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On the search for ego identity of the athlete and the sport
experience (IV) Differences in object representations
between those with high and with low mutuality scores during
the process of ego identity formation

Shiro NAKAGOMI, Junji KISHI and Takashi INO

This report is the fourth in a series of studies examining the process of athletes’ ego identity
formation as viewed from Erikson’s mutuality concept. Here the relationship between subjects’ degree
of mutuality and their object representations is examined in order to clarify the psychological
background of mutuality, as predicted from Nakagomi and Suzuki’s scale of ego identity formation
process. ‘

Two subject groups were chosen from among 45 college athletes according to scores on the
identity formation scale : the high mutuality group consisted of the eight athletes with the highest
scores and the low mutuality group the eight with the lowest scores. Rorschach protocols of these two
groups were analysed by the Blatt and colleagues’ object relations scale.

The differences between the high and low mutuality groups in developmental index of
differentiation (p=.130), quasi—human detail (p=.194), benevolent (p=.160), and total human
response (p=.160) approached significance. The high mutuality group scored higher in these
categories.

In addition, one case representative for each group was chosen and analysed in detail. The
differences in thé two were more salient than those found in the first sample by nomothetical
approach.

These results suggest that the high mutuality group is more active in interpersonal relations and
higher developmental level of object representations than the low mutuality group. It is also
considered that these features of object representations promote to individual's degree of mutuality in
the process of ego identity formation.
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L7-(t =0938, df=14, BEEZE% L), Marcia'®
D E—HH0T (ego identity status) %> & REEDHE
Brrozdt, GHEEERZR—EERE L €
7MY T LB S FHEEE T3, BHAKE
HRRHRTH RIS E s Tn 5,

Table 1 Differences in Ego Identity and Mutuality Scores between Two Groups
Identity Score Crisis Exploration Commitment Mutuality Score
High M 65.4 16.4 14.9 13.4 4.6
Mutuality G. SD 11.95 2.77 2.47 3.07 6.50
(n=28)
Low M 60.8 7.5 4.3 3.9 15.6
Mutuality G. SD 5.04 2.56 1.16 1.81 3.93

(n=28)
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Table 2

Groups on Accurate Responses

Categories

Total R (+ and—)
Total human (+ and—)
Differentiation
Developmental index
Quasi-human detail
Human detail
Full quasi-human
Full human
Articulation
Developmental index
Perceptual
Functional
Integration: Motivation
Developmental index
Unmotivated
Reactive
Intentional
Integration: Object-action
Integration
Developmental index
Fused
Incongruent
Nonspecific
Congruent
Integration: Interaction
of Objects
Developmental index
Active-passive
Active-reactive
Active-active
Integration: Content of
Interaction
Developmental index
Malevolent
Benevolent

w3 rERE, &) BRERLSREREEDI L
MTEINDE, RIZ, NRESOFKRERELRT
AFTV—D3b, Sk s TIERR EITRHDR
BB I AFEEROENTO SN L s,
EHAERO N L VBOREKETHRE LS
TWwa Z LiZk, TWIHERIE, SRR D
TOHEREIL BT T, BEEEEEL
T, BAADNABGROBERICbHEEEL 5.,k
Kernbergi3E->TWw 3%, 0 & 3 AR

Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations for High and Low

High Low
Mutuality G. Mutuality G.
(N =38) (N =8) Utest

M SD M SD P
23.25 5.392 25.00 11.711 .878
10.25 3.655 7.88 5.194 .160
27.63 8.798 22.29 16.859 .130
1.75 1.669 .75 1.165 .194
2.25 1.165 1.43 1.134 .382
1.63 1.847 1.43 2.150 .798
4.13 1.458 3.57 2.820 .328
17.00 5.581 15.29 9.000 328
8.75 2.765 7.29 5.851 234
4.13 1.959 4.00 4.082 .506
7.00 5.581 .00 5.323 .328
5.00 2.777 4.14 3.388 .382

.13 .354 0.00 0.000 720

.75 1.165 .25 .707 .646
18.25 11.068 13.25 11.209 .278
0.00 0.000 0.00 0.000 1.040

.25 .463 .38 .518 720
4.75 2.866 3.50 2.976 .287

.88 1.126 .50 . 756 574
11.75 6.251 9.63 7.210 .574

.63 1.408 .25 707 720

.13 .354 0.00 0.000 720
3.63 1.768 3.13 2.232 .646
11.00 6.141 7.63 5.999 .234
1.00 1.690 1.13 1.642 .720
5.00 2.449 3.25 2.375 .160

(HORS) BHHR HRER) whkEZIhT
VWB LT AR5, BHAEBIBLTRVWEE
KETOMRERIBO N Z L, BFE
KREDHORREZHMT A LN TES, £z,
Blatt & Lerner®®, T317H O XHREE R (ongoing
objects relations) MRFEHBEOFEDO L L
THELS N, =V F) T EEDO—EL X
Bt ERET B LI, ANERTOREICL -
T, RIERDBENMTONE Z LR H 5, HEA



Table 3 Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations for High and Low
Groups on Inaccurate Responses
High Low
Mutuality G. Mutuality G.
(N =28) (N =28)
Categories M SD M SD P
Differentiation
Developmental index 1.38 2.774 1.38 1.506 .506
Quasi-human detail .13 .354 .50 .756 .234
Human detail .38 L7174 0.00 0.000 234
Full quasi-human 0.00 0.000 .13 .354 720
Full human .13 .354 .13 .354 1.040
Articulation
Developmental index .25 L1707 75 1.165 442
Perceptual 0.00 0.000 .25 .463 442
Functional .13 .354 .25 .463 720
Integration: Motivation
Developmental index .50 .756 .25 707 .506
Unmotivated .50 .756 0.00 0.000 .243
Reactive 0.00 0.000 .13 .354 .720
Intentional 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.000 1.040
Integration: Object-action
Integration
Developmental index 1.00 2.070 .38 1.061 442
Fused .25 .463 0.00 0.000 442
Incongruent 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.000 1.040
Nonspecific .25 707 .13 .354 960
Congruent 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.000 1.040
Integration: Interaction
of Objects
Developmental index .63 1.408 .13 .354 .646
Active-passive .25 .463 .13 . 354 .720
Active-reactive 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.000 1.040
Active-active .13 .354 0.00 0.000 720
Integration: Content of
Interaction
Developmental index .63 1.061 .13 .354 .382
Malevolent .38 .518 .13 .354 442
.13 .354 0.00 0.000 720

Benevolent
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Table 4 Object Representation Responses

in a High Mutuality Case

M1 AR 2 ATANP TV,
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V1 BEX%EY.

(BRATTIFE, ZORICHXTHEDEHIH
NEL T, Fy ZOFSApEKBENHTHS,
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TWw3,)

X3 ETUHFHLORRLD, 2ATRSSREL
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5 ADBMEFWEoTUATYS, BHRMNE,
(N R, F, #3choTnd, TEELT
Wb, BT h—sfAnE, ZOWLH, T
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Ao+ 55 FAEMEB A 11 (Crisis : 4, explo-
ration : 3, commitment: 4)
BRSOy h—EIED I, YRHIEEDR
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Table 5 Developmental Scoring of Object Representations in a High Mutuality Case

Card No. Differentiation Articulation Motivation  Integration Content Nature of
(Inaccurate:—) Perceptual Functional of Action Object-Action  of Action  Interaction
11 1 H (Popular) Po Sex Unmot Nonsp Ben A —A
2 H (Popular) Po — Unmot Nonsp Ben A —A

v 1 H) Sz, Po, Pst — Unmot Nonsp Ben —
Vil 1 H (Popular) Po Age Int Con Ben A —A
X 3 (H) Po - — Unmot Nonsp Ben A —A

4 (H) - — Unmot Nonsp Ben —

5 H Po — Int Con Ben —
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Table 6 Object Representaion Responses
in a Low Mutuality Case
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X1 2%, FEHAOHE, kY5,
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WHITE 22, A, EOKE W 2 2h8,)
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Rz vs,)
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Table 7 Developmental Scoring of Object Representations in a Low Mutuality Case

Card No: Differentiation Articulation

Motivation  Integration . Content

(Inaccurate:—) Perceptual Functional

of Action

Nature of

Object-Action  of Action Interaction

1 2 (Hd) — _
il 1 H (Popular) Po, Pst Sex
Vil 2 (Hd) Sz, Cl Sex
X 1 (Hd) Sz —
X 1 Hd Hsy —

3 Hd — —

NoAct — — —
Unmot NonSp Ben A —A
NoAct — — —
NoAct — — —
NoAct — ‘
NoAct — —_ —
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