 0-500 TL (0-75 €) 149 36.4 
501-1000 (75-150 €) 156 38.1 

1001-1500 (150-225 €) 76 18.6 
1501+ (225+ €) 28 6.8 

Athletic status Athletes 181 44.3 
Non-athletes 228 55.7 

Sport type Team sports 99 57.9 
Individual sports 72 42.1 

Sports year 0-1 year 19 10.5 
2-4 years 56 30.9 
5-7 years 48 26.5 

8-10 years 31 17.1 
10+ years 27 14.9 

The best athletic scores No 53 32.7 
Province competition 30 18.5 
Region competition 34 21.0 
Turkey competition 45 27.8 

 

 
As shown in Table 1; 21.3% (n = 87) of Physical Education and Sports Teaching, 9% (n = 37) of Trainer 

Education, 6.1% (n = 25) of Sports Management, 13.7% (n = 56) of Recreation, 5.6% (n = 23) of them are in Special 
Education Teaching and 39.9% (n = 163) are in Primary School Teaching Department. When the monthly 
expenditures are examined; 36.4% (n = 149) 0-500 TL (0-75 €), 38.1% (n = 156) 501-1000 TL (75-150 €), 18.6% (n 
= 76) of 1001 -1500 TL (75-225 €), 6.8% (n = 28) of which 1500+ TL (225+ €) is spent. The amount of expenditure 
is categorized as national scholarship (500 TL-75 €). While 44.3% (n = 181) of the students were athletes, 55.7% (n 
= 228) were not athletes. While 57.9% (n = 99) of the athletes do football, basketball, volleyball and handball team 
sports, 42.1% (n = 72) do individual sports such as athletics, judo, swimming, taekwondo, karate and wrestling. 
The distribution of the number of people in the branches was categorized as individual and team sports due to the 
imbalance. When the sports years are examined; 10.5% (n = 19) 0-1 years, 30.9% (n = 56) 2-4 years, 26.5% (n = 48) 
5-7 years, 17.1% (n = 31) 8-10 years. 14.9% (n = 27) stated that they had been doing sports for more than 10 years. 
When the best top three athletic scores are examined, 32.7% (n=53) does not have a place in top three, 18.5% 
(n=30) has top three in a province competition, 21% (n=34) has top three in a region competition and 27.8% (n=45) 
has top three in a Turkey competition.  
 

Table-2. T-test result of total and sub-scales of humility by gender. 

Humility Gender N M SD t p 

Total Female 222 41.08 3.98 .170 .865 
Male 187 41.01 3.70   

Openness Female 222 9.21 1.93 .179 .858 
Male 187 9.17 2.04   

Self-forgetfulness Female 222 11.27 2.39 1.149 .248 
Male 187 11.01 2.19   

Modest self-assessment Female 222 9.30 2.33 1.471 .142 

Male 187 9.65 2.41   
Focus on others Female 222 11.28 2.26 .499 .618 

Male 187 11.17 2.28   

 
When Table 2 was examined, it can be said that the total score of humility (t= .170, p> .05) and subscales of 

openness (t= .179, p> .05), self-forgetfulness (t= 1.149, p> .05), modest self-assessment (t= 1.471, p> .05) and focus 
on others (t= .499, p> .05) did not differ significantly by gender.  
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Table-3. One way ANOVA results of total and sub-scales of humility by age. 

Humility N M SD F p 

 
 
 

Total 

18.00 27 42.25 3.49 

2.132 .061 

19.00 62 41.64 4.19 

20.00 89 40.62 3.83 
21.00 97 40.55 3.74 
22.00 59 41.23 3.96 
23.00 27 42.51 3.42 
Total 361 41.14 3.87 

 
 
 

Openness 

18.00 27 9.22 1.88 

.460 .806 

19.00 62 9.46 1.98 
20.00 89 9.06 1.94 
21.00 97 9.14 1.76 
22.00 59 9.35 2.14 
23.00 27 9.44 2.04 
Total 361 9.24 1.93 

 
 
 

Self-forgetfulness 

18.00 27 11.48 2.31 

1.391 .227 

19.00 62 11.09 2.38 
20.00 89 10.79 2.22 
21.00 97 11.09 2.26 
22.00 59 11.22 2.62 
23.00 27 12.07 2.12 

Total 361 11.14 2.33 
 
 
 

Modest self-assessment 

18.00 27 9.77 2.45 

.580 .715 

19.00 62 9.69 2.44 
20.00 89 9.37 2.46 
21.00 97 9.24 2.15 
22.00 59 9.67 2.38 
23.00 27 9.18 2.23 
Total 361 9.45 2.34 

 
 
 

Focus on others 

18.00 27 11.77 2.02 

.983 .428 

19.00 62 11.38 2.26 
20.00 89 11.39 2.37 
21.00 97 11.07 2.33 
22.00 59 10.98 2.24 
23.00 27 11.81 2.09 
Total 361 11.29 2.27 

 
As can be seen in Table 3, it was found that the total score and the subscales of the humility did not differ 

significantly by age (p> .05). 
 

Table-4. One way ANOVA results of total and sub-scales of humility by department. 

Humility N M SD F p Bonferroni 

 
 
 

Total 

PE and sport teaching 87 40.80 3.53 

1.131 .344 - 

Trainer education 37 41.32 3.88 
Sport management 25 42.08 5.01 
Recreation 56 40.35 3.73 
Special education teaching 23 42.04 4.26 
Primary school teaching 163 41.00 3.80 

 
 
 

Openness 

PE and sport teaching 87 9.40 2.11 

.711 .615 - 

Trainer education 37 9.40 1.99 
Sport management 25 9.04 2.09 
Recreation 56 8.83 2.27 
Special education teaching 23 9.26 2.24 
Primary school teaching 163 9.09 1.79 

 
 
 

Self-forgetfulness 

PE and sport teaching 87 11.21 2.15 

.923 .466 - 

Trainer education 37 11.54 2.11 
Sport management 25 10.56 2.45 
Recreation 56 11.10 2.48 

Special education teaching 23 11.65 2.62 
Primary school teaching 163 10.98 2.32 

 
 
 

Modest self-
assessment 

PE and sport teaching 87 9.58 2.35 

1.679 .139 - 

Trainer education 37 8.81 1.89 
Sport management 25 10.52 2.32 
Recreation 56 9.35 2.60 
Special education teaching 23 9.69 2.09 
Primary school teaching 163 9.42 2.42 

 
 
 

Focus on others 

PE and sport teaching (a) 87 10.59 2.34 

2.632 .023* f>a 

Trainer education (b) 37 11.56 1.96 
Sport management (c) 25 11.96 2.18 
Recreation (d) 56 11.05 2.46 
Special education teaching (e) 23 11.43 2.65 
Primary school teaching (f) 163 11.50 2.12 

       PE=Physical education; *p < .05. 
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When Table 4 is examined, it is observed that the F value is not significant of the total score of humility (F(5-

385)=.1.131; p>.05), openness (F(5-385)=.711; p>.05), self-forgetfulness (F(5-385)= .923; p>.05), modest self-assessment 
(F(5-385)=.1.679; p>.05). However the F value is significant for the subscale of focus on others (F(5-385)=.2.632; p<.05). 
The homogeneity of the variances was tested to determine which groups belong to the difference (p = .400, p> .05). 
Bonferroni test was carried out because of does not require equal sample number, exhibit the differences between 
groups consistency and avoided I and II type errors (Miller, 1969). 

It can be seen that the difference between the mean scores of the sub-dimension of the primary school students' 
focus on others (M = 11.50, SD = 2.12) and the mean score of the students of physical education and sports 
teachers (M = 10.59, SD = 2.34) were significant (p <.05). However, there is no significant difference between 
trainer education (M=11.56, SD=1.96), sport management (M= 11.96, SD=2.18), recreation (M=11.05, SD=2.46) 
and special education teaching (M=11.43, SD=2.65). 
 

Table-5. One way ANOVA results of total and sub-scales of humility by monthly expenditure. 

Humility N M SD F p 

Total 0-500 TL (0-75 €) 149 41.30 3.78 

.547 .651 
501-1000 (75-150 €) 156 41.03 3.78 
1001-1500 (150-225 €) 76 40.81 4.22 
1501+ (225+ €) 28 40.42 3.62 

Openness 0-500 TL (0-75 €) 149 9.06 1.81 

.985 .400 
501-1000 (75-150 €) 156 9.41 2.05 
1001-1500 (150-225 €) 76 9.05 2.26 
1501+ (225+ €) 28 9.07 1.58 

Self-forgetfulness 0-500 TL (0-75 €) 149 11.50 2.34 

2.467 .062 
501-1000 (75-150 €) 156 10.79 2.25 
1001-1500 (150-225 €) 76 11.25 2.37 
1501+ (225+ €) 28 11.10 2.04 

Modest self-assessment 0-500 TL (0-75 €) 149 9.57 2.43 

1.772 .152 
501-1000 (75-150 €) 156 9.64 2.33 
1001-1500 (150-225 €) 76 9.18 2.45 
1501+ (225+ €) 28 8.67 1.90 

Focus on others 0-500 TL (0-75 €) 149 11.16 2.14 

.317 .813 
501-1000 (75-150 €) 156 11.19 2.34 
1001-1500 (150-225 €) 76 11.32 2.21 
1501+ (225+ €) 28 11.57 2.74 

 
As can be seen in Table 5, total score and subscales of the humility scale did not change according to monthly 

expenditure (p> .05). 
 

Table-6. T-test result of total and sub-scales of humility by athletic status. 

Humility Athletic status N M SD t p 

Total Athlete 181 41.19 3.69 .663 .507 
Non-athlete 228 40.93 3.98   

Openness Athlete 181 9.29 2.04 .883 .378 
Non-athlete 228 9.11 1.93   

Self-forgetfulness Athlete 181 11.39 2.19 1.826 .069 
Non-athlete 228 10.97 2.38   

Modest self-assessment Athlete 181 9.25 2.41 1.558 .120 
Non-athlete 228 9.62 2.33   

Focus on others Athlete 181 11.24 2.33 .129 .897 
Non-athlete 228 11.21 2.23   

 
When Table 6 examined it can be seen that there is no significant difference total score of humility scale (t= 

.663, p> .05), openness (t= .883, p> .05), self-forgetfulness (t= 1.826, p> .05), modest self-assessment t= 1.558, p> 

.05) and focus on others subscales (t= .129, p> .05).  
 

Table-7. T-test result of total and sub-scales of humility by athletic status by type of sports. 

Humility Type of sports N M SD t p 

Total Team sports 99 41.39 3.99 1.136 .258 

Individual sports 72 40.76 3.25   
Openness Team sports 99 9.41 2.10 .861 .391 

Individual sports 72 9.13 2.00   
Self-forgetfulness Team sports 99 11.34 2.22 .134 .894 

Individual sports 72 11.38 2.14   
Modest self-assessment Team sports 99 9.25 2.34 .192 .848 

Individual sports 72 9.18 2.50   
Focus on others Team sports 99 11.38 2.47 .903 .368 

Individual sports 72 11.05 2.15   

 
When Table 7 examined it can be seen that there is no significant difference total score of humility scale (t= 

1.136, p> .05), openness (t= .861, p> .05), self-forgetfulness (t= .134, p> .05), modest self-assessment (t= .192, p> 
.05) and focus on others subscales (t= .903, p> .05).  
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Table-8. One way ANOVA results of total and sub-scales of humility by sports year. 

Humility N M SD F p 

Total 0-1 year 19 40.10 3.79 

1.149 .335 

2-4 years 56 41.55 3.66 

5-7 years 48 40.66 3.53 
8-10 years 31 41.16 3.52 
10+ years 27 42.03 4.04 

Openness 0-1 year 19 9.31 2.21 

1.101 .358 
2-4 years 56 9.66 1.90 
5-7 years 48 8.97 1.90 
8-10 years 31 8.90 2.24 
10+ years 27 9.51 2.20 

Self-forgetfulness 0-1 year 19 11.00 2.51 

1.805 .130 
2-4 years 56 11.51 2.09 
5-7 years 48 10.93 1.89 
8-10 years 31 11.38 2.45 
10+ years 27 12.25 2.17 

Modest self-assessment 0-1 year 19 9.15 2.21 

1.662 .161 
2-4 years 56 8.82 2.36 
5-7 years 48 9.35 2.46 
8-10 years 31 10.12 2.77 
10+ years 27 8.92 1.81 

Focus on others 0-1 year 19 10.63 2.19 

.996 .411 
2-4 years 56 11.55 2.41 
5-7 years 48 11.39 2.33 
8-10 years 31 10.74 2.40 
10+ years 27 11.33 2.13 

 
As can be seen in Table 8, it was found that the total score and the subscales of the humility did not differ 

significantly according to the sport year (p> .05). 
 

Table-9. One way ANOVA results of total and sub-scales of humility by the best athletic scores. 

Humility N M SD F p Bonferroni 

Total No 53 41.56 3.44 

.348 .791 - 
Province competition 30 40.86 4.03 
Region competition 34 41.35 3.79 
Turkey competition 45 40.93 3.73 

Openness No 53 9.60 1.81 

1.218 .305 - 
Province competition 30 8.80 2.09 
Region competition 34 9.55 1.94 
Turkey competition 45 9.15 2.38 

Self-forgetfulness No 53 11.71 1.98 

.868 .459 - 
Province competition 30 11.33 2.32 
Region competition 34 11.55 2.32 
Turkey competition 45 11.02 2.28 

Modest self-assessment No (a) 53 8.96 2.10 

3.542 .016* d>c 
Province competition (b) 30 9.90 2.68 
Region competition (c) 34 8.38 2.11 
Turkey competition (d) 45 9.84 2.54 

Focus on others No 53 11.28 2.33 

1.433 .235 - 
Province competition 30 10.83 2.35 
Region competition 34 11.85 2.46 
Turkey competition 45 10.91 2.06 

       p<.05. 

 
When Table 9 examined, it can be seen that there is a not significant F value total score of humility (F(3-

158)=.348; p>.05), openness (F(3-158)=1.218; p>.05), self-forgetfulness (F(3-158)=  .868; p>.05) and focus on others (F(3-

158)= 1.433; p>.05). However there is significant F value self-assessment subscale (F(3-158)=3.542; p<.05). The 
homogeneity of the variances was tested to determine which groups belong to the difference (p = .379, p> .05) and 
Bonferroni test was carried out. 

Mean scores of self-assessment subscale of athletes who has the best score in a Turkey competition (M= 9.84, 
SD=2.54) significantly higher than has the best score in a regional competition (M = 8.38, SD = 2.11). There is no 
significant diffrence between the athletes who does not have any top three score mean (M= 8.96, SD=2.10) and 
athletes who has the best score in a province competition (M=9.90, SD=2.68). 
 

4. Discussion and Result 
The main purpose of the current research is to examine the humility of university student athletes and non-

athletes. In addition, it has been another focus of whether the humility differ according to gender, age, department 
and monthly expenditure. Furthermore, the humility of the athlete students according to their sports type, sports 
years and the best athletic scores was investigated. While interpreting the findings, both studies on humility and 
studies on narcissism were evaluated. 

In the light of the findings, the total score and sub-dimensions of humility in the present study did not differ 
significantly by gender. Similarly, in another study with university students, it was reported that the total score of 
humility did not differ according to gender (Aksoy et al., 2017). Guven (2019) also stated in his doctoral 
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dissertation with 2557 adult sample group that the total score of humility did not differ significantly according to 
gender. Exline and Geyer (2004) also found that there was no significant relationship between gender and 
humility. Similarly, Vural (2016) and Gediksiz (2013) stated that total score of humility did not change according 
to gender in their master thesis. Elliott (2010) the original owner of the scale used in this study, also reported that 
there was no significant difference between gender and humility. However, in another study, a significant difference 
was found in the self-assessment sub-dimension of university students in favor of male and in favor of female in the 
sub-dimensions of focus on others, but it was reported that general humility did not differ significantly according 
to gender (Karademir, 2019). Türkçapar and Karademir (2016) indicated that the sub-dimensions did not differ 
significantly by gender, but that the total score of humility was significantly higher than that of females. The 
majority of the studies examined were not interested in the sub-dimensions that were processed with the total 
score of humility. In this respect, it can be considered that there is no significant difference in the total score of 
humility in terms of gender and it is similar to the findings in our present study.  

Another independent variable of the study was age that there was no significant difference between the total 
score of humility and its subscales. Guven (2019) in his doctoral dissertation with 18-65 participants, found that the 
total score of humility by age did not change significantly. However, many studies have reported that humility does 
not differ significantly by age (Elliott, 2010; Türkçapar and Karademir, 2016; Vural, 2016; Aksoy et al., 2017). 

According to the departments included in the study, it was examined whether the humility differed or not. In 
the sub-dimension of focus on others, it was found that the students in the primary teaching department had 
significantly higher scores than the physical education and sports teacher students. It was also found that the mean 
score of total humility did not differ significantly in the other sub-dimensions. When the items of the sub-
dimension of focus on others are examined, it can be thought that the individual expresses humility through others. 
It was found that the focus on others sub-dimension had a positive correlation with empathy (Elliott, 2010). 
Accordingly, Ekinci and Aybek (2010) compared the empathic tendencies of university students in different 
departments and found that the empathic tendencies of primary school students were higher than those of 
philosophy teachers. However, it can also be considered that empathy skills may be more developed since 
classroom teacher students are interested in the younger age group. They may be considered to have a higher score 
than the sub-dimension of focusing on others, as they may be more empathic. 

It was found that the total score of humility and the total score obtained from the sub-dimensions did not differ 
significantly according to the monthly expenditure situation. Vural (2016) stated that humility does not differ 
significantly according to income status, which may be due to the high number of middle income participants in the 
study. Gediksiz (2013) also found that the total score of humility did not change according to the income level in 
his master's thesis. Türkçapar and Karademir (2016) also found that neither humility total score nor its sub-
dimensions differed significantly according to family income level. The findings are similar to the current results. 

The total scores of the students' humility and sub-dimensions did not differ significantly according to whether 
they are athletes or non-athletes. However, considering that there is a negative relationship between humility and 
narcissism (Guven, 2019) it is among the findings that total narcissism scores of athletes are higher than non-
athletes (Tazegül and Güven, 2015). Demirel et al. (2018) found that exhibitionism, which is the sub-dimension of 
narcissism, was significantly higher in athletes than non-athletes. However, there was no significant difference in 
other sub-dimensions. Vaughan et al. (2019) were also stated that expert athletes scored higher than non-athletes 
on narcissism in their research.  

The humility total scores of the students who are athletes and the scores of the sub-dimensions do not differ 
significantly according to the sports types. Cavusoglu et al. (2017) also found that the level of narcissism did not 
differ significantly according to the sports branch. However, Vaughan et al. (2019) were stated that individual 
athletes scored higher than team athletes on narcissism. It can be the different culture may be the reason.  

The humility total scores of the students who are athletes and the scores of the sub-dimensions do not differ 
significantly according to the sports year. Whether the sport year is 1 year or more than 10 years, humility does 
not differ significantly. The reason for this is that, based on the findings of scores, it can be thought that the scores 
in this process are more effective in humility than in the sports year.  

The humility total scores of the students who are athletes, the openness, self-forgetfulness and focus on the 
others do not differ significantly according to athletic scores. But in modest self-assessment sub-scale, the average 
score of athletes who have the best athletic score in a Turkey competition higher than athletes who have the best 
athletic score in a regional competition. In fact, this finding seems to be proof of a Turkish proverb, “Empty spike 
stands upright”. In this metaphor, the spike is likened to a human being, and it is expressed that it can stand 
upright when it is empty and its head will bend forward when it is full. Considering that humility can also be 
highly influenced by cultural characteristics, the humility of athletes with a higher athletic score may also be 
higher. On the other hand, the superiority complex versus the inferiority complex that Adler (2004) mentions in 
the theory of individual psychology may be another reason. According to Adler, more or less inferiority lies 
beneath the superiority complex. Accordingly, athletes with a lower athletic score may be considered less humble 
due to the superiority complex. 

In summary, the total score and sub-dimensions of humility in the present study did not differ significantly by 
gender, age, monthly expenditure, athletic status (athletes or non-athletes), sport type and sport year. However, in 
the sub-dimension of focus on others, it was found that the students in the primary teaching department had 
significantly higher scores than the physical education and sports teacher students. In modest self-assessment sub-
scale, the average score of athletes who have the best athletic score in a Turkey competition higher than athletes 
who have the best athletic score in a regional competition. 

 

5. Limitations and Future Directions  
The current study is characterized by a number of limitations. The study relied on the Turkish sample and the 

study group relatively small. Related to this issue, it can be considered different culture and large study groups for 
the future studies. Different variables that can predict to humility for university student athletes or elite athletes 
can be take into account for the future studies.  
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