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Abstract

The aim of this study is to figure out profiles of bridge players and analyzing them according to their intelligence areas.
The sample of the study is consist of 100 volunteers out of 200 bridge players who have attended "Cukurova open double
bridge championship™ in Adana, Turkey at February 2016. Data have been collected via "Personal Information Form™ and
"Multiple Intelligence Areas Assessment Scale" developed by Giilsen (2015). Data have been analyzed not only via
descriptive statistics but also Mann Whitney U test was used for double comparison and Kruskal Wallis H test for multiple
comparison. The profile of the players contributed to the study is; 30% women, 70% men, 25% of the population is
between 51 and 60 years age, 67% is married, 71% has bachelor degree, 57% is working for government sector and 33%
for private sector. Most of the players are working as teacher, engineer, or medical doctor and 50% of the population is
performing a physical activity like walking, football and basketball. It is found that players' internal intelligence area is the
highest among all intelligence areas; additionally the lowest one is found as the rhythmic intelligence. It is determined that
the players' from different business sectors have significant differences among internal, analytic, interpersonal,
physical/kinesthetic intelligence areas, and significant difference is determined for the physical/kinesthetic intelligence
among the players who perform physical activities and who do not.
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1. Introduction

Bridge is a sport branch with Olympic competitions and in Turkey, its activities are realized through the organizations
of Bridge Federation. Games like bridge, chess and go, which are called mind sports, are skill games in which mental
factors are more dominant than physical elements (Federico, Gabriele, and Capelli (2014)). Bridge is defined as a mind
sport since it plays a role in gaining mental habits. Mental habits enable developing different solutions to newly
encountered problems (Cuoco et al., 1996). In the sport of bridge, which is played in teams of at least two people, it is
important to research into how the opponents play and to train before the competitions, to build love and respect
between a well-matched team and athletes, just like the other sport branches. As a strategic game which develops
analytic thinking that requires thinking with the partner, it includes high excitement at every stage. Bridge is a mental
sport that is loved by great masses in the whole world and it is pleasant both to play it and to watch it (Yaykin, 2011).
When the historical process of bridge is analyzed, the card game that was fashionable among English noblemen in the
17th century is stated to be derived from Whist. It is believed that Whist turned into one of the first forms of Bridge in
Turkey at the end of the 19th century. World championships which used bridge team variations with couples started in
1950. The World Bridge Federation was established in Oslo, Norway on 18 August 1958. Bridge Federation was
established in Turkey in 1987. When the literature on bridge was examined, the following studies on bridge players
were reached. Dreber et al. (2011) examined the effect of dopamine and risk choices on bridge tournament players and
the results showed that dopamine system played an important role on individual differences related with risk taking. In
Federico, Gabriele, and Capelli (2014) study about the diets and drug use of bridge tournament players, it was found
that about one third of the players were older than 60 and 77% had one of the diseases such as cardiovascular disease,
back/joint problems, insomnia, asthma and diabetes. 60% of the players were found to use at least one drug, including
substances in the list of banned drugs by World Anti-Doping Agency and 44% were found to have an extra diet.
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Mukaetova and Lawton (1999) were found to have a study on a 70-year-old acute psychosis patient playing bridge on
the computer. No studies have been found on the multiple intelligences of bridge players. When studies about mind
sports and athletes were examined, although studies were found in literature about chess athletes (Bilalic & Gobet,
2007), no national studies have been found in literature.

Intelligence, which was expressed with cognitive processes until 1950s, is also expressed with affective and emotional
processes today, which brought up the idea that people can be intelligent in different areas. Based on this thought,
arguments have focused on the idea that different abilities can be the product of intelligence. The most influential and
comprehensive study on this issue was conducted by Howard and Gardner (1999). When Gardner came up with the
“theory of Multiple Intelligences” in his book “frames of mind” published in 1983, first of all he introduced the
presence of seven intelligences, later in his work “intelligences reframed”, he mentioned the presence of an “eighth”
intelligence and added another dimension of intelligence (Gardner, 1999). Gardner defines intelligence as the capacity
of a person to create products that are valued by one or more than one culture, the ability to create effective and efficient
solutions to problems encountered in real life and the ability to discover new and complicated problems. The theory of
Multiple Intelligences brought down the understanding of traditional 1Q (Intelligent Quotient) and instead brought the
understanding of an intelligence that favors and values the individual. That is, individuals are no longer considered as
intelligent based on “verbal/linguistic” or “logical/mathematical” intelligences; on the contrary, individuals are assessed
as multi-dimensional (Bag, 2011). According to Gardner (1997), each child is born having different intelligences and
they can develop in those areas with experiences. Each individual can be more developed in one or more than one field
of intelligence. Gardner (2006) stated that just as inheritance influences the development of these intelligence areas, the
environment is also a supportive and inhibiting factor. The resources that the individual has, the cultural values of the
society he/he lives in, geographical conditions, the state that the family is in and the state that the individual is in have
an influence on the development of intelligence areas. Armstrong stated that different cultures are resources of the
development of different intelligence areas (Armstrong, 2008). Unlike the classical theory, the theory of intelligence
suggests that each person can have abilities in all intelligence areas and teaching arrangements should be made to
develop these. Thus, when the literature is analyzed, studies which have associated students’ ways of learning and
success with the theory of multiple intelligences can be seen (Yilmaz & Fer, 2003; Celen, 2006; Bozkurt & Aydogdu,
2009; Demir, 2010; Bas, 2011). Areas of intelligence put forward by Gardner which can be developed with experiences
and which exists in different rates in all individuals consist of eight areas:

Verbal/Linguistic Intelligence; expresses the ability of an individual to use words effectively orally or in writing
(GUrel& Tat 2010), to use concepts, grammar and syntax of a language (Gardner, 1999), and behaviors such as writing
newspaper, novel, story, poem, article, report, letter, giving a speech in front of people, talking to people around,
listening to them and understanding the intentions of people and what they say (Lazear, 1999).

Logical/Mathematical Intelligence; expresses an individual’s ability to make mathematical operations and to think
logically (GUrel& Tat, 2010), to distinguish between logical or numerical patterns and to reason (Saban, 2005)

Musical/Rhythmic Intelligence; is the ability to understand and use rhythm, tone, melody and harmony (Gtrel and
Tat 2010:349), to comprehend and distinguish musically, to think about, to transform and to express the reason of an
event musically (Saban, 2009).

Visual/Spatial Intelligence; is the ability to perceive the visual-spatial world accurately and to make conversions with
these perceptions (Armstrong, 2008). It includes an individual’s ability to observe, perceive and assess his environment
objectively, and to show the visual and spatial ideas he gets from the environment graphically (Saban, 2005).

Social/Interpersonal Intelligence; is the ability to perceive, understand and distinguish other people’s feelings and
motivations (GUrel and Tat 2010:349; Armstrong, 2008:7). People whose social/interpersonal intelligence is developed
learn through interaction and they are successful in making oral or non-oral communication with people (Gardner,
2006).

Bodily/Kinesthetic Intelligence; is an individual’s use of his body to express his ideas and feelings and his hands to
produce things (Kuru, 2001). It expresses showing expertise in using the whole body to express ideas and feelings and
developed abilities of coordination, balance, strength and flexibility (Armstrong, 2008).

Nature Intelligence; is the ability to know innumerable living beings in nature (Armstrong, 2008), understanding
and associating things in nature, understanding, realizing and explaining the balance and symbols of nature (Saban,
2009).

Intrapersonal Intelligence; symbolizes an individual’s ability to understand his own feelings, thoughts, preferences
and interests and to act accordingly (Giirel&Tat 2010). It expresses the ability to act based on an individual’s own
knowledge (Armstrong, 2008).
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Gardner (2006) stated that there is an association between individual’s mental processes and their outstanding
intelligence, the individual’s dominant intelligence type influences the process of learning and thinking and the
individual’s learning style can be developed according to his outstanding type of intelligence. In tests developed in line
with the theory of Multiple Intelligences, weak and developed intelligence types are found and specific solutions for the
individual are presented (GUrel & Tat, 2010). Gardner (2006) stated that applying the theory of Multiple Intelligences to
employees would be useful for people, teams and institutions with a multifaceted environment. At the same time, when
sport branches are taken into consideration, athletes’ sports types can be accepted as an environmental factor that
influences the development of their intelligence areas. Until recently, sport was perceived as only the training of the
body and its cognitive and affective aspects were mostly ignored. The theory of Multiple Intelligences is a good model
to analyze the areas that need to be improved in addition to being a guide for instruction (Armstrong, 2008). While there
are studies on students in the field of sports, studies on the multiple intelligences of athletes are not enough in the
literature. In his study on athletes doing individual and team sports, Tekin (2009) found that athletes doing individual
sports had higher social and intrapersonal intelligences when compared with athletes doing team sports. In their study
on students of sports, Kutz, Dyer, and Campbell (2013)found that bodily/kinesthetic intelligence and social intelligence
were on the forefront. In a study which examined types of intelligence in terms of the branches of university students,
Oral (2001) found that students of physical education and sports had high bodily/kinesthetic intelligence. In a study on
students of school of sports, Caglayan and Sezen (2007) found that the students had predominantly visual, bodily and
auditory styles of learning. Kutz, Dyer, and Campbell (2013) analyzed the multiple intelligences areas of athletes who
did periodical and non-periodical sports and found that the athletes who did periodical sports had predominantly
existentialist and intrapersonal intelligence areas, while those who did non-periodical sports had predominantly visual
intelligence. Ermis, Imamoglu, and Erilli (2012) found in their study that sports had a positive influence on the bodily
and social intelligence scores of university students. In their study, Bayrak et al. (2005) found a significant difference
between students who did sports and those who did not. In Giillii and Tekin’s (2009) study, bodily intelligences of
students of sport high school were found to be better than those of general high school students. Bavli (2013) examined
the intelligence areas of students of sports management department in terms of their year of study and found that except
naturalistic intelligence, students had similar intelligence scores in terms of their year of study. In Kemeg’s (2016) study,
differences were found between students of the school of physical education and sports in terms of their intelligences. In
Urgiip and Aslan’s (2015) study, students of the school of physical education and sports were found to have higher
social intelligences in general.

1.1 Aim of the Study

Our literature review did not reveal any studies about the multiple intelligences of bridge players. The purpose of this
study is to present the profiles of bridge players in terms of the theory of multiple intelligences and the study contributes
to literature about athletes of bridge.

Answers were sought to the following questions in this study:
o What are the demographic profiles of athletes who participate in the sport of bridge?
e How is the distribution of athletes of bridge in terms of their areas of multiple intelligences?
o Are there differences between areas of multiple intelligences in terms of gender?
o Are there differences between areas of multiple intelligences in terms of the sectors athletes were in?
o Are athletes of bridge interested in other sports?

o Are there differences between areas of multiple intelligences of athletes who do other sports and those who do
not?

2. Method
2.1 Participants

This study is a descriptive quantitative study. The universe of the study consists of 200 athletes who participated in
"Cukurova Open Couples Bridge Championship” held in Adana, Turkey in 2016, while the sample consisted of 100
athletes who participated voluntarily.

2.2 Data Collection Tools and Data Analysis

The data of the study were collected through “Personal Information Form” and “Multiple Intelligences Assessment
Scale” developed by Giilsen (2015). “Multiple Intelligences Assessment Scale” consists of 10 sub-divisions and a total
of 80 questions (Giilgen, 2015). In the 5-likert type scale, the items are scored as O=Absolutely inappropriate, 1=
Slightly appropriate, 2=Partly appropriate, 3=Appropriate, 4= Absolutely appropriate. Total score intervals of
intelligence areas were determined as 0-7= Not developed, 8-15=Somewhat developed, 16-23=Moderately developed,
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24-31=Developed, 32-40=Very developed. In the data analysis, descriptive statistics were used such as percentage,
frequency, arithmetic mean and standard deviation. It is found that data do not have a homogeneous distribution and
non-parametric tests were used for fundamental statistics. Due to non-parametric distribution, Mann-Whitney U Test
was used for paired comparisons and Kruskal Wallis H Test was used for multiple comparisons. Cronbach’s Alpha (o)
value of the whole scale, which is a measure of internal consistency, that is, how closely related a set of items are as a
group, was determined as 0,87.

3. Findings
Table 1. Descriptive statistics related to demographical information of the participants
Variables f % Variables F %
Gender Educational status
Woman 30 30.0 Primary school 1 1.0
Male 70 700 High school 10 10.0
Marital Status University 71 71.0
Married 67 67.0 Graduate 18 18.0
Single 33 33.0 Success Status
Age No Success 74 74.0
<30 16 16.0 National 24 24.0
31-40 24 24.0 International 1 1.0
41-50 15 15.0 National and International 1 1.0
51-60 25 25.0 Year License
61-70 16 16.0 5 ve alt1 45 45.0
70> 4 4.0 6-10 19 19.0
Institution Employed 11-15 14 14.0
Not working 10 10.0 16-20 10 10.0
Private sector 33 33.0 21-25 4 4.0
Public Institution 57 57.0 26-30 3 3.0

Table 1 shows that the athletes; 30% woman, 70'% male and about 67% were married, 33% were single. Athletes
between the ages of 31 and 65 years. It is observed that the maximum age interval is 25% 51-60 and the minimum age
interval is 4% to 70 and over. In terms of the variable of occupation, 57'% were working in public sector, 33% were
working in private sector, 10% currently does not work in any institution and 24% of the athletes have national success.
The athletes are 45% licensed athletes. It was determined that 47% of the athletes were from Adana, 20% from Mersin, 7%
from Ankara and 6% from Ankara came from Istanbul to participate in the tournament.

Table 2. Average Scores of Athletes in terms of their intelligence areas

Areas of Intelligence N X ss Min. Max.

Verbal/Linguistic 100 29.81 6.20 13.00 49.00
Logical/Mathematical 100 29.76 9.51 4.00 80.00
Visual/Spatial 100 26.09 7.93 12.00 71.00
Musical/rhythmic 100 25.11 8.64 8.00 40.00
Naturalistic 100 29.36 8.09 11.00 41.00
Interpersonal 100 30.31 5.80 17.00 40.00
Bodily/Kinesthetic 100 26.23 6.88 0.00 40.00
Intrapersonal 100 31.00 6.27 1.00 74.00

When Table 2 is analyzed, it can be seen that the highest average values of athletes belonged to intrapersonal
intelligence (31.00), while the lowest belonged to musical intelligence (25.11). Since the average values in all areas
corresponded to the interval of “appropriate” according to multiple intelligences assessment scale, the athletes were
found to have “developed intelligence level”.

Mann-Whitney U Test was used to analyze whether there were differences in the intelligence scores of athletes in terms
of gender and the results were given in Table 3.
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Table 3. Athletes’ Intelligences in terms of Gender

Intelligences Gender N Mean rank 4 p
Women 30 33.77
Logical/Mathematical Men 70 57.67 -3.782 .000**
Naturalistic Women 30 60.13
Men 70 46.37 -2.182 .029*

*p<0.05 **; p<0.01

Significant differences were found between women and men in terms of athletes’ logical and naturalistic intelligence
areas. Mean ranks of men were found to be higher in logical intelligence, while the mean ranks of women were found to
be higher in naturalistic intelligence.

One of the questions in the study was the question of whether there were differences in the scores of athletes in terms of
the sectors they worked in. The results of this question were given in Table 4.

Table 4. Athletes’ Intelligences in terms of the sector they work in Institution

Intelligences  Institution N Mean rank  Chi-Square p
Unemployed 10 51.35
Intrapersonal  Private Sector 33 60.94 6,919 .031*

Public Sector 57 4431
Unemployed 10 57.30

Verbal Private Sector 33 55.32 2,547 .280
Public Sector 57 46.52
Unemployed 10 38.70

Logical Private Sector 33 63.03 9.662 .008**
Public Sector 57 45.32
Unemployed 10 45.40

Visual Private Sector 33 58.55 3.818 148
Public Sector 57 46.74
Unemployed 10  49.00

Musical Private Sector 33 60.39 5.899 .052
Public Sector 57 45.04
Unemployed 10 44.90

Naturalistic ~ Private Sector 33 49.55 0572 751
Public Sector 57 52.04
Unemployed 10 35.70

Interpersonal  Private Sector 33 66.17 15.132 .001**
Public Sector 57 44.03
Unemployed 10 54.15

Bodily Private Sector 33 61.36 8.072 .018*
Public Sector 57 43.57

*p<0.05**; p<0.01

According to Table 4, the results of the analysis between the variable of athletes’ sector and their intelligences showed
significant differences in the areas of intrapersonal, logical, interpersonal and bodily intelligences. When all the
intelligences were considered, except for the area of naturalistic intelligence, the mean ranks of athletes working in
private sector are higher in all areas of intelligences.

The athletes’ states of being interested in another sport were analyzed and the distributions were given in Table 5.

104



Journal of Education and Training Studies \ol. 5, No. 9; September 2017

Table 5. Other sports that the athletes are interested in

Sport branches f % Sport branches f %
Basketball 5 5.0 Running 4 4.0
Snooker 1 1.0 Table tennis 2 2.0
Cycling 1 1.0 Pilates 3 3.0
Mountain climbing 1 1.0 Tennis 3 3.0

Fitness 4 4.0 \olleyball 1 1.0
Football 8 8.0 Yoga 1 1.0
Wrestling 1 1.0 Walking 9 9.0

Swimming 6 6.0

When Table 5 was analyzed, it was found that half of the athletes were recreatively interested in other sports branches
besides bridge. The groups with majority were found to be groups walking with 9% and groups playing football with
8%.

Differences were found between the bodily intelligence scores of the athletes who did other sports and those who did
not based on the analysis results which are shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Bodily/Kinesthetic Intelligences of Athletes who do sports recreatively and those who do not

Intelligence Other sports N Mean rank Z p
Yes 50 58.74 -2.846
Bodily/Kinesthetic No 50 42.26 .004**

**:p<0.01

According to Table 6, Mann-Whitney U Test, which was conducted to find out whether there were differences between
the intelligences of athletes who did other sports and those who did not, differences were found in bodily intelligence
scores. When the mean ranks are analyzed, it can be seen that the bodily intelligence averages of athletes who did sports
(58.74) were found to be higher than those who did not (42.26).

4. Discussion and Conclusion

The fundamental philosophy of the theory of multiple intelligences is that everybody has all the intelligences; however,
profiles are different, and each of these intelligences should be brought out and assessed in their own environments.
Multiple intelligence areas should be developed by creating appropriate learning environment and doing appropriate
activities (Altan, 2011). The purpose of this study is to analyze the profiles of athletes playing bridge in terms of the
theory of multiple intelligences

According to the demographic findings of the study, the profiles of bridge players showed that they are mostly male,
middle aged, married, university graduates with an undergraduate degree of 5 years and less, employees working in
public sector and doing physical activity.

The results of the study showed that multiple intelligence scores of bridge players are “developed intelligence level” in
all areas of intelligence. When the ages and educational status of bridge players were analyzed, it was found that the
youngest age was 30 with the highest age interval over 50 years of age and most of the players were found to be
university graduates. When studies about bridge were reviewed, the ages of the athletes are in parallel with these results.
The “developed intelligence level” of the athletes can be explained with the effectiveness of their experiences and
learning so far. The researchers’ hypothesis that logical intelligence would be the highest intelligence was not supported
by the results, and the highest intelligences were ranked as intrapersonal, social, verbal and logical intelligence,
respectively. When the characteristics of intrapersonal intelligence such as the individual’s ability to act based on his
own knowledge (Armstrong, 2008) and concentration, intellectuality, metacognition, mood, high level thinking skills
and reasoning (Lazear, 2000) are considered, it can be said that they are in parallel with the characteristics that bridge
players should have. The most important characteristic of sport is allowing people to interact and socialize. Social
intelligence being the second in rank can be due to the fact that athletes learn through interaction and that they are
successful in communicating verbally or nonverbally with people (Gardner, 2006). When the literature was reviewed, in
studies conducted with athletes and students, high areas of intelligence were intrapersonal, social, logical and bodily
intelligences (Kemeg, 2016; Aslan, Dalkiran, and Ozer (2015), 2015; Urgiip & Aslan, 2015; Kul, 2015; Ermis,
Imamoglu, and Erilli (2012); Giilli & Tekin 2009; Tekin, 2009; Tekin et al., 2008; Jones, 2006).
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When the athletes’ intelligences were analyzed in terms of their gender, significant differences were found between
female and male athletes in logical and naturalistic intelligences. Male athletes were found to have higher values in
logical intelligence, while female athletes were found to have higher values in naturalistic intelligence. In terms of
biological characteristics, these results can be in parallel with general sexist understanding. Tekin (2009) found that
men had higher logical intelligence than women. In Kemecs (2016) study, verbal, visual and musical intelligences were
higher in women, while logical intelligence was higher in men. In Ermis, imamoglu, and Erilli (2012), social
intelligence was found to be higher in women. In a study by Bavli (2013) on sport management students with regard to
their year of study, it was found that except naturalistic intelligence, students had similar intelligence scores in terms of
their year of study.

Another question answered by the study was the intelligences of athletes in terms of the sector they worked in. When all
the intelligences were considered, intelligences except for naturalistic intelligence had high values, although the values
were not very different from each other. Intrapersonal, logical, social and bodily intelligences of athletes working in
private sector were significantly different than those of athletes working in public institutions or unemployed athletes.
The athletes working in private sector had higher values. The results of private sector and these results can be said to
correspond.

The perception in our study about bridge players that they do not move and just play cards at the table is widespread.
The results of our study show that half of the athletes creatively walk, play football and basketball, swim, do fitness, run,
play tennis, do Pilates, play table tennis, volleyball and snooker, go mountain climbing, wrestle, ride bicycle, play
volleyball and do yoga, respectively, according to the results of the study. In addition, the results of the study show that
the athletes interested in this sport have lower bodily intelligence when compared with those who are not. In literature,
significant differences were found in studies conducted on individuals who do sports and those who do not in terms of
their intelligences. Kemec, (2016); Kul, (2015); Kutz, Dyer, and Campbell (2013); Tekin et al., (2008); Bayrak,
Celiksoy, and Celiksoy(2005) are in parallel with the results of our study.

When the results of the study are analyzed, it can be seen that bridge players have a developed intelligence, high
intrapersonal intelligence, with high naturalistic intelligence in women, high logical intelligence in men, with high
intrapersonal, logical, social and bodily intelligences of those working in private sector and with higher bodily
intelligences in individuals who do sports.

Being interested in other sports besides the sport of bridge causes positive developments in terms of physical activity. In
fact, just like the energy spent during physical activities, energy is spent for operating mental processes while playing
bridge. However, physical development cannot be ensured by playing bridge, exercises including physical activity are
obligatory for this. In order for athletes of bridge to advance their bodily intelligences, special physical activity
programs are recommended to be implemented for all athletes or athletes should be directed or encouraged to these
areas. In addition, for future studies, researchers can be recommended to comparatively analyze the multiple
intelligences of athletes of bridge and athletes from other sports branches.
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