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Abstract
At intercollegiate athletics’ most competitive level, NCAA Divisiostljdent-
athletes frequently experience national attention from media outletsasec
pressure to perform from coaches, celebrity status from society, aathext
demands of time that leave little room for student error or exploration. As media
coverage of student-athlete crime expands, the question of how participation in
intercollegiate athletics effects student-athlete developmentfisptgimoral
development, emerges. From student development theory, it is known that one way
to influence the growth of moral development is to expose students to higher levels
of morally principled thinking. The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between the exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking
and the development of moral decision making competencies. Through quantitative
methodology, participants & 178) completed two study instruments: a self-made
guestionnaire measured the possible exposure to higher levels of morally principled
thinking and Georg Lind’s Moral Judgment Test, which measured the participants’
abilities to make moral decisions. Multiple regression analyses reveatdteh
family’s involvement in the pre-collegiate years is most influential on the
development of moral decision making competencies. During collegiate years,

coaches are most influential in the lives of student-athletes.

Xi



Chapter One

“The function of education is to teach one to think intensively and to think critically.
.. Intelligence plus character — that is the goal of true education.”

Martin Luther King, Jr.

Each year, students enroll in universities with the hope of obtaining a
meaningful college education. This educational process is expected teephepar
for satisfying professional careers, for high financial returns onithastment,
and to become fully participating citizens of society. Research urnigsrsffer
these opportunities to students through the central missions of teaching, research,
and service. Faculty members, student affairs practitioners, and university
administrators aim to provide the educational basis for this growth in knowledge
and personal development. Through these avenues, students are prepared to become
valuable members of society.

These types of changes that students undergo throughout their experiences in
college have been well studied during the past 50 years. Astin (1977) provides a
good theoretical framework for understanding college student experiences and
potential outcomes. A summary of Astin’s theory can be found below in Figure 1.

His “Taxonomy of Student Outcomes,” based in the field of behavioral
science, divides student experiences into the types of outcomes that are eagerienc
the type of data that reflect the experiential change, and the amount dfdintieis
shift will remain in students’ lives following the completion of college (Astin,

1977). Astin’s student experiences are further divided into those that are cognitive

and those that are affective. Cognitive outcomes include those that require a



sequence of thought, challenging students in the areas of reason and logic.

Cognitive outcomes commonly measured in college student research include

academic performance (as measured in GPA) or student retention (as noted throug

persistence). Affective outcomes include those that have indicated a change i

students’ attitudes, sets of values, or senses of self-esteem (Astin, 1977). These

changes in psychological attitudes are strongly associated with shargghavior;

frequently, psychological change accompanies behavioral change. Adfectiv

outcomes commonly measured in college student research are usually captured
through these behavioral changes, such as those during interaction with peers, in
everyday habits, and displayed during extracurricular activities (Astin)1977

Figure 1. Astin’s Taxonomy of Student Outcomes.
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As indicated by Astin’s taxonomy, the collegiate experience will not only

result in a cognitive gain of academic ability, but also may resalféective



changes, shown through a broadening of the students’ world views and the
development of aptitude to examine critically conflict with differenttsoof view
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Moral development is an important aspect of the
affective development of college students as former beliefs and perspactives
challenged during the college years. As these affective changegieatto the
development of college students, many students choose to participate in co-
curricular activities aimed at enriching their collegiate expegs and developing
both cognitive and affective aspects of their lives. These co-curriculdtiest

range from fraternity and sorority membership, to participation in the marching
band, or to participation in one of several college-sponsored clubs. It is within this
group of student development activities that intercollegiate athletyamlde grow

into the enterprise it is today (Gerdy, 2006). For many students, participation i
intercollegiate athletics will be a fundamental part of their calegexperiences,

with athletic scholarships frequently being their sole means to an educkton
these students, life as collegiate student-athletes will introduce therpeaegices

and challenges not shared by the rest of the student body. The intermingling of
student-athletes’ collegiate experiences with sport participationnpseseinique
collegiate experience. Unique to the United States in scale, the inclusion ti€¢sthle
within higher education has raised questions about how intercollegiate athletic
complements the central missions of a university. In a report titled “dCal

Action: Reconnecting College Sports and Higher Education,” issues invahang t
commercialization of intercollegiate athletics, the lack of focus odeswes for

student-athletes, and a general separation from the missions of the unarersity



among some of the points raised as areas in need of reform in collegesathlet
(Knight Foundation, 2001). These concerns are magnified by media reports of
student-athlete crimes, academic deficiencies, and a general fdedkgpticism
regarding the integrity of big-time athletic departments (Hayes, 2Q06pkin,

2008; Marino, 2006). Faculty, parents, and the public frequently wonder how
participation in intercollegiate athletics addresses the goal ofiggantoming
students the opportunity to gain an education and to develop themselves into
respected members of society (Eberhardt, 2006; Lumpkin, 2008). It is within this
notion of social preparation that the question of the beneficial or detrimentas effect
of participation in intercollegiate athletics exists.

In response to concerns such as those discussed by the Knight Commission,
some feel that participation in intercollegiate athletics fits withirtebehing
responsibilities of a university. Originally placed on college campuses to help
develop the moral character of its participants (Marino, 2006; Rudd, 2007) and to
increase public support for colleges (Chu, 1989) research has indicated that student-
athletes may gain valuable lessons in teamwork, leadership developmergy strate
formation, and critical thinking as a result of athletic participation (Marino, ;2006
Rudd, 2007). Chu (1989) states that university administrators have also used
intercollegiate athletics as a method of achieving the holistic personab pienesit
responsibilities that differentiate education in the United Stades dthers in the
world. Additionally, the reality of declining funding for higher educatiorhim t
United States leaves university administrators with budgetary umtessaiand

hopes to find financial relief through intercollegiate athletics. Chu (1989) nmsinta



that administrators may look toward intercollegiate athletics as a possibedy
for these financial uncertainties, while others raise concerns regdnéinvell-
being of the student-athletes when athletics are viewed as a reveaoe Jine
NCAA Division | classification of athletics is typically charaxzed by the large
sport budgets that support powerhouse athletic programs. Examples of the larger
budgeted athletic programs within this division are The Ohio State Universityawi
fiscal year 2010 budget of $128 million, and the University of Texas with a fiscal
year 2009 budget of $125 million. Concern for the well-being of student-athletes
caught in a money-making enterprise is of primary concern at theseoDil
athletics programs. In support of this concern, it has been argued that thé curre
culture of athletics, particularly in the traditionally-named “revenuetspof
football and men’s basketball, may potentially harm aspects of the studkentésit
character development (Eberhardt, 2006; Reall, Bailey & Stoll, 1998; Wolverton,
2006). Team culture has been identified as a factor related to varyirgdével
character development (Loughead & Leith, 2001). This research suggests that
institution and, more specifically, coaches can play a major role in sdténgrte
of integrity and values among the student-athletes.

As media coverage of alleged crimes committed by student-athletesdexpa
a concern for the lack of character exhibited by student-athletesiisggground in
this country (Marino, 2007). The debate surrounding the question of character in
athletics is further complicated by a mixture of conflicting reseaitsz The
varied conclusions found in the literature are caused by multiple factors thakeincl

differing definitions of character, inadequate sample sizes, and problematic



instrumentation. There is a need for studies to correct the methodological @oblem
found in previous research and to provide a foundation for universities to address
discrepancies between athletics and their central mission ofrigacsearch, and
service.

As noted in previous research on character, character development is a
complex construct, which makes it difficult to obtain an accurate measurement
(Gump, Baker & Roll, 2000; Marino, 2007). Multiple instruments have been
designed to measure this construct. Some have tried to divide the idea ofecharact
into distinguishable components such as moral character and social cH&adter
& Stoll, 2004). Others find themselves in a battle with semantics using terims suc
as “character development,” “moral reasoning,” and “ethical standards”
interchangeably (Marino, 2006; Stoll, 2006; Stoll & Beller, 1998). Although all are
closely related, any change in an aspect of one’s “charactegitan to produce a
chain reaction within the individual (Chickering, 1972). No single part of one’s
character develops in a vacuum. The experiences and lessons that contribute to
character development frequently affect students on multiple levelsngauspple
effect. When capturing these changes, it is important to identify predigely t
guality that is to be measured, not the subsequent reactions of other character
aspects within students. As Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) state, nsoalirga
is “an integral part of an interconnected and a mutually reinforcing network of
developmental trends that characterize changes in college students” (p. 337).
Others argue that the complexity of the construct of character prevgrdsamate

measurement. This researcher believes that while the changeghdye hi



interconnected, it is possible to measure the degree of change in a spetoic t
construct, as long as that trait has been well defined. For this study, the focus is
within the moral development aspect of students’ character.

Perhaps the challenge in measuring one’s growth in moral development rests
with the numerous factors that could potentially affect the rate of chantjesto
trait. As noted by Pascarella and Terenzini (1991), there are five main inflmces
the moral development of college students. The first of these influences occurs
when students are exposed to divergent perspectives from people with whom they
interact. The situation of being around others who approach or view issunes fr
different perspective, such as what is experienced when living with roommates or
being away at college in a different part of the country, will broaden thiy abi
consider critical and moral dilemmas from alternate perspectives, thus emhanci
the developmental level of thought (Evans et al., 1998). The second influence found
to be active in facilitating moral development in students is the level of exposure t
cognitive moral conflict (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). This is commonly faund i
collegiate courses that challenge students with materials that thepotere
previously exposed to, and which force them to consider additional information
when making moral or ethical decisions. The third of the influences on moral
development is the exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking than
students are normally exposed to in their collegiate lives. This exposurdlyypica
comes from interactions and conversations with faculty, staff, and upperetassm
regarding moral conflicts (Evans et al., 1998). The fourth influence on moral

development is the demand that college students take on new social responsibilities.



Frequently, college students are asked to assume everyday respongHtmlitieey
previously had not experienced. Examples of this might include the need to budget
time for studying or feeling the direct effects of making inter-persorcisidas
such as conflict resolution with roommates or delegating academic ridsjioes
when working in small groups with classmates (Pascarella & Terenzini, 198¢). T
final influence on moral development is that of experiencing real world
responsibilities and dealing with the consequences of personal and professional
actions that are brought about by a myriad of college experiences mohal
balance between managing responsibilities and experiencing consequentes may
illustrated by the decision among some students to participate in academic
dishonesty, an act that can provide immediate reward, but could possibly have
severe ramifications.

In order to attempt to address a portion of the complexities that measuring
character carries with it, this study focuses solely on the relatiothgttithe
exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking has on the moral judgment-
making skills of student-athletes worthy of study. It can be argued ttabéthe
five influences on the moral development of college students are experienced to
some degree by all college students, regardless of participation in ingatelle
athletics. It is how student-athletes’ experiences differ from tho$e afeneral
student body that makes them a unique group of students. This influence of varying
levels of exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking was sdlbetsed
on the opportunity for differences between student-athletes and the géngeal s

body in their collegiate experiences. Student-athletes have the opportunity to build



very close relationships with coaches, athletic administrators, atbiatf and
fellow teammates that the rest of the student body is not typically affolties
within these relationships that the opportunity to educate student-athletes exists
thus helping to justify the inclusion of intercollegiate athletics in a universitys
method of exposure to higher levels of moral development will act as the lens to
examine the moral decision making abilities of student-athletes. Thegsesbdn
be considered a form of competency that people develop to a unique degree over the
course of a lifespan. This aspect of character has been selected in ao effort
explore one specific, measurable trait of those involved with the multiple
dimensions of character development. The choice of addressing one aspect of
character allows the research to focus on a manageable portion of the complex
nature of character research. This study builds on previous research byiagdress
issues which have not been directly addressed in prior studies, such as comsidera
given for possible reading comprehension issues that may exist withgzdnigi
student-athletes and carefully defining those who were asked to paeticifthe
study, limiting the sample to active participants in Division | athletics.

The theoretical basis for concern regarding moral development in
intercollegiate athletics is well described in Kleiver's (1998) chdpirical Issues
in Intercollegiate Athletics.” Kleiver applied Kohlberg’s theory of nhora
development to the arena of intercollegiate athletics. Although over the years
Kohlberg’s theories have been criticized for containing potential sexist andatul
biases (Rest & Narvaez, 1994; Tod & Hodge, 2001), they still serve as the

foundation for other, newly-developed measures of moral development (Gump et



al., 2002; Reall et al., 1998). Combined with the work of cognitive psychologists
including Piaget, Kohlberg, Gilligan, and Rest, present day researchers look to
apply the founding theories of moral development to new arenas with improved
measures.

Georg Lind, a researcher and teacher in the area of moral and democratic
development and education in the Psychology Department at the University of
Konstanz, Germany, has continued Kohlberg's work of theorizing on moral
judgment behavior. Lind has created his own Dual-Aspect Theory of moral
judgment behavior. The first part of this theory includes Piaget’s and Kohlberg’s
notion that one’s cognition and affect are connected, but separately identifiable,
aspects of making moral decisions (Lind, 2002). The second part of this theory is
based on Kohlberg’s views on moral judgment competence. Kohlberg defined this
idea as'the capacity to make decisions and judgments which are moral (i.e., based
on internal principles) and to act in accordance with such judgments" (Kohlberg,
1964, p. 425).

Based on his Dual-Aspect Theory, Lind (2002) created the Moral Judgment
Test (MJT) in an attempt to measure both aspects of judgment behavior. Reflecti
of Astin’s (1977) 2x2x2 taxonomy, Lind incorporated a measure for the cognitive
changes, as applied to moral decision making, with the affective change®tid
occur with changes in the level of ability in moral reasoning among college
students. This test is different from other commonly used instruments because it
measures both the cognitive and the affective components of moral reasoning at the

same time, but gives separate scores for stages of each. Theveagmitponents

10



of moral reasoning are those that are internal mental processes suthas cri

thinking and problem solving. The affective components of moral reasoning are
those that are related to the emotional responses made in connection to moral
dilemmas. Measuring the two components together affords a unique picture into the
thought processes that occur during a moral decision. In short, instead ofea simpl
measurement of the attitude of the participant toward a moral decision, the MJT
requires the participant to engage actively in moral decision making.

This study is significant to the field of higher education due to the obligation
that institutions have to insure that their student-athletes are affiuitle
developmental and educational opportunities. If findings are consistent with
detrimental effects on development, further research should be conducted to
determine which factors are potentially responsible and how to best address them
If findings reflect a trend of moral developmental growth in the studentteshle
then additional research should be performed to determine which factors are the
most instrumental in the facilitation of this growth. Individual universitrestae
student-athletes who attend them could benefit from the resulting information f
either scenario.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to examine how exposure to higher levels of

morally principled thinking affects the moral decision making competency of

student-athletes.

11



Research Questions
As discussed earlier, there are many factors that could potentially mkey a
in the moral decision making competency of student-athletes. There is support for
the idea that the pre-collegiate environment which the students experiefared be
coming to college has a significant impact on the level of moral development
attained prior to the start of college. Research on the collegiate expasfenc
student-athletes suggests there are differences between revenue ssvkenap-
sports, contact and non-contact sports, and differences related to gender.
Additionally, student-athletes are exposed to people and experiences that are not
offered to the general student body, such as the controlling presence aha coac
required interaction with athletic department staff, and long hours of close
involvement with teammates. It is within these experiences as athleaeslition
to those experienced as students, that the research questions were formed. A
comprehensive review of each of these variables will be presented inegseitis
chapter.
In an effort to fulfill the purpose of this study, the following research
guestions were examined:
1. To what extent do the pre-collegiate experiences of student-athletestoe
the levels of moral decision making achieved?
2. To what extent do the collegiate experiences of student-athletes oetlage t
levels of moral decision making achieved?
3. To what extent does exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking

from coaches relate to the level of moral decision making achieved?

12



4. To what extent does exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking
from faculty relate to the level of moral decision making achieved?

5. To what extent does exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking
from teammates relate to the level of moral decision making achieved?

6. To what extent does exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking
from athletics department staff relate to the level of moral deaisaking
achieved?

7. To what extent does the interaction of the set of possible exposures to higher
levels of morally principled thinking relate to the combined score on the
measure of moral judgment competence?

Limitations

1. Although measures were taken to encourage participation, it was not
possible to ensure a response from all student-athletes in every sport. As
suggested by Instructional Assessment Resources (2007), acceptable
response rates depend upon the purpose of the research, the type of analyses
used, and the method of administration. For this study, a response rate of
50% was deemed a desirable goal to meet.

2. Due to the potential extraordinary number of possible variables, this type of
research can never indicate a cause and effect relationship. In the best way
possible, all relevant variables were included and their interrelationships

taken into account in the exploration of this complicated phenomenon.

13



Assumptions

1.

4.

It was assumed that participants fully comprehended the instruments and
answered appropriately and accurately. Both the questionnaire and survey
were reviewed for clarity and reading level.

It was assumed that participants answered the research questionsycarefull
honestly, and to the best of their abilities or recollection.

It was assumed that the instrument chosen provided an adequate
measurement of the moral judgment abilities of the participants.

It was assumed that those responsible for providing exposure to higher levels

of moral reasoning were actually operating at those levels themselves.

Definition of Terms

1.

Division | University-This classification is given by the National Collegiate
Athletic Association (NCAA) to a university whose athletic department
meets specified requirements. These institutions have athletic depiartme
which represent the most competitive levels of intercollegiate athéetats
typically have the largest operating budgets.

Moral Judgment Competenc@he capacity to make decisions and

judgments which are moral (i.e., based on internal principles) and to act in
accordance with such judgments” (Kohlberg, 1964, p. 425). Lind (in press)
also describes moral judgment competency as one’s ability to make
decisions regarding moral issues rather than one’s actual level of moral
development. In this manner, moral judgment competency may be thought

of as the ability of subjects to accept or reject arguments on a particular

14



moral issue consistently in regard to their moral quality even though they
oppose the subject’s stance on that issue.

. Revenue Producing SpoRefers to sports that commonly realize a profit in

their operating budgets. The sports that are included in this category are
football and men’s basketball.

. Student-Athlete For the purposes of this study, a student-athlete is any

student who is currently listed on a roster of any sport at the Division |
university which provided subjects for this study.

. Coach, Athletic Administrator, Athletic StaffAny member of the athletic

department who is officially employed by the university and whose job it is

to have regular interaction with student-athletes from any team.

. Contact Spo#Any sport in which full body contact is inherently necessary

to fulfill the play of the game. These sports include: football, boxing, ice
hockey, judo, karate, tae kwon do, rugby, soccer, and wrestling (Tommasone
& McLeod, 2006). All other sports may be considered limited contact or
non-contact. In this study, football, soccer, and wrestling were the only

contact sports in which the student-athletes participated.
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Chapter Two
Literature Review

The distinction between those who view sport as character-enhancing and
those who view it as potentially character-damaging is an age-old debhiie. thvg
justification of the initial inclusion of athletics on college campuses in thiet)
States was to help students to develop exemplary character (Hayes, 2006; Sage
1998) and to help financially secure the university (Chu, 1989), sport was also
viewed as a means to develop the values held dear by society and to instill social
and moral character in the participants. General Douglas MacArthur desbebed t
importance of sport participation in our society as “. . . a vital character buitder. |
molds the youth of our country for their roles as custodians of the republic” (Gerdy,
2002, p.13). Nevertheless, as early as the 1800s, concern regarding high injury and
death rates, poor behavior exhibited by athletes, and issues of sport culture and
commercialism were being discussed by American society (Lumpkin, 2008). As the
years progressed, there were continued debates regarding the samecarwetab
as had previously taken place. As the field of cognitive psychology developed, new
instruments were created to measure and study the moral and ethicahsarfcer
society. Various populations found themselves subjected to a wide array of
guestionnaires. Resulting from this research is a literature base that builds
foundations for, and provides critiques of, methodologies, conclusions, and
assumptions held in these studies. Both sides of the argument on the influence of
athletics on character have experienced support as well as contradradorgdi

While most agree that character as a whole is difficult to define, maldifficult

16



to measure, others maintain that a way to measure character is to reduce the
complexity of the construct into distinguishable parts that do not make up a whole
(Stoll & Beller, 1998). It is within these observations that the possibility of
accurately measuring character exists.

To provide the foundation for understanding the present study, this chapter
explores previous research, identifying the uniqgueness of student-athletes as a
population, noting the rationale for the selection of the moral reasoning aspect of
character, exploring previous difficulties encountered in research, andtprgsbe
choices for instrumentation selection.

Character: Defined and Divided

The construct of character is a complex trait that many researchers hav
attempted to define. Sage (1998) points out that many definitions can correctly fit
the idea of character, it is in the lack of specification of which definition is bséd t
problems arise. While some have labeled the term as “vague” (Sage, 1998), others
have taken a classical approach with Aristotle’s definition as described in
Nicomachean Ethics 11.7:

Excellence [of character], then, is a state concerned with choice, lying in a

mean relative to us, this being determined by reason and in the way in which

the man of practical wisdom would determine it. Now it is a mean between
two vices, that which depends on excess and that which depends on defect.

(1106b36-1107a3)

Here Aristotle defines having good character as being in a certaimftaied,
meaning that it is a mental condition more than habitual actions which we have been

taught (Homiak, 2007). Scholars may never agree on the exact definition of the

construct of character, causing some to believe that this makes it impassibl

17



measure. To address this issue, some researchers feel that chanatiestroa
measured as a sum of its parts. Stoll and Beller (1998) believe that there are
enough commonalities among the definitions to provide successful measurement.
In an effort to do this, character development has recently been measured in student
athletes in terms of the creation of two distinct aspects: moral charadtsocial
character (Hayes, 2006; Rudd, 1998). This separation attempts to group together
similar components of one’s character that relate to each other. Chasmttere
classified into two groups of ideas that reflect a similar method of intenaetith

the student-athletes’ environment: social character and moral charaateal So
character is described as a display of loyalty, a willingnessfteaaifice for the

good of the group, and acting courageously (Rudd, 1998). Moral character is
described as holding strong to personal values regarding honesty, justice, and
respect for others (Rudd, 1998). It is within the moral character elements of
character that the focus of the present research occurs. Working witimis 2sx

2 x 2 typology, this research focuses on the psychological aspects of moral
competence rather than the resulting behavioral aspects.

Moral character. Kleiver’'s (1990) essakthical Issues in Intercollegiate
Athleticsprovides an in-depth discussion of his view of the world of intercollegiate
athletics as related to basic moral and philosophical belid&sver compared
commonly-accepted practices in intercollegiate athletics with Kohkbeng'stages
of moral reasoning that have served as the basis for theory in the field of moral

psychology.
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Based on Piaget’'s assumptions made during previous research with moral
development in children, Kohlberg’s studies led to the creation of a set of stages that
he contended everyone passed through (Piaget, 1977). Kohlberg described his
stages as invariant, hierarchical, and sequential (Kleiver, 1998). The six
Kohlbergian stages are divided into three main phases. An illustration of
Kohlberg's theory is provided following the discussion in Figure 2. These are the
phases of pre-conventional thought, conventional thought, and post-conventional
thought. A person is placed in a particular phase based on the point of view held
regarding the person’s reconciliation of personal moral beliefs andadocie
expectations (Evans, Forney, & Guito-DiBrito, 1998).

The first phase, pre-conventional thought, houses Kohlberg’s first two stages
of moral development. In this phase, the rules of society are not well understood by
the individual and the point of view is concrete and focused on the self. The first
stage, Heteronomous Morality, is thought of by Kleiver as the “punitive” stage.
this stage, one will obey the rules of society merely to avoid the resulting
punishment (Evans et al., 1998; Kleiver, 1998). In the second stage,

Individualistic, Instrumental Morality, actions are decided based on the point of

view of creating an equal exchange of behavior. There is a realization that some of
society’s rules conflict with their personal wants, but in order to salisetwants,

there is a compromise made (Evans et al., 1998). Kleiver mentions the phrase “You
scratch my back and I'll scratch yours” to describe the personal incentive for

making moral decisions (Kleiver, 1998, p. 106).
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The second phase, conventional thought, is marked by a point of view that
involves a moral identification of what family, friends, and society expect and a
willingness to oblige. The third stage of moral development is that of
Interpersonally Normative Morality. Kleiver calls the moralitytlos stage the
“conformist” stage due to the fulfillment of societal expectation that normally
occurs during this time (Kleiver, 1998). The motivation for moral behavior
originates from the need to gain approval from others, still a self-sesoinge
(Evans et al., 1998). The fourth stage of moral development is that of Social System
Morality. This stage is marked by the point of view that being morally das¢c
obey the laws set in place by society (Evans et al., 1998). Kleiver tegssat)e
the “authoritarian” stage due to the subordination of personal needs to the
betterment of society (Kleiver, 1998).

The third phase, post-conventional thought, is marked by a separation of
society’s principles from personal moral thought. Decisions are matieefor
greater good of society and are based on personal moral reasoning. It is noted tha
some individuals will never reach this stage of moral thought (Evans et al., 1998;
Kleiver, 1998). The fifth stage of Kohlberg’s moral reasoning is the HumansRight
and Social Welfare Morality. This stage is marked by a judgment of sedeiys
based on personal moral beliefs. Kleiver terms this stage “utilitashaa’to the
nature of the relationship with society. In this stage, it is acceptablellengigathe
rules of society if it will benefit the good of all (Kleiver, 1998). The last of
Kohlberg's stages is the Morality of Universalizable, Reversible, arstifjpgve

General Ethical Principles. A member of this stage will be able to eqoalsyder
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their own moral beliefs, those of society, and those of all involved in a moral
dilemma. Decisions are based on humanistic principles that are widepyeatce
(Evans et al., 1998). For this very reason, Kleiver terms this stage therSahive
ethical principle orientation,” noting that the principles of justice and equaakty
given consideration in all situations in a consistent manner (Kleiver, 1998).

Figure 2. Kohlberg's Theory of Moral Development

Pre-Conventional Thought
Point of View: Focused on the self

1. Heteronomous Morality - obeying rules to avoid punishment

2. Individualistic, Instrumental Morality - equal exchange of behavior

Conventional Thought
Point of View: Will do what society expects

3. Interpersonally Normative Morality - conforms to societal expectat

4. Social System Morality - being morally correct is to obey society's |

Post-Conventional Thought
Point of View: Decisions are made for the greater good of society

5. Human Rights and Social Welfare Morality - can challenge rules @tgaicall
will benefit

6. Morality of Universalizable, Reversible, and Prescriptive General Ethica
Principles - can equally consider own moral beliefs with those of others and
societal beliefs

Kleiver maintains that the structure and common practices of interatéegi
athletics inhibit the natural passage of student-athletes through each ofrgzhlbe

stages (Kleiver, 1998). For example, the practice of using physical punisloment f
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student-athletes when a rule is broken, is only enforcing thought in the firsbtage
reasoning. Consequently, student-athletes may learn to obey the rules just to gain
playing time, or other benefits, thus the motivation used in the second stage of moral
reasoning is evidenced. Kleiver's overall conclusion is that intercokegthtetics
operates most generally in the lowest levels of moral development, limiting the
potential moral development of student-athletes. Although multiple crisasm
Kohlberg’s theories exist, other tests of moral development have produceat simil
findings when administered to student-athletes (Gump et al., 2002; Reall et al.,
1998). It may be that intercollegiate athletics programs are frdgsémictured to
allow for the most control over student-athletes, which translates to using st low
levels of moral development.

Views of moral psychology. Criticisms of Kohlberg's theories range from
the containment of sexist (Gilligan, 1977) and cultural biases (Rest & Nevare
1994), to limitations in scope of measurement and theory (Lind, in press; Rest,
1979). These criticisms have provided an array of views on how one develops
moral thought and how this thought process can best be measured. Each theorist
offers a unique insight into the process of moral development.

James R. Rest based his ideas of moral reasoning on Kohlberg's theory but
made several modifications (Evans et al., 1998). Rest focused on how societal rules
are known and how the balance is made between these rules and personal values.
Rest also questioned Kohlberg’s separation of content of moral decision making and
the structure of the process. He maintained that a person’s level of mooaimgas

may not be wholly in a particular stage but may show signs of being in multiple
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stages at once (Evans et al., 1998). Rest presents multiple modifications to
Kohlberg’s model of development and focuses on the influences on moral behavior.
He notes that the level of moral reasoning is paramount in the demonstration of
one’s moral behavior and explores other influences that exist in moral actiorssuch a
age and level of education (Rest & Narvaez, 1994).

Carol Gilligan challenged Kohlberg’s theories based on the notion that
Kohlberg’s research was gender-biased. As there were no women included in his
research, Gilligan investigated what differences might exist whengitteno
apply Kohlberg’s instrument to women. Results of these studies revealed that on
Kohlberg’s test of moral development, women consistently scored lower than males
(Evans et al., 1998). Gilligan maintains that these differences in scerdgeato
inherent flaws in the theory, not actual differences in levels of moral geweld.

Her research concludes that women tend to emphasize relationships between people
more than men do (Evans et al., 1998). She developed her own model of one’s
journey through moral development based on her idea of a “care” orientation which
takes into account the relationships that need to be considered when making moral
decisions. Although Gilligan’s work has been criticized for making gender
assumptions, Gilligan maintains that her idea of a “care voice” is applicabteh

genders (Evans et al., 1998).

Georg Lind also based his ideas of measuring moral development on
Kohlberg’s theory, but took a slightly different philosophical approach. He points
out what he has determined to be flaws in others’ attempts at measurement and

combines these with his own theory of moral behavior. Lind provides three
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definitions of morality and explains how his theory is drawn out of the three (Lind,
in press).

Lind’s first definition is the behaviorist approach of rule conformity.

Morality is absolute in nature, viewed as a list of things that should or should not be
performed. Evidence dating back to biblical times, this “thou shall not kill”

measure of morality is still common in moral measurement research ansl agrve

the basis for “reward and punishment” approaches to moral education (Lind, in
press).

The second definition is employed by Rest and others, and which Lind terms
the “good intentions” definition (Lind, in press). This definition disagrees that
morality can be evidenced through adherence to rules but looks to a person’s moral
intentions to determine moral behavior. This definition indicates that if one is to
have morally good behavior, then this implies that morally good attitudes and value
must exist at high levels of moral thinking. This definition carries witheit
assumption that psychological change will most likely result in behavioragjehan
This definition is evidenced in research on the psychology of moral attitudes and in
moral value education (Lind, in press).

The last definition provides the foundation for Lind’s Dual-Aspect Theory of
moral judgment behavior. This theory was born out of the commonalities shared by
the previous two definitions of morality: the idea that morality can be taught and
developed over the course of the lifetime; it is up to an external source of influence
(teachers, religious leaders, parents) to help facilitate this impeawe the moral

improvement effort needs societal influence; and that moral competentfgisrdi
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from cognitive abilities (Lind, in press). This separation of moral behavior from
cognition was so strongly believed that in the 1950s, the American Psychblogica
Association (APA) and the American Educational Research Association (AERA
created separate classifications in which to place educational compstandi
labeled them the “cognitive domain” and the “affective domain” (Lind, in press). |
the years that followed, this complete separation began to be challenged through
research. Pittel and Mendelsohn (1966) noted difficulties in the subjects’ altditie
“conceptualize the nature of moral values and their relation to behavior.” The
research of Krebs (1982) was one of several that found difficulty in the separtat
the two domains.

To address these challenges while incorporating the work of others, Lind
created the dual-aspect theory of morality and moral development. This theory is
the third definition of morality: moral behavior consists of “. . . two inseparalie, ye
distinguishable aspects: a person’s affection for certain moral idgaisoiples
and his or her ability to reason and act according to these ideals and principles. . . ”
(Lind, in press).

The first part of this theory is based on Piaget’s and Kohlberg's notion that
one’s cognitive abilities and affective abilities are both an integrabpéne moral
decision making process (Lind, 2002). The second part of this theory is based on
Kohlberg's views on moral judgment competence. The idea is that one is able to
make moral judgments and have these judgments lead to moral behavior. It is noted
by Stoll and Beller (1998) that high levels of moral development do not imply that

equally high levels of moral behavior will be observed. It is the connection lbetwee
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the two distinct processes that have the greatest influence on moral actohn (Li
2002). This interaction is the basis of Lind’s Dual-Aspect Model as summarized in
Figure 3.

Figure 3. Lind’s Dual Aspect Model.

4 N

Moral

Moral

Ideals Competencies

Moral
Action

This illustration shows the interaction of different aspects of behavior (mora

ideals and moral competencies). Lind’'s summary includes the statement that “
be moral, a behavior needs to be guided by moral ideals or principles, yet in order to
be morally mature, a behavior must also be informed by developed reasoning
competencies. . .” (Lind, in press).
How Student-Athletes are Unique

Multiple studies on college students have included or focused specifically on
student-athletes for a variety of reasons. Especially at universitiebigrtime

athletic programs, the lives and experiences of college student-atrkeiafsen
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markedly different from those of the general student body. Social isolation, public
scrutiny, and the demands of a strenuous physical workload are just some of the
ways that the daily lives of student-athletes result in maturational and
developmental differences.

Termed “vectors” of development, Chickering (1972) identifies seven
separate areas in which college students change during their ¢elleg@riences.
Within these vectors lie specific examples of instances in which athletic
participation has been found to affect the development of college students. Each of
the vectors addresses various areas of student development. Ideasateoktael
moral development are mentioned in Chickering’s first vector, developing
competence, the second vector, managing emotions, and the seventh vector,
developing integrity (Chickering, 1972).

Chickering’s ideas on developing competence include those of an
intellectual nature, physical and manual nature, and of an interpersonal nature.
Chickering maintains that participation in athletics leads to an increasedreess
of emotions commonly experienced in a competitive atmosphere. This awareness
lends itself to developing the ability to, manage these emotions (Chickering, 1972).
Chickering credits athletic participation with this honing of emotional skithat it
legitimizes the free and direct expression of emotion which in other enverdam
must be muted. He continues to say that extreme emotions such as “rage and
delight are expected reactions” (p. 29) and that experiencing these frelslydea

improved interpersonal relationships.
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The discussion around Chickering’s second vector, that of managing
emotions, continues where the first vector leaves off. This vector outlines the
development of emotions to a point of mastery. These ideas include the emotional
development of experiences of aggression and emotional sexual maturity.
Chickering credits the sub-cultures of college, such as those createtheuhgim a
dorm or on a team, with creating opportunities to practice emotional maeagem
(Chickering, 1972).

Chickering'’s ideas on his final vector, that of developing integrity, als® play
a role in the moral development of college students. Chickering believes that
integrity is affected by students’ interests, occupational plans andyliés-s As
these areas are generally influenced by a lifetime of trainingpéwt and
preparation to participate at the collegiate level, athletics partmmpaduld
potentially impact the development of integrity. Chickering (1972) considers
integrity as a set of beliefs that is true for the individual, held consistanidy
serves as a guide to the actions and attitudes of students. If indeed &fyected
interests and lifestyle, then the actions and attitudes of students who pariicipate
athletics would be affected as well.

According to Chickering (1972) “a student’s most important teacher is
another student” (p. 253). This statement emphasizes the value of interactions wit
peer groups, friends, and subcultures as one of the foremost influences ia colleg
student development (Chickering, 1972). As a result of his research, Astin (1977)
puts forth a maturation hypothesis in regard to athletics. This hypothessstistdte

the intense participation that characterizes intercollegiate athistiates student-
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athletes from peers with contrasting interests. This acts to dedneaseetall

impact that other, non-athletic peer groups might have on the development of

values, as compared to non-athletes (Astin, 1977). Surrounding student-athletes
with like-minded student-athletes may serve to decrease the exposure todlifferi
ideas. Evidence of peer and social isolation has been noted in other studies, such as
Reimer, Beal, and Schroeder (2000) who list separate living arrangemeéntsea
perception of not being received well in the classroom by faculty as coimgbut
circumstances.

According to Chickering (1972), athletics can promote increased avgarene
of personal feelings and an increased capacity to manage them. Theirtooserva
suggest that athletics offers an environment which is accepting otharid direct
expression of emotions that elsewhere would not be accepted. The expression of
extreme emotions such as rage and delight are both expected and accepted.
Additionally, Chickering (1972) determined that collegiate subcultures, todecl
intercollegiate athletics, frequently act as key influences imileguhow to manage
emotions such as aggression and sexual feelings. Astin’s (1977) findings on the
management of emotions for student-athletes are linked to the characteriste
of interactions during intercollegiate athletics. Astin maintains Heset exchanges
are usually highly disciplined and not likely to involve “discussion of political
concepts or values” (page 46). Overall, Astin’s observation is that the titne tha
student-athletes have to discuss these types of issues with a network of etic-athl
related people is greatly diminished. Other research on identity forex|tiseidea

that someone settles on an identity early in life and excludes the pogsibilit
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change (Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998), lists college student-athletes
having overall lower than expected levels of psychosocial maturity due to the focus
on athletic activities at the expense of other developmentally-behefitirties
(Brewer, Petitpas, Van Raalte, & Mahar, 1993). These findings suggest that
participation in intercollegiate athletics changes multiple aspectaddrg-athletes’
developmental courses. As moral development is closely intertwined with these
aspects of one’s identity, it stands to reason that there would be expected amanges i
moral development, as well.

As applied to the development of integrity, different from moral
development, yet deeply intertwined, Chickering (1972) has determined that even a
most basic guide to behavior is heavily influenced by students’ main interests,
vocational plans, and life-style considerations. For student-athletesiritezssts
are frequently wrapped around aspects of athletic participation and achivekse
reported by Petipas and Champagne (1988) student-athletes often find themselves
stuck in a system that “overprotects and overindulges” them ( p. 456). As a result of
this, an ensuing sense of entittement may deter work ethic in areas outside of
athletics, consequently hindering the advancement of necessary life siiia &R
Champagne, 1988).

After reviewing the existing literature on student development, it becomes
apparent that college students naturally experience several developrhangds
during the course of their collegiate years. Theorists, directly hasvadirectly,
acknowledge that participation in intercollegiate athletics plays arrobeeivarious

ways these developmental changes occur. When considering moral development
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specifically, there remains a theorized connection between developmental changes
and the experiences of students who prepare for and participate in collegesathletic
When setting out to study these experiences affecting moral development, one
should distinguish those experiences relating to the preparation of collegedse (t
experiences held prior to college enrollment) and those events which occur during
the college experience.

Pre-college differences Every student sets foot on campus with an
individualized combination of experiences. The formation of most aspects of
character begin early in life and shape the young adults who make up freshman
classes every fall on campuses across the country. Attempting to megstoema
of development on a group of people without taking into consideration the level on
which each participant began could result in an inaccurate interpretation of data and
the drawing of inaccurate conclusions. When making the determination of influence
on the level of skill of moral decision making for student-athletes, it is negdesa
determine if any factors might have had an influence on this ability prior tanstude
athletes’ entrances to college.

In a study of first-year students, Biggs, Schomberg and Brown (1977)
noticed that students who entered the university with a specified set ofeegasti
tended to score higher on tests of moral judgment than students with a separate
given set of experiences. This study clearly illustrates the inmuertaf the pre-
college experiences on the development of moral judgment. According to Biggs,
Schomberg, and Brown (1977), students who lived a culturally rich life, exposed to

art, music, and people of differing viewpoints, as determined by scores on eseasur
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of Contemporary-Cultural, Artistic, Literary, and Academic-Conceptual

Experiences, scored significantly higher than those students who did not. This
observation is supported by Rest (1979) who concluded that the level of score on a
principled morality measure directly corresponds to the richness of theantalle
environment. For those students entering college who have lived in an intellectually
rich environment, it is expected that their scores on a moral judgment test would be
higher.

Additionally, Biggs, Schomberg, and Brown (1977) noticed a gender
difference within their findings. It was found that for female firstrystadents, the
score on the artistic measure had the highest correlation with the principladynor
score, in that the more artistic female students were, the higher they wordda
the measure of principled morality. For male freshman students, theylitera
measure had the highest correlation with the principled morality score ihéhat t
more books the male students had read or were familiar with, the higheratukely w
score on the measure of principled morality. Pascarella and Terenzini (18£84) ag
that the richer the intellectual environment experiences with which studentsdente
college, the more they participated in academic undertakings, cultural,euhts
social interaction. This stands to reason that the pre-collegiate enviranment
which students were raised has an effect on the types of experiences in which
students will engage during college.

Pre-collegiate experiences and student-athletes. The overall findings of this
research are that the more cultural, artistic, and intellectual environimeviigh

students are raised, the higher the scores are on a measure of moral dawelopm
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This is important to take into consideration when setting out to study student-
athletes. As noted previously, the college lives of student-athletes arerftigqu
socially isolated and overcome with athletic responsibility at the &&caf other
activity (Astin, 1977; Petipas & Champagne, 1988; Reimer, Beal, & Schroeder,
2000). To imagine that the sacrifices made for athletics begin at thgiatdléevel
would be discounting the years of discipline and practice that are requirthe for
necessary skill attainment to win a collegiate athletic scholarship. Staitiéstes
at times report being “passed along” through high school, along with feelings of
poor academic accomplishment (Outside the Lines, 2002). Alternative exah®iss
decisions for student-athletes who are lacking academic preparatiorcane gp
increasingly commonplace at universities across the country, again rewasling t
focus on athletics at the expense of diversification of interests (Gurney&Ta
Winters, 2010). In fact, some student-athletes are reporting to colleg®monly
discover for the first time that they have a learning disability or readifigehcy
that has been undetected their entire lives (Clark & Parette, 2002). Whengstudyin
student-athletes, these pre-college factors must be taken into consideration.
Incoming freshman student-athletes bring a much different set of exEeriEenc
college than the general, freshman student body, and the effects of this different
experience will shape the course of their ensuing college years.

Collegiate experiencesDifferences in moral development have been noted
in several studies of students by virtue of their membership in sport type, nature of
the sport, or gender classification. Concern for the well being of studeatesthl

particularly those in contact sports or the traditionally-termed “revenutsspb
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football and men’s basketball has been expressed and supported through research
(Eberhardt, 2006; Reall, Bailey & Stoll, 1998; Wolverton, 2006). Research
conducted by Storch, Werner, and Storch (2003) suggests that exhibitions of
aggressive behavior are directly linked to specific team membership, iroadditi
having a significant relationship to gender. This research suggests that those
student-athletes who participate in contact sports are more likely to exhibit
aggressive behavior and approve of aggressive behavior. Additionally, males have
shown more aggressive behavior than females (Storch, Werner, and Storch, 2003).
Additional research conducted by Keller (2007) highlights the difference &etwe
contact and non-contact sports as it applies to levels of aggression in both athletic
and non-athletic settings. In addition, the culture of a team has been edeasifa

factor related to varying levels of character development (Lougheaait&, 2001).
Frequently determined by the coach, a team’s culture can include themoeénn
communication, the dedication to academics, the level of acceptance of poor
behavior, and other seemingly-approved activities. Often, media attention plays a
role in the reflection of the team culture or the perpetuation of culture. Tderchs

of Loughead and Leith (2001) suggests that a direct relationship existebehge
acceptance of aggressive behavior and the level of intensity of play for student-
athletes. Further supporting these findings is the research of Beneditx \{@#8éh
indicates that participation in contact sports breeds sexually aggresbasady

often exhibited by student-athletes. Benedict's research has relied canmpus

police reports of student-athletes as compared to the student body on reported

34



offenses. These studies provide a foundation for the need for research reii@rding
moral development of student-athletes.
Potential Influences on the Moral Development of Student-Athletes

Previously, five main methods of fostering moral development in students
were identified. As noted by Pascarella and Terenzini (1991), the first of these
influences occurs when students are exposed to perspectives that differ frem thos
to which they are accustomed. The act of being around others who approach issues
from a different perspective, such as what is experienced when living with
roommates or away at a school in a different part of the country, will broaden the
ability to consider critical and moral dilemmas from alternate petispscthus
enhancing the level of thought (Evans et al., 1998). Chickering (1972) discusses
this interaction as the educational value of the “dormitory bull sessions” (p. 40).
Astin (1977) states that the most important characteristic associatecevgistgnce
in college is living in a dormitory during the first year of college. The
developmental effects from these living relationships have influence irea# af
student development. As discussed, student-athletes are frequently grouped
together in housing, or choose to live with teammates, thus surrounding themselves
with people of similar experiences and isolating themselves from potewtial m
conflict (Reimer, Beal, & Schroeder, 2000).

The second influence found to be active in facilitating moral development in
students is exposure to cognitive moral conflict (Pascarella & Terenzini,.1991)
This is commonly found in collegiate courses that challenge students wéhaha

to which they were not previously exposed and force students to consider additional
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information when making moral or ethical decisions. Although student-athletes
enroll in courses and work toward graduation as do other students, Petipas and
Champagne (1988) discuss the over-identification of being an athlete that fhequent
dominates student-athletes’ lives as students and potential career pattditidm,
Reimer, Beal, and Schroeder (2000) discuss reported feelings from studetasathl

of disapproval from faculty in courses, which could result in disengagement from
class discussion.

The third of the influences on moral development is the exposure to higher
levels of morally principled thinking than students currently use. This exposure
comes from interactions and conversations with faculty, staff, and uppenelass
regarding moral conflict (Evans et al., 1998). Coaches and other athletic support
staff are repeatedly added to the list of influential people in the liveadsrst
athletes, lending a unique opportunity for education as compared to the student-
body (Petipas & Champagne, 1988). In studies regarding the importance of
mentoring and leadership for student-athletes, the role of the coach has been
reported to be paramount in the areas of career counseling, academic motivation,
and adjustment to college (Frederick & Morrison, 1999; Lough, 2001). It would
follow that these relationships with coaches would influence other areas of student-
athletes’ lives, to include moral reasoning.

The fourth influence on moral development is the demand that college
students take on new social responsibilities. Frequently, college students dre aske
to assume every day responsibilities that they previously had not experienced.

Examples of this might include the need to be disciplined about how their time is

36



spent or feeling the direct effects of making inter-personal decisions wit
roommates or classmates (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). As Astin (1977) points
out, enrolling in college or living in the dorms might be students’ first exposures t
illegal substances, illicit behavior, and political activism. Students eeel faith
decisions that will need to be considered, possibly for the first time. Gerdes and
Mallinckrodt (1994) discuss the importance of social adjustment into college and
the difficulties of handling the new freedoms that accompany this adjustment.

The final influence on moral development is that of experiencing real world
responsibilities and dealing with the consequences of personal and professional
actions that are brought about through college experiences. In a study focusing
solely on football student-athletes, Nishimoto (1997) noted that athletes are
expected to represent the university in a positive manner at all times, adding this
responsibility to them as students, and leading to another layer of segrdgat
the rest of the student body.

As previously noted, it can be argued that each of the five influences on the
moral development of college students are experienced to some degriee by al
college students, regardless of participation in intercollegiate athletiss.aé
discussed, student-athletes have a variety of ways in which their experiences in
college vary from the general student body. Perhaps the most unique aspect of
student-athletes’ collegiate journeys is the opportunity for coaches antcattdé
to influence strongly students’ choices in life. For this reason, the présent s
focused solely on the relationship that the exposure to higher levels of morally

principled thinking has on the moral judgment making skills of student-athletes.

37



Student-athletes have the opportunity to develop a relationship with coaches,
people whose jobs depend upon an individual student’s success while at college.
This situation of having a staff member at the university act as a stake inalder
student’s success helps to distinguish the uniqueness of student-athletes’ situation
Many have reported the influence of the coach in the lives of student-athletes is
unparalleled as compared to any other student’s life (Petipas & Chammhagag,

It is within these relationships that the opportunity to educate student-athiistes e
thus helping to justify the inclusion of intercollegiate athletics in a univer3itys
method of exposure through athletics activities to higher levels of moral
development will provide a lens to examine the moral decision making abilities of
student-athletes.

Instrumentation for the Study

Based on theorists in the fields of student affairs and moral psychology, two
instruments were used to help produce a measure of the effect that exposure t
higher levels of morally principled thinking has on student-athletes’ abititie
make moral decisions. The goal of the first instrument, a questionnaire, ndeasure
the relationship that the different areas of possible exposure to highelymoral
principled thinking had on student-athletes, while accounting for the prejietde
environment and collegiate experiences. This questionnaire has been constructed by
this researcher based on the discussion found in student affairs literature and on
prior research on collegiate student-athletes. The questionnaire can be found in

Appendix B.
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The goal of the second instrument was to provide a measure of the student-
athletes’ moral decision making abilities, the dependent variable in thisakseA
variety of instruments that measure moral development exist, however, adfet ca
consideration of each of these instruments, George LiMdial Judgment Test
(MJT)was chosen for its ability to measure the competency of making a decision,
not only the attitude of the participant toward the decision. As choosing an
instrument which would produce a valid measure is essential to the success of thi
research study, a thorough examination of other commonly used instruments was
included. The MJT can be found in its entirety in Appendix C.

Several theorists, including those discussed, have created instruments based
on their particular definitions of morality. Each instrument lends insight into
capturing the measure of morality within the scope of the definition with which the
theorist has chosen to frame the construct. For this section, this resealicher w
provide an overview of some of the most commonly-used instruments, ultimately
choosing the measure thought best suited for the current research.

Kohlberg’'s MJI. Kohlberg created the Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) to
test his theories of moral reasoning. The instrument is a structured intéoumest
that may be completed as a face-to-face interview, or as a writterittesst
composed of three hypothetical dilemmas followed by roughly 10 questions that are
designed to attempt to reveal the interviewee’s level of moral reasoniisguiplto
the participant to develop a response on his own, as no options are provided from
which to choose. The interviews are scored using the Standard Issue Scoring

system, which is meant to provide more objectivity and clearer stage méipbers
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(Evans et al., 1998). The test-retest reliability was reported to be in the high .90s,
alternate form reliability was reported to be .95 and interratebiglyavas
reported to be .98 (Colby et al., 1987).

Criticisms of the MJI lie in the theory on which it is based. Aside from the
previously-discussed criticisms of gender and cultural bias, the MJI reparts onl
mixed indices for the affective and cognitive aspects, and does not provide any
measure of the two aspects independently (Lind, 1989). In addition, the MJI
findings typically reflect the highest level of moral reasoning of agyaaint’s
capabilities. It might be more useful for researchers to determinepibaltievel of
moral reasoning used by a participant to gain insight into the daily levels af mor
decision making (Lind, in press). Therefore, it can be argued that the mtervie
situation itself does not challenge the participant to use Kohlberg’'s highestdével
moral reasoning, thus biasing the scoring of the stage scale (Lind, in press).

Rest’s DIT. Rest’s Defining Issues Test (DIT) bears resemblance to
Kohlberg’'s MJl in that there are hypothetical situations presented for the eart
to consider. The DIT differs from the MJI in that the participant is presentbd wit
options and is asked to choose which response is most appropriate. Each response
is connected to a stage in Rest’s theory and is scored according to the percentage of
principled reasoning, giving@score (Evans, et al., 1998). Test-retest reliability
and measures of internal consistencies are reported in the .70 and .80 range.

Criticisms of the DIT include its design of simply asking a participant to
recognize the response, rather than to reason through the moral dilemma (Evans, et

al., 1998). Because of this, Lind (in press) deems it valid for assessing moral
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attitudes, not moral judgment capabilities or moral behavior. An additional

criticism is that it is possible for participants to obtain an increased souply by
choosing options that are representive of higher levels of development, without any
process of rationalizing through the dilemma (Lind, in press) or being witliagtt

on them.

Sport-specific measurements.Due to recent attention to the area of moral
and character development in intercollegiate athletics, researchersshalaped
instruments specifically to measure the moral development of student-athi¢hte
during and outside athletic competition. One such instrument is the Rudd-Stoll-
Beller-Hahm Value Judgment Inventory (RSBH Value Judgment Inventory). The
RSBH Value Judgment Inventory presents 20 scenarios, 10 in which student-
athletes are faced with a dilemma in a non-athletic situation, and 10 in which
student-athletes are faced with a dilemma in an athletic situation. A Stgaanit
scale follows each scenario for the participant to indicate agreement oedisagit
with the given scenario (Rudd, 1998). Cronbach alphas have been reported in the
.70 and .80 range for the test.

Criticisms for this test range from sample selection to theoretEakness.

No concern for reading level had been discussed during the development of the
instrument. There was no discussion regarding measures taken to ensure
comprehension of the dilemmas. As this might not be a factor in other instruments,
the specific population for which this instrument was created warrants thisroonc
Specifically, since 2003, changes made by the NCAA have increased access t

higher education for student-athletes through a change in initial etgibili
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legislation. As a consequence of this legislation, student-athletepargnmg to

college campuses often underprepared for the academic rigors of collgqgenthe
presenting with deficiencies in areas of basic skills. Also, the dilesncreated for

the student-athletes to reason through are not realistic in the realm of ¢imepeti
sport. An example of this is the task of deciding whether or not to self-report a foul
to a referee during competition. This situation is problematic due to the
environment in which the particular athletic competition is played. The estatlis
rules of the sport determine that the fouls are to be determined by the referee,
changing what may be the normal set of moral reasoning employed by student-
athletes. This notion is further supported by research that directly supports the
utilization of a different group of moral principles during competition (Reall. et a
1998). Using situations which are not universal in nature seems to create problems
when interpreting the results.

Lind’s MJT . Based on his Dual-Aspect Theory, Lind created the Moral
Judgment Test (MJT). This test is different from other commonly-used ingttsime
because it requires the participant to actively engage in moral deciskamgntaus
providing a measure of the participant’s level of competence. The MJT provides
two dilemmas that are each followed by a series of 12 responses for th@aairtici
to rate on a Likert scale. Six of the responses are arguments in favor of the
dilemma’s moral decision, and six of the responses are counter arguments to the
dilemma’s moral decision (Lind, 2007). Whereas the MJIl and DIT measured the
attitudes of the participants, the MJT is a measure of the attitude in addition to the

level of competence exhibited in the task (Lind, 2007).
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The MJT is suitable for the student-athlete population. It is one of the
shortest instruments that has been validated, with only 24 items. Also, the test has
been validated on patrticipants as young as 10 years of age, accountingder a w
range of reading comprehension levels (Lind, 2007).

The MJT seems to be the best instrument to measure moral judgment
competence of student-athletes by challenging them with a morallyuttitisk.
Based on the strength of the supporting literature for this instrument, thetitedore
foundation on which it is based, and the compensation for criticisms on the other
scales, the MJT was chosen to be the instrument used in this research.
Summary

Intercollegiate athletics, by virtue of their inclusion in a collegia
environment should be educationally beneficial to the student-athletes. As the
number of media reports of poor moral decisions made by student-athletes
increases, the public confidence in intercollegiate athletics decredsesollegiate
experiences of student-athletes vary in many ways from those of the student body.
These differences, coupled with an increase in public concern, may lead one to
guestion the moral development of student-athletes and the ways in which this
development is affected.

Through an examination of the experiences which student-athletes bring
with them to college, and taking into consideration their collegiate exuas, the
present research aimed to identify the ways in which the moral decision making

abilities of student-athletes are influenced and how they are affecte
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Chapter Three
Methodology

Methodology

The purpose of this study was to examine how exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking affected the moral decision-making competehcy
student-athletes. This was accomplished through an analysis of opportunities for
exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking and how the exposure
related to moral judgment development. Student-athletes were scored on George
Lind’s Moral Judgment Test, used in its totality, to determine their currentdéve
moral judgment. These scores were then compared with the information cbllecte
on a questionnaire regarding pre-collegiate environments and collegiaiglesuri
Research Questions

As discussed, there are many factors that could potentially play a rbée in t
development of the moral decision-making competencies of student-athletes.
Among these factors is the environment the student-athletes experienced before
coming to college, possibly indirectly impacting the level of competenagiaieed.
Additionally, research on the collegiate experiences of student-athlgigssss
there are differences between student-athletes who participatemesand non-
revenue sports, contact and non-contact sports, and by gender. Student-a¢hletes ar
exposed to people and experiences that are not encountered by the general student
body, such as the influential presence of coaches, required interacticatétic
department staff, and long hours of close involvement with teammates. hiig wit

these unique experiences that research questions were formed. Based on the
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theories presented, a review of previous literature and this researcherisreg
intercollegiate athletics, hypotheses were formed for each resesastion.
These hypotheses served as the basis for the proposed model of research. This
model is summarized in Figure 4.
1. To what extent did the pre-collegiate experiences of student-atretesto
the levels of moral decision making achieved?
H:.. Pre-collegiate experiences of student-athletes were directly
related to the levels of moral decision making achieved.
2. To what extent did the collegiate experiences of student-athletesteethe
levels of moral decision making achieved?
Hza Collegiate experiences of student-athletes were directlydelate
to the levels of moral decision making achieved.
3. To what extent did exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking
from coaches relate to the level of moral decision making achieved?
Hzo: Exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking from
coaches was directly related to the level of moral decision making
achieved.
4. To what extent did exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking
from faculty relate to the level of moral decision making achieved?
Hzc: Exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking from
faculty was directly related to the level of moral decision making

achieved.
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5. To what extent did exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking
from teammates relate to the level of moral decision making achieved?

Hzd: Exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking from
teammates was directly related to the level of moral decision making
achieved.

6. To what extent did exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking
from athletics department staff relate to the level of moral deaisaking
achieved?

Hze. Exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking from
athletics department staff directly related to the level of moral
decision making achieved.

7. To what extent did the set of pre-collegiate experiences of studentsthlete
mediate the collegiate experiences relating to the level of marisiale
making achieved?

Hs: The pre-collegiate experiences of student-athletes were directl
related to the collegiate experiences of student-athletes.

Figure 4. Proposed Research Model.

Pre-Collegiate Experiences
e Academic Environment H
e Literary Environment
e Cultural Environment

C-score

Hs

A

Collegiate Experiences
e Coach Relationship 2
e Professor Relationship
e Teammate Relationship
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The research questions were explored quantitatively, using the informatiwrey
by a questionnaire designed to determine the pre-collegiate envithrookegiate
experiences, exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking fronmesac
faculty, and athletics department staff, and the quality of interactidn wit
teammates. These variables were analyzed as potential predidtoes
participants’ scores on the criterion measure, Lind’s Moral Judgmen{M&$§},
which was used to obtain a current level of moral decision making ability.
Participants were asked to complete a short section of demographic inquirtp pri
the two data collection instruments (see Appendix A). The questionnaire and the
MJT instrument were administered at the same time. Once an adeduile Isad
been obtained, the tests were then scored and statistically analyzed farasigei
on each of the stated research questions. The end result became a descripgion of t
nature in which student-athletes’ moral decision making competencies were
influenced. Additional information provided by the completion of the questionnaire
reflected the influence of the pre-collegiate and collegiate envinaisnoa the
moral judgment competence of student-athletes.
Sample

The participants for this study were NCAA Division | student-athletes. A
Division | university was selected due to its participation in what is comhm
referred to as “big-time” sport. This is the area that receivegéa¢egt number of
accusations of over-commercialism and scandal within the realm afahégiate
athletics. It is within Division | that participation in intercollegiathletics is often

thought of as a “job” for student-athletes, as extreme time commitmentsgind hi
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levels of visibility frequently bleed into every aspect of student-a#ildgaly lives.

All student-athletes who are presently on a roster of an intercollepiatesas this
Division | university were approached to take part in this study. To encourage
participation, administration in the athletic department of the university was
approached for support of the study. The administrator gave suggestions ad to ide
data collection times for student-athletes, and contacted the teams’ clmaches
encourage participation. In an effort to gather the most complete data, the enti
population of student-athletes was targeted. If there was 100% particj ity

500 student-athletes would participate in the study. According to the Instraicti
Assessment Resources (2007), it has been suggested that a response rate of 50%
greater is considered “good” if the survey is administered in a supervitiad bg
paper, therefore a goal of 50% response rate was set. Since participatieasva
than 50%, this researcher needed to re-examine the listed researamnguesdi

verified that analyses resulted in enough statistical power to make a sound
conclusion based on the limited data. In previous survey research with student-
athletes, sample sizes of 200 — 400 participants have been regarded as acceptable
(Duquin & Schroeder-Braun, 1996). The actual sampling unit was those student-
athletes within the respective sport categories of revenue production anof leve
contact. Grouping the student-athletes by sport allowed for comparisons within
collegiate experiences as indicated in research question 2. Theref@s, it

possible to compare the revenue-producing sports of football and men’s basketball

with the rest of the sports as a whole, provided easy comparison of contact and non-
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contact sports, and provided gender separation by team for male and female
comparison.
Instrumentation

Based on a thorough review of previous research on college students and
student-athletes, this researcher developed an instrument which collected
information about the significant pre-collegiate experiences and cédegia
influences that are potentially likely to be related to the moral judgmesttdént-
athletes. The pre-collegiate experiences were divided into a series of fi0rpues
representing the presence and richness of an academic environmentya litera
environment, and a culturally-enriched environment during life prior to college. It
was these three pre-collegiate factors that were found to have sigingffizcts on
the level of moral development of entering college students (Biggs, Schomberg &
Brown, 1977). Participants in the present research study answered questiors on a 5
point scale depicting the nature of an activity that describes an academic
environment, a literary environment, or a culturally enriched environmentsit w
inferred that the more extensive the activities listed on the questieramaireported
to have been, the stronger the presence of the specified environment in which the
students were raised.

The collegiate influences on student-athletes that are measured in the
guestionnaire are those that previous literature, previous research, and personal
experience are determined to be paramount in the daily lives of studergsathlet
These influences represent people who have the opportunity, through direct

interaction with student-athletes, to expose them to higher levels of morally
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principled thinking. The people who are included on the questionnaire are the
student-athletes’ coaches, faculty members, fellow teammatesthdetita
department staff such as academic advisors, housing resident assesamts, t
athletic trainers, and learning specialists. The questionnaire has a Sqadent
measuring the degree to which student-athletes agree with the statemetedgrovi
The questionnaire asked the participant to reflect on the constructs of dragbrt,
and ease of relationship with each of the influential people in their lives. Eyplor
these three main constructs revealed people with whom student-athletessfel
comfortable, whom they were most likely to look up to, and to whom they would
turn for advice. These main ideas would most likely be in place when a person
models higher morally principled thinking by those whom student-athletes observe
and desire to emulate.

This questionnaire was submitted for review by a reading specialst wi
Master’s level training in reading programs and a state readingbgieci
certification to evaluate for reading level in order to ensure it wdtewifor all
levels of comprehension, including those who may have a reading deficit.
Additionally, the questionnaire was submitted for expert review by a panel of
experienced athletic academic professionals, including an acadensoraavi
student-athletes with more than 20 years of experience and a counseling
psychologist specializing in working with a student-athlete population. TWieswre
helped to provide a level of validity to ensure the instrument was measuring the
correct constructs to explore the research questions. Following data@o]lact

Cronbach’s alpha test was performed on the questionnaire to determine the level of

50



internal consistency of the questionnaire. This measure produces a numbenbetwe
0 and 1 which indicates the reliability of an instrument. As reported by Santos
(1999), a measure of 0.70 and above is considered acceptable. The resulting
measure for this researcher’s questionnaire was that of 0.809, indicating an
acceptable level of internal consistency.

The second instrument, Georg Lind’s Moral Judgment Test (MJT) was
chosen after careful consideration and comparison with other commonly-used
instruments such as Kohlberg’s Moral Judgment Interview, Rest’s Defirsngds
Test, and the Rudd-Stoll-Beller-Hahm Value Judgment Inventory. The MJT was
selected based on its ability to reflect participants’ judgments made ontgskes
based on their own values, in addition to providing a measure of moral reasoning
originally based on Kohlberg's stages. Other benefits of using the MJTretist i
accommodation of reading level that it uses, and the user-friendliness eétthe t
The MJT’s applicability has been validated on children as young as 10 through
senior citizens in many countries around the world and has been translated into 29
languages. This validation of the instrument using various populations fits the
ethnic and cultural diversity that commonly marks the demographics of the student-
athlete population. The validation on a wide range of populations is a point for
which other instruments have been criticized for lacking. Lind has sudgestes
minor modifications to the instrument that will assist in the comprehension of the
moral tasks without altering the validity. Some of these modifications adopted
this researcher were adding smiles or frowns to the appropriate end of #)ecscal

reduce the scale to -2 through +2 range from -4 to a +4 range, and to increase the
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size of the font. These modifications may be helpful for increasing the amount of
reading comprehension for those with learning disabilities or other possiblegeadi
deficits.

Reliability

Reliability in a data collection instrument is the degree to which the
instrument lacks measurement error. Reliability encompasses theqredisi
construct measurement, consistency of test score, and stability of dtmsenig
different test form administrations (Abrami, Cholmsky, & Gordon, 2001). Two
main methods of improving an instrument’s reliability and reducing maasumte
error are through standardization and aggregation. Standardization praetices a
those that control, to the extent possible, the testing conditions such as interviewer
variance or environmental distraction. This is done in an effort to reduce sofirce
error beyond those in the instrument which could alter scores. Aggregation is the
idea that multiple questions which measure the same true score will negult i
reduced amount of random error on the score. Asking multiple questions on a
concept allows the potential causes of random error to cancel out and provide a
more reliable measure (Strube, 2004).

The reliability of the MJT has been discussed in multiple ways. Much effort
has been aimed at the standardization of the instrument. The claim is made that
since there is no interview process, no researcher bias can interfere wébutite
There is not a situation when the test instruction or administration will change,
granting all participants a very good chance at getting the same exgegigch

time the MJT is taken. The test is said to be “independent from the sample” studied
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(Lind, 2007). The scores do not change from sample to sample based on the fact
that it is a measurement of the response pattern as a whole, and not an individual
response. Previously referred to as an experiment of N = 1 for each subject, the
score is based not on the actual responses, but on the pattern of response throughout
the instrument. For this reason, Lind himself disagrees with subjectingthe te
classic reliability measures, which are designed to measure therdtanda of the
sample, preferring to focus on controlling for measurement conditions so potential
outside sources of variance become constants and have little to no influence on the
obtained score.

The MJT also uses concepts of aggregation on which to build the scored
response pattern. The moral dilemma is followed by a series of questionsehat off
participants a chance to respond to the situation when presented with oppositional
viewpoints. For instance, one would expect that strongly agreeing with one
statement would result in strongly disagreeing with the opposite statement.

Though Lind maintains that his MJT should not be subject to traditional
reliability testing, some researchers who have used the MJT have subjexted it t
reliability testing. Lerkiatbundit et al. (2006) reported a reliabilityfiocent of .90
for the MJT (Lind, 2007).

In this researcher’s opinion, given the wide range of populations in previous
studies, and efforts toward standardization and aggregation, Lind’s MJT provides a
reliable measure of moral judgment competency for the student-athletes in t

present study.
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Validity

To determine that any data collection instrument is valid is to conclude that
the test is measuring the intended construct for which it was designeeriMert
2005). Lind’'s MJT has been submitted to and passed a rigorous validation process.
Lind described this validation process as particularly demanding due to thg testi
necessary to provide the cross-cultural validity in each of the translaseds
around the world. In order to establish validity, Lind decided that the MJT had to
meet five empirical criteria that are found within the Dual-Aspect thandy
cognitive-developmental theories of morality (Lind, in press). Accordingni, L
the five criteria that were met are: the preferences for Kohlbergigessaae
ordered in a predictable way (higher stages are favored over lower sthges); t
correlation between neighboring stages of Kohlberg’s theory is higher than the
correlation between stages that are father apart (stages 1 and 2 are mypre highl
correlated than 1 and 6); the better-developed a participant’s moral judgment
competence is, the clearer the acceptance is of higher stage argumemts; the
equivalency in the “pro” and “con” argument profiles; and that the instrumelft itse
is a difficult moral task resulting in a score that is reflective of a uread moral
competency, not attitude. The 12 arguments that follow each dilemma are designed
to represent each of Kohlberg's 6 stages of reasoning. To ensure that alistegye
represented, an expert rating was performed by a group of 8 experts, and then
empirically tested (Lind, in press). Additionally, these experts were agked t

comment critically on each of the arguments.
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It is this researcher’s conclusion that, given the multiple methods ioigtest
scores on Lind’s MJT provide a valid measure of one’s moral decision making
competence.

Data Analysis

Scoring the MJT. The design of the MJT intentionally reflects the belief
that levels of moral judgment cannot be measured based on a single response, but
must be placed in context. Following this thought, it would be incorrect to draw a
conclusion regarding a participant’s membership in a Kohlbergian stage based on a
single act, but must be made based on a whole pattern of acts. It is within this
context that one sees that the basic unit of measurement of the MJT is the whole
response pattern of each participant and the within-subject response vadnadgce (
in press).

The MJT provides two sets of scores, as described in the Dual-Aspect
Model. In keeping with this model, there is a score for the cognitive aspectalf m
competency in addition to the affective aspect of moral competency (Lind, 8).pres
The C-score reflects the moral judgment competence of the participlaistC-
score takes into account the participants’ own moral judgments in regard to the
arguments presented in the instrument. It only represents consistency in moral
competency if the subject has answered consistently with their personal moral
principles (Lind, in press). The C-score can range from 1 to 100. The
classifications within this range are: very low (1 to 9); low (10 to 19); me(0m
to 29); high (30 to 39); very high (40 to 49); and extraordinary high (50 and higher)

(Lind, in press).
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Lind (2000) describes the MJT as an “experimental questionnaire,” with
N=1 in each experiment. Itis necessary to interpret the overall pattermasad “
structure” rather than submit the individual scores to classicaltist@tsnalysis.
According to the author, the dependent variable is the amount of approval reflected
on the Likert scale following each dilemma. The independent variables are the
moral stage of reasoning, the task factor, and the dilemma type (Lind, in press).
This score will reflect a measurement of the response pattern of the individua
allowing the researcher to make inferences regarding the moral judgment
competence of the participant. This will result in a single composite smogadh
of the respondent’s moral decision making competence.
Author-Directed Scoring. The aforementioned C-score is computed in a
manner that is similar to a MANOVA technique. This researcher used the
mathematical formulas in Microsoft Excel to program the scoring of ttae da
according to the directions below. To perform this calculation by hand, Lind (2008)
suggests the following steps:
1. Calculate the Mean Sum of SquaresyBffom the collected raw data.
2. Calculate the adjusted Total Deviation Sum of Squares.(3%/
squaring all the raw data, adding it together, and subtracting it from the
SSu.

3. Calculate the adjusted Stage Sum of Squares(38y adding up the
four items belonging to a chosen stage and squaring the sum. After this

has been performed for all six stages, add the squared sums together and
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divide by four. Subtract the Mean Sum of Squares from the result to
acquire the adjusted Stage Sum of Squares.
4. Divide the Sggeby the S8e, which will result in the coefficient of
determinatiorr®.  Multiply the number by 100 to obtain the C score.
Analyses of Research Questions
The data collected from the questionnaire, demographic information, pre-
collegiate variables, and exposure to higher levels of morally principiekrig
were rated according to the self-reported responses, in addition to bmipgdr
into a grand mean for each variable. The MJT was then scored for a measure of
moral decision making competency. Mainly using the statistical technique of
regression, the research questions were individually analyzed fetichit
significance, therefore guiding a conclusion to the posed hypothesis. ®lultipl
regression is an analysis of two or more predictor (independent) variables on a
criterion (dependent) variable (Abrami et al., 2001). The purpose is to explain the
variability in the dependent variable by combining the predictors in one
mathematical process. The resulting relationship is one of mathematutiatipre
as the technique results in predicting a criterion variable from a setd€iors
(Stevens, 1999). For the first six research questions, the statisticaregb@ckage
SPSS was used for analysis. The seventh research question called for thbause of t
structural equation modeling software, LISREL.
Research question one asked, “to what extent did the pre-collegiate
experiences of student-athletes relate to the levels of moral detialong

achieved?” The pre-collegiate experience variables that were cdliedte
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guestionnaire are those of: the parent’s highest level of education, partgipant’
gender, the presence of a rich academic environment, the presence oteraich |
environment, and the presence of a rich cultural environment. Measured
continuously, each variable was scored based upon self-reported response. Next,
these predictor variables were regressed on the MJT C-scores for @iatheém
significance.

Research question two asked, “to what extent did the collegiate expsrience
of student-athletes relate to the levels of moral decision making adfafevéde
collegiate experience variables that were collected in the questionmeathea
categorical variables of: classification of playing a contact sp@lassification
in college, and the collegiate dormitory arrangements. Much like researdioques
one, each predictor variable was scored on the self-reported responses, then
regressed on the MJT scores for mathematical significance.

Research question three asked, “to what extent did exposure to higher leve
of morally principled thinking from coaches relate to the level of morasibec
making achieved?” There are three items on the questionnaire (questions 1, 2, and
3) which served as three distinct, continuously-measured variables for the
regression equation. These three items, along with the grand mean, wesedegres
on the MJT scores for mathematical significance.

Research question four asked, “to what extent did exposure to higher levels
of morally principled thinking from faculty relate to the level of matetision
making achieved?” There are three items on the questionnaire (questions 4, 5, and

6) which served as three distinct variables entered into the regressioomreqddke
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continuously measured variables and their grand mean were regresseddi the
scores for statistical significance.

Research question five asked, “to what extent did exposure to higher levels
of morally principled thinking from teammates relate to the level ohha®cision
making achieved?” There are four variables that were considered for thi®gue
The first is that of the collegiate dormitory arrangements, specyfita number of
roommates who are actively on a collegiate sport team. The other riaifeena the
guestionnaire (questions 7, 8, and 9). The four continuous variables were regressed
on the MJT scores for statistical significance.

Research question six asked, “to what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from athletics department staff relate toethel lof
moral decision making achieved?” There are two items on the questionnaire (the
second and third part of question 10) that served as variables in the regression
equation on the MJT scores. The first part of question 10 is the identification of the
exact role of the athletics department staff member. An open-ended question
regarding this person is asked at the end of the questionnaire. The responses to this
guestion were grouped according to like responses and analyzed for frequency,
lending qualitative insight into the lessons received regarding moral decision
making. This insight brought depth to the quantitative data collected and provided
insight into future directions of research.

Research question seven asked, “to what extent did the interaction eff the s
of possible exposures to higher levels of morally principled thinking reldtet

combined score on the measure of moral judgment competence?” This research
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guestion took into account all measured variables in the questionnaire. Path
analysis was used to create a causal model. A model of this type depicts a
predictive ordering of variables representing causal effects (Klem,.20904)
essence, a path diagram model of all the measured predictor variables was
mathematically constructed based on their predictive relationship withdtes sm
the MJT. A hypothesized path diagram that was explored in this resgedocima
previously in Figure 4.

Finally, there are three multiple choice questions at the end of the
guestionnaire. Participants were asked to select which person (potentiaf form
exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking) best fits therseate
The choices are: coach, professor, teammate, and athletic staff. d3tgsedes of
information provided additional depth to the previously described regression
equations. By gathering the data through several approaches, one can hope that
multiple statistical results support each of the findings.

Limitations

The main limitations in this study lie in the scope of the potential variables
involved and the response rate. As previously discussed, the idea of measuring the
potential influences on one’s moral decision-making ability is complicatecbdue t
the complexity of measurement. Due to the extraordinary number of possible
variables, this type of research can never address causation. In thishess
opinion, based on previous literature and personal experience, all relevant sariable
were included and accounted for during the exploration of this complicated

phenomenon.
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Although measures were taken to encourage participation, it was not
possible to ensure a response from all student-athletes in every sport. Asesligges
by Instructional Assessment Resources (2010), acceptable responsepates d
upon the purpose of the research, the types of analyses used, and the method of
administration. For this study, a goal of a response rate of 50% had been
established.

Assumptions

There are several assumptions that existed in this research stuayughlt
measures had been taken to try to limit the chance of a poor assumption, the risk
must be acknowledged. First, it is assumed that participants comprehended the
instruments and answered appropriately and accurately. Although both the
guestionnaire and survey were reviewed for clarity and reading lezetdnding
specialist, there was still a chance that the instrument was misunderstbatitbe
participant did not take the time to accurately complete the forms. The next
assumption was that participants answered the research question$ycareful
honestly, and to the best of their abilities or recollection. The best way to enhance
this possibility was to make sure the participants had adequate timerin thei
schedules to complete the instruments.

It is assumed that the Moral Judgment Test provided adequate measuremen
of the moral judgment abilities of the participants. Based on the provided
discussion of the reliability and validity of the MJT, this researches famifident

that an accurate measure of moral decision-making competency wagabtain
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Finally, it is the assumption that those responsible for providing the exposure
to higher levels of moral reasoning are actually operating at thasls teemselves.
This is the assumption with the least amount of researcher control. With this in
mind, the questionnaire was designed to show influence on a student-athlete. If the
participants are not being exposed to actual higher levels of moral reasoning, this
would be reflected in lower scores on the MJT with high scores on the influence

variables.

62



Chapter Four
Data Analysis
The results of the data collected and analyses performed in the investigation

of the present study’s seven research questions are detailed in the followimg sec
In addition to describing the analyses directly related to the seven iding¢ifiearch

guestions, additional analyses were performed to test a theoreticalvivdne

Respondents.A total of 400 surveys were distributed to roughly 525

student-athletes at a Division | university. These surveys were a padedaper
format, with an IRB stamped informed consent coversheet, a brief demographic
information page, a self-made questionnaire, and Georg Lind’s Moral Judgment
Test (MJT). In all, there were 60 questions for which participants weeel &sk
provide an answer. Surveys were distributed prior to the start of a student-athlete
convocation event, during the annual beginning of the year team meetings, and in
the athletic department’s academic center. In all, 180 surveys wkretedlor
returned to the researcher. Two survey packets had little more than demographic
information completed and thus removed from the dataset. Thirty-four survey
packets had complete information up to, but not including, the MJT. The researcher
decided to keep those cases in the dataset as the questionnaire portion still held
valuable information. Clearly, these cases were not included in anyesalys
which a C-score was necessary. After examining the demographic inforroht
the surveys to ensure a representative sample was obtained, and reviewing the

specifications set forth by the research questions, it was determined dogh
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cases were collected for meaningful analyses. Table 1 provides a detailed

description of the cases collected as compared to the goal sample of 50% of 525.

Table 1

Summary of Respondents

Population Goal Sample Respondents
n % n % n %

Gender

Males 333 62.6% 167 62.6% 101 56.7%

Females 199 37.4% 99 37.4% 77 43.3%

Total 532 100% 266 100% 178 100%
Revenue

Revenue 152 28.6% 76 28.6% 64 36.0%

Non-Revenue 380 71.4% 190 71.4% 114 64.0%

Total 532 100% 266 100% 178 100%
Contact

Contact 161 30.3% 81 30.3% 77 44 .8%

Non-Contact 371 69.7% 185 69.7% 95 55.2%

Total 532 100% 266 100% 178 100%

As provided by Lind (in press), the resulting C-score of the MJT can be

categorized into four groups: low (1 —9), medium (10 — 29), high (30 — 49), and

very high (50+). The respondents’ C-scores were grouped by these ranges to

determine the distribution. As might be expected for college age students, the

majority of respondents fell into the medium category (51.8%). The next largest

group was that of the low category (32.4%). Table 2 provides a summary of all C-

score results.
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Table 2

C-score Rank

N Valid
Percent
Low 45 32.4
Medium 2 51.8
High 20 14.4
Very High 2 1.4
Total 139 100.0

Note. TheSD=.71133; mean = 1.8489; median = 2.000.

The distribution has a positive skew of .472, indicating that more
participants scored on the lower end of the scale. As the skewness stagiestis de
from zero, a positive number is indicative of more frequent scores on the low end of
the scale. Conversely, a negative skew statistic is indicative of morefitezpores
on the high end of the scale (Lomax, 2001). The standard error of skesg®ess (
for this distribution is .206. Skew values departed from zerosef@r greater
indicate a large degree of skew. The implication of skewness is dependent upon the
test. In this case, it would be contradictory to developmental theory for college
students to be normally distributed across all levels.

lllustration 1 is the histogram of C-score distribution depicting the skew of

the C-score rank data collected.
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[llustration 1

Histogram of Cscore dat.
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Analyses of Research Questior

The overarching purpose of this reseewas to determine thexistence an
nature of the relationship betweexposure to higher levels aforally principlec
thinking and thelevelopment of 1oral decision-makinganpetencies cstudent-
athletes. Seven rearch questions were designed to examine the prgddke
study. Through analysis of each ques|, certain aspects of the relationswere
revealed.

Research Question ‘To what extent did the pre-colletgaexperiences (

student-athletes relate the levels of moral decisianaking achievec
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This question was addressed by testing the hypothesgzrétcollegiate
experiences of student-athletes were directly related to the levetzalf srecision
making achieved. An initial ANOVA procedure was performed testing fourpyr
differences between the categorically measured C-score rank agrdidemean of
variables related to the presence of an academic environment in the sthidgalsat
pre-collegiate life4cad10, acadll, acadl2This analysis, using the categorical
form of the dependent variable was performed as a preliminary analysis¢o s
for significance. Although considered an extra step to complete prior to the
regression analysis, this researcher wanted to get a general tdeaealationships
at hand. This information helped to inform the regression analysis by variable
grouping and hierarchical method. The ANOVA model met the requirements for
the Levene’s Statistic, testing for homogeneity of variances. Althoegmdialel
was approaching significance, no significant findings were presentdukfardin
effect of academic environment on resulting C-scpre@91). A second ANOVA
procedure was performed to test for a difference of means between theicaliggor
measured C-score rank and the grand mean of variables related to the presence of a
literary environment in the student-athlete’s pre-college &3 lit14, litl5). The
ANOVA model met the requirements for the Levene’s Statistic of homagesfei
variances but was not significant for the overall effpet.615). A third ANOVA
procedure was performed to test for a difference of means between theicaliggor
measured C-score rank and the grand mean of variables related to the presence of a

cultural environment in the student-athlete’s pre-collegiatedii# (6, cult17,
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cultl8, cultl9. The model met the requirements for the Levene’s Statistic of
homogeneity of variances but was not significant, ovepatl436).

In all, there were no significant mean differences between C-sctramd
the grand means of academic environment, literary environment, and cultural
environment. The closest to significance was that of the presence of an academi
environmentf = .091).

Multiple regression statistics were executed to determine the effa
student-athlete’s pre-collegiate environment (measured through the pre$amc
academic environment, a literary environment, and a cultural environment) on the
resulting C-score.

To determine the effect of the presence of an academic environment on the
resulting C-score, the set of three continuously measured varseialé$0, acadll
andacadl2were regressed simultaneously onto the continuously measured C-score.
In this regression, thecadvariables served as the independent predictor variables
while the C-score served as the dependent criterion variable.

The variablesgcadl0, acadll, acad}las a set accounted for
approximately 5.2% of the variance as noted by the regression coeffiRient (

.052) in the criterion variable C-score. The test of the regression coeffani¢hé

set of variables was not statistically significant for the mé¢&|139) = 2.519p =

.061. The overall judgment for this hypothesis was that the set of predictors did not
account for significant variation in resulting C-score.

When considered as separate variables, the vaaabté 0 accounted for

approximately 4.0% of the variance as indicated by the regression cogffiie
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.040). The test of the regression coefficientafoad 10was statistically significant

for the modeF(1,141)=5.799, p<.05. This variable was a statistically significant
negative predictor of C-score in the model in that the unstandardized regression
coefficient indicated that for every one unit increasecad1Q raw scores of C-

score decreased by 4.549. The variaisled11was not a statistically significant
predictor (p>.05) of C-score in the model. The unstandardized regression
coefficient indicated that for every one unit increasacadl1] there was a .678
increase on C-score. The variahtead12was also not a statistically significant
predictor (p>.05) in the model. The unstandardized regression coefficient iadicate
that for every one unit increase acad12 there was a 2.564 decrease on C-score.

The relative contribution of the predictors can be judged by the sizes of the
standardized regression coefficients. The effect of the vaaab#lOwas the
strongest af = -.199, which was still considered a small effect. The variable
acadl2was the next strongestfat -.120, a small and non-significant effect. The
variableacadllwas the weakest contributorfat .070, another very small and
non-significant effect.

The overall judgment regarding the variables related to the presence of an
academic environment was that, based on the observed p-values and the direction of
the unstandardized regression coefficients, it appears that little suppattassed
for the hypotheses regarding the individual predictors.

To determine the effect of the presence of a literary environment on the
resulting C-score, the set of three continuously measured vamébdest14, and

lit1l5 were regressed onto the continuously measured C-score. In this regression, the
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lit variables served as the independent predictor variables while the C-suetk se
as the dependent criterion variable.

The variableslit13, lit14, andlit15) as a set accounted for approximately
1.7% of the variance as noted by the regression coeffié®rt.017) in the
criterion variable C-score. The test of the regression coefficient foetlod s
variables was not statistically significant for the mdel@,139) = .803p = .494.

The overall judgment for this hypothesis was that the set of predictors does not
account for significant variation in resulting C-score.

When considered as separate variables, the vahiab8accounted for
approximately 2.4% of the variance as indicated by the regression eeffi=
.024). The test of the regression coefficientitdB was not statistically significant
for the modeF(1,141) = .083, p>.05. The unstandardized regression coefficient
indicates that for every one unit increasditdf, raw scores of C-score decrease by
.293. The variablét14 was not a statistically significant predictor (p>.05) of C-
score in the model. The unstandardized regression coefficient indicates that f
every one unit increase ¢itil4, there was a 1.245 increase on C-score. The
variablelitl5 was also not a statistically significant predictor (p>.05) in the model.
The unstandardized regression coefficient indicates that for every one urasacre
onlitl5, there was a 1.317 decrease on C-score.

The relative contribution of the predictors can be judged by the sizes of the
standardized regression coefficients. The effect of the vatittSevas the
strongest af = -.120, which was a small and non-significant effect. The variable

lit14 was the next strongestfat .103, a small and non-significant effect. The
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variablelit 13 was the weakest contributorfiat -.024, another very small and non-
significant effect.

The overall judgment regarding the variables related to the presence of a
literary environment was that, based on the observed p-values and the direction of
the unstandardized regression coefficients, it appeared that there was no overall
support that a presence of a literary environment has a direct effectoameC-s
however exposure to varying degrees of a literary environment made a significa
difference in C-score response.

To determine the effect of the presence of a cultural environment on the
resulting C-score, the set of four continuously measured varialtels, cultl?,
cultl8 andcultl9were regressed onto the continuously measured C-score. In this
regression, theult variables served as the independent predictor variables while the
C-score served as the dependent criterion variable.

The variablesqult 16, cultl7, cultl8, cult)3s a set accounted for
approximately 1.8% of the variance as noted by the regression coeffiRient (

.018) in the criterion variable C-score. The test of the regression coeffai¢hé

set of variables was not statistically significant for the mé¢€J137) = .638p =

.636. The overall judgment for this hypothesis was that the set of predictors does
not account for significant variation in resulting C-score.

When considered as separate variables, the vagaltlé accounted for no
variance in C-score as indicated by the regression coeffi&ent (000). The test
of the regression coefficient foultl6 was expectedly not statistically significant

for the modeF(1,140) = .016, p>.05. The unstandardized regression coefficient
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indicates that for every one unit increasecah 16 raw scores of C-score increase
by .132. The variableultl7was not a statistically significant predictor (p>.05) of
C-score in the model, and only accounts for .20% of the variance in C-score as
indicated by the regression coefficieRf € .002) . The unstandardized regression
coefficient indicates that for every one unit increaseuwti?, there was a .515
increase on C-score. The variabldgt18was also not a statistically significant
predictor (p>.05) in the model. The unstandardized regression coefficient iadicate
that for every one unit increase cult18 there was a 1.339 decrease on C-score.
The variablecult19was not a statistically significant predictor (p>.05) in the model.
The unstandardized regression coefficient indicates that for every one urasancre
oncultl9 there was a .992 decrease in C-score.

The relative contribution of the predictors can be judged by the sizes of the
standardized regression coefficients. The effect of the vacalilé8was the
strongest ap = -.104, which was a small and non-significant effect. The variable
cultl7was the next strongestfat .071, a very small and non-significant effect.

The variablecult19was the third weakest contributorat -.067, another very
small and non-significant effect. The variable that contributed least to théenexpla
variance in the model was thataflt16atp = .008.

The overall judgment regarding the variables related to the presence of a
cultural environment was that, based on the observed p-values and the direction of
the unstandardized regression coefficients, it appears that there was no sapport t

a presence of a cultural environment has a direct effect on C-score ingaeg.de
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Information was collected regarding the pre-collegiate environmeheof
student-athletes in the form of additional variables. The vanaiewrongwas
included in regression analyses with the cultural environment variables as the
information collected by this variable seemed to be best matched wittatkgory.
Upon analysis, the variabtgght.wrongaccounted for approximately 3.2% of the
variance in C-score as indicated by the regression coeffi&nt (032). The test
of the regression coefficient faght.wrongwas statistically significant for the
modelF(5,137) = 1.317, p<.05. The unstandardized regression coefficient
indicates that for every one unit increaseight.wrong raw scores of C-score
decrease by 5.890. The effect of the variaiglet.wrongwas small ap = -.184.

The overall judgment regarding the variabgght.wrongwas that, based on
the observed p-value and the direction of the unstandardized regression coefficient,
it appears that there was mixed support for parental influence’s eff€csoore.

Table 3 is a summary of significant findings for. H

Table 3
Significant Predictors B p
Acadl0 -0.199 p=.017
Right.wrong -0.184 p=.034

Research Question ZLo what extent did the collegiate experiences of
student-athletes as a whole relate to the levels of moral decisiongraatiieved?
This question was addressed by testing the hypothegeshid collegiate

experiences of student-athletes as a whole were directly related ¢évetseof

73



moral decision making achieved. An initial ANOVA procedure was performed
testing for group differences between the categorically measured €raotrand

the grand mean of variables related to the measures of influence of coaches,
professors, teammates, and athletic stafirfjdcoach, grandprof, grandmate,
grandothe). The ANOVA model met the requirements for the Levene’s Statistic,
testing for homogeneity of variances. There were no relationships oicagei
found in these analysegrandcoachp =.234;grandprof p = .501; grandmatep =
.847;grandothemp = .412).

In all, there were no significant mean differences between C-sedramd
the grand means of influence of coaches, professors, teammates, and dffletic s
The closest to significance was that of the influence of a coach on the rank of C
score p =.234).

Multiple regression statistics were executed to determine the effa
student-athlete’s collegiate environment. In addition to the influences engeatie
by student-athletes, variables relating to the participant’s yearlegephumber of
roommates, and the number of roommates that participate in sport were also
included in the regression as independent predictor variables.

This analysis produced 13 separate models within the variables, none of
which was statistically significant. Of the 13 models, two were appnagchi
significance. The first was that of the variatvlates.sport which accounted for
approximately 1.3% of the variance as noted by the regression coeffiRient (
.013) in the criterion variable C-score. The test of the regression coeffaniehis

variable was not statistically significant for the mol€l,130) = 1.737p = .190.
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The second model that was approaching significance was that of the variable
coach20which accounted for approximately 1.6% of the variance in C-score with a
regression coefficienf€ = .016). The test of the standardized regression
coefficient for this variable was not statistically significant fornedelF(1,130) =
2.106,p = .149.
The overall judgment for this hypothesis was that the set of collegiate

predictors does not account for significant variation in resulting C-score.

Research Question 30 what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from coaches relate to the level of moral idecis
making achieved? This question was addressed by testing the hypotheses H
exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking from coaches waglgire
related to the level of moral decision making achieved. An initial ANOVA
procedure was performed testing for group differences between the catibgoric
measured C-score rank and the grand mean of influence of cogmascoach.
The ANOVA model met the requirements for the Levene’s Statisticn¢efstr
homogeneity of variances. The model was not significaR{®135) = 1.227p =
.302

A multiple regression was performed to determine the effect of the influence
of coaches on the resulting C-score.

To determine the effect of the influence of coaches on the resulting G-score
the set of three continuously measured variatbash20, coach2landcoach22

were regressed onto the continuously measured C-score. In this regression, the
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coach variables served as the independent predictor variables while theeC-sc
served as the dependent criterion variable.

The variablesqoaches20, coach21, coach2® a set accounted for
approximately 2.1% of the variance as noted by the regression coeffiRient (
.021) in the criterion variable C-score. The test of the regression coeffmi¢héf
set of variables was not statistically significant for the mé{&J137) = .973p =
.408. The overall judgment for this hypothesis was that the set of predictors does
not account for significant variation in resulting C-score.

When considered as separate variables, the vagaht#h20accounted for
approximately 1.3% of the variance as indicated by the regression eeffi=
.013). The test of the regression coefficientdoach20was not statistically
significant for the moddF(1,139) = 1.835p = .178. The variableoach21was not
a statistically significant predictor (p>.05) of C-score in the mb{&[138) = 1.241,

p =.292. The variableoach22was also not a statistically significant predictor in
the modeF (3,137) = .954p = .416.

The relative contribution of the predictors can be judged by the size of the
standardized regression coefficients. The effect of the vacableh21was the
strongest ap = -.128, which was still considered a small effect. The variable
coach20was the next strongestfat -.069, a small and non-significant effect. The
variablecoach22was the weakest contributorfat .077, another very small and
non-significant effect.

The overall judgment regarding the variables related to the influence of a

coach on the resulting C-score was that, based on the observed p-values and the
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direction of the unstandardized regression coefficients, it appears that the
hypotheses regarding the individual predictors were not supported, however there
are varying effects from exposure on C-score response.

Research Question 4.0 what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from faculty relate to the level of moral sieci making
achieved? This question was addressed with hypothesigkposure to higher
levels of morally principled thinking from faculty was directly relatethi® level of
moral decision making achieved. An initial ANOVA procedure was performed
testing for group differences between the categorically measured €raotrand
the grand mean of influence of professgm&(dpro). The ANOVA model met the
requirements for the Levene’s Statistic, testing for homogeneityriginegs. The
model was not significant &(3, 135) p = .610.

A multiple regression was performed to determine the effect of the influence
of professors on the resulting C-score. To determine the effect of the iefloenc
professors on the resulting C-score, the set of three continuously measurgléwvaria
prof23, prof24 andprof25were regressed onto the continuously measured C-score.
In this regression, therof variables served as the independent predictor variables
while the C-score served as the dependent criterion variable.

The variablesqrof23, prof24, prof2pas a set accounted for 1.6% of the
variance in the criterion variable, C-score, as noted by the regressitinienefR?
=.016). The test of the regression coefficient for the set of variables was not

statistically significant for the modg&{3,139) = .761p = .518. The overall

77



judgment for this hypothesis was that the set of predictors does not account for
significant variation in resulting C-score.

When considered as separate variables, the vapatiig4 accounted for
approximately .6% of the variance as indicated by the regression cogffiRie
.006). The test of the regression coefficientpiaf24 was not statistically
significant for the moddF(1,141)= .882, p > .05. For both remaining predictor
variables ofprof23andprof25 theR; value was equal to 0, indicating that those
variables had no relationship to accounting for variability in the criterion ab@s

The overall judgment regarding the influence from professors on C-score
was that, based on the observed p-values, it appears that no support was obtained for
the hypotheses regarding the individual predictors.

Research Question 50 what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from teammates relate to the level of moasida
making achieved? This research question was addressed with hypothiesis H
exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking from teammates was
directly related to the level of moral decision making achieved. An iANSDVA
procedure was performed testing for group differences between the catibgoric
measured C-score rank and the grand mean of influence of teamgnatesr(ates
The ANOVA model met the requirements for the Levene’s Statisticn¢efstr
homogeneity of variances. The model was not significaR{®t135) p = .624.

A multiple regression was performed to determine the effect of the influence
of teammates on the resulting C-score. To determine the effect of trenodlof

teammates on the resulting C-score, the set of three continuously measaiglévari
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mates26, mates2@ndmates28vere regressed with the continuously measured C-
score. In this regression, thetesvariables served as the independent predictor
variables while the C-score served as the dependent criterion variable.

The variablesnhates26, mates2@ndmates28 as a set accounted for
approximately 0.5% of the variance in the criterion variable, C-score, aslmote
the regression coefficien®{= .005). The test of the regression coefficient for the
set of variables was not statistically significant for the mé¢@J139) = .228p =
.877. The overall judgment for this hypothesis was that the set of predictors does
not account for significant variation in resulting C-score

The overall judgment regarding the influence from teammates on C-score
was that, based on the observed p-values, it appears that no support was obtained for
the hypotheses regarding the individual predictors.

Research Question &[0 what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from athletics department staff relate toethel lof
moral decision making achieved? This research question was addressed by
hypothesis k. exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking from
athletics department staff was directly related to the level oflrdecssion making
achieved. An initial ANOVA procedure was performed testing for group
differences between the categorically measured C-score rank andridenggan of
influence of athletics department stajfgndothej, in addition to variables
collected in which the participant identifies a particular person in each @uesti
These variables includaost29, moralperson, ment@nddifficult. The ANOVA

model met the requirements for the Levene’s Statistic, testing for hoeiggeh
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variances. None of the models were significant as follayvandother F (3,124) =
.795,p = .499;most29F (3,124) = 1.788p = .153;moralpersonF (3,124) = 1.130,
p = .340;mentor,F (3, 124) = 1.03% = .378;difficult, F (3,124) = 1.203p =

311).

A multiple regression was performed to determine the effect of the influence
of athletic department staff on the resulting C-score. To determinéebedd the
influence of athletic staff on the resulting C-score, two continuously meshsu
variablesmostAandmostB were regressed with the continuously measured C-
score. In this regression, the most variables served as the independerarpredict
variables while the C-score served as the dependent criterion variable.

The variablesriostAandmostB as a pair accounted for approximately
0.1% of the variance in the criterion variable, C-score, as noted by the regression
coefficient &= .001). The test of the regression coefficient for the set of variables
was not statistically significant for the mod€P,134) = .086p = .918. The
overall judgment for this hypothesis was that the pair of predictors does nahtacc
for significant variation in resulting C-score.

The overall judgment regarding the influence from athletic staff on C-score
was that, based on the observed p-values, it appears that no support was obtained for
the hypotheses regarding the individual predictors.

Research Question .o what extent did the set of pre-collegiate
experiences of student-athletes mediate the collegiate experieclatiag) t® the
level of moral decision making achieved? This question was addressed in

hypothesis Bt the pre-collegiate experiences of student-athletes were directly
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related to the collegiate experiences of student-athletes. A path anedgsi

performed to test both direct and indirect effects of the pre-collegiate eneinbnm

and collegiate environment on the resulting C-score. Path analysis can be thought
of as an extension of multiple regressions but it includes more than one dependent
variable (Klem, 2004). In path analysis, there are two kinds of variables,
endogenous and exogenous. Endogenous variables are explained by one or more
other variables in the model. All dependent variables are now considered
endogenous. In this model, the endogenous variables are: Collegiate Experiences
and C-score. Exogenous variables are not attempted to be explained in the model.
They are the starting data points in the model (Klem, 2004). For exampi, the
reported in previous multiple regression calculations was the amount of variance
explained in the endogenous variables by the exogenous variables that are directly
related (Klem, 2004). The resulting picture was an overall test of the sum of
hypotheses presented in the proposed research model in Figure 4. Figure 4 is
repeated below. This model emerged from a review of previous literature and is
based on moral development and student development theories. Initial analysis of
previous research questions indicated some hypothesized relationships may not be
present in the present study’s data set, and, as found when performing the path
analysis, the proposed model did not have enough significant relationships to build a
path analysis. The “goodness of fit” index was far out of range (RMSEA = 0.112),
indicating a very poorly fitting model (Klem, 2004). This researcher suppuestes t

there are unaccounted relationships with latent variables in the analysis.
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Figure 4

Proposed Research Model

Pre-Collegiate Experiences
e Academic Environment H
e Literary Environment
e Cultural Environment

C-score

Hs

A

Collegiate Experiences
e Coach Relationship 2
e Professor Relationship
e Teammate Relationship

Other Relationships of Note

In an effort to collect complete information aimed at understanding the
research questions posed, additional data were gathered in the demograimc secti
and in the researcher-created questionnaire, in addition to Lind’s Moral Judgment
Test. Following the analysis of data directed to answering the seeamates
guestions, additional analyses were performed to determine the existence of other
relationships within the data collected.

At the end of the questionnaire, three items were included, which asked the
participant to select the person who best fits the description. The catdgories
which to choose werecoach, professor, teammate, athletic stafflother. When
selecting thether, participants had an opportunity to write in the person they
believe answered this question. When asked who was most likely to make a correct

choice regarding a moral decision, the 40.1% of participants indicated theyeoeli
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their coach would make the correct choice. This was followed in number by 34.5%
of participants indicating they believed their teammates would make a goold mora
decision. Table 4a is a listing of each category and the number of respondents who
selected them. Table 4b is a frequency description of the people listed in the other
category. Please note that some participants selected more than one person,
although the directions indicated to select only one.

Table 4a

Person to Make a Good Moral Decision

Moral Decision n %
Coach 71 40.1%
Teammate 61 34.5%
Athletic Staff 18 10.2%
Other 18 10.2%
Professor 9 5.1%

177 100.0%

Table 4b

Other to Make a Good Moral Decision.

Other n %
Parents/family 12 66.7%
Other 3 16.7%
Friend 2 11.1%
Self 1 5.6%
18 100.0%
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When asked who the participants most considered to be their mentors, 44.3% of
participants indicated they regarded the coaches as their mentors.aghis w
followed by 24.7% of participants selecting their teammates as thetorae Table

5a is a listing of each category and the number of respondents who selected the
person as a mentor. Table 5b is a frequency description of the people listed in the
other category.

Table 5a

Person Most Considered a Mentor

Mentor n %
Coach 77 44.3%
Teammate 43 24.7%
Other 29 16.7%
Athletic Staff 15 8.6%
Professor 10 5.7%

174  100.0%

Table 5b

“Other” Person Considered a Mentor

Other n %

Parents/family 22 75.9%

Pastor 4 13.8%

Other 2 6.90%

Friend 1 3.7%
29 100.3%
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When asked from whom the participants have learned the most about how to handle
difficult situations, 33.1% indicated they have learned the most from their
teammates. Coaches were the next largest category with 30.3% of regponde
selection. Table 6a is a listing of each category and the number of responugnts w
selected the person as a mentor. Table 6b is a frequency description of the people
listed in theother category.

Table 6a

Lessons in Difficult Situations

Difficult n %
Teammate 58 33.1%
Coach 53 30.3%
Other 50 28.6%
Professor 7 4.0%
Athletic Staff 7 4.0%

175 100.0%

Table 6b

“Other” Lessons in Difficult Situations

Other n %
Parents/family 39 78.0%
Own experiences 4 8.0%
Other 4 8.0%
Pastor 3 6.0%
50 100.0%
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The next section of the study’s questionnaire was a portion with two open-ended
guestions. The first question asks the participants to report the biggest moral
lessons that they have learned. These responses were frequently a fevwsirdp
or phrases describing a lesson or action. Examples of these phrases include
“honesty,” “don’t give up,” and “easy right — hard wrong.” Reviewing these
phrases revealed several main themes. These phrases were coded bydiiceness
assigned an appropriate title for the theme. The largest theme reportiingts
the necessity to “think a decision through” before making it and to “consider the
consequences.” This was provided in 21.9% of the responses. The next most
popular thought expressed by the participants was that of “learning from your
experiences.” This was reported by 19.8% of participants. Table 7 provides a
listing of the themes as reported by the participants.

Table 7

Biggest Moral Lessons

Biggest Moral Lessons n %
Think it through/consequences 21 21.9%
Experiences 19 19.8%
Work Ethic 17 17.7%
Value Terms 15 15.6%
Do what is right 12 12.5%
Other 8 8.3%
Religious 4 4.2%

96 100.0%
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The second question in the open-ended portion asked the participants to write
anything else that they felt contributed to their moral development. Only five
participants responded to this question, none of which can be properly grouped
together. One participant took the opportunity to express disappointment with the
university, while another said that the high school coach was the biggest influence
on moral development. One participant simply wrote the word “sports” in this area
One participant wrote the words “biblically based” while another wrote thatsit w
“all right to break rules for good”. A few of these statements echo themadyalre
determined in previous questionnaire items, but none that can be added solely due to
this item.
Differences by demographics

Demographic information was included in the questionnaire to assist with
describing the influences on moral development in people with different
backgrounds and situations. The demographic variables that were considered in this
study were that of: participation in a revenue spexgnué, participation in a
contact sportdontac), gender of participangénde}, the level of parent education
(ParentEQ, the setting of the participant’s hometovinoihetowi, the number of
roommates the participant hasgmmatey and how many roommates the
participant has that also participate on a sports té&sate&Spoit

Revenue Sports.Participants were binary coded as to whether they
participated in the revenue-producing sports of men’s football and men’s basketball
(0), or other, non-revenue-producing sport (1). Through univariate analysis,

significant (p< .05) differences based on membership of revenue or non-revenue

87



sports appeared in four variabldg13, cultl9, mates28&ndmentor Student-
athletes participating in non-revenue sports were significantly moig tikeeport
higher measures on thtl3 variable of literary environment than those
participating in revenue sports(3,174) = 2.908p = .036. Student-athletes
participating in non-revenue sports were significantly more likely to réyginer
measures on theult19variable of cultural environment than those participating in
revenue sports;(3,173) = 4.543p = .004. Those participating in non-revenue
sports were significantly more likely to report higher measures on the variable
mates28neasuring the influence of teammates on decisk(3s170) = 4.664p =
.004. Those participating in revenue sports were significantly more tixsklect
coaches as their mentors than those participating in non-revenue Bigri&7) =
6.180,p = .014.

Contact Sports. As above, participants were binary coded as to whether
they participated in the contact sports of football, wrestling, and women’sr46gc
or other, non-contact sport (1). Through univariate analysis, significanO&)
differences based on membership of contact or non-contact sports appeaneshin
variables: cultl9, coach 21, coach22, mates27, mates28, moralpeaadmentor
Student-athletes participating in non-contact sports were significantly likely to
report higher measures on thdt19variable of cultural environment than those
participating in contact sports(3,167) = 3.833p = .011. Those participating in
non-contact sports were significantly more likely to report higher measnrbe
variablescoach2landcoach22than those participating in contact spolR3,167) =

5.067,p =.002, and~(3,167) = 4.377p = .005, respectively. Those participating in
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contact sports were significantly more likely to report higher measures on the
variablemates27 measuring the influence of teammates on decisk{8s167) =
3.2569, p = .023, however those participating in non-contact sports were more
likely to report higher measures on the variablges28han those participating in
contact sports;(3,165) = 3.183p = .025. Those participating in contact sports
were significantly more likely to select a coach as their mentor than those
participating in non-contact sporé(1, 162) =12.226) = .001. Those
participating in contact sports were significantly more likely to $eheir coach as
making good moral decisions than those participating in non-contact sports,
F(1,165) = 4.568p = .034.

Gender. Participants were binary coded as to whether they selected male
(0) or female (1) in the demographic section of the questionnaire. Through
univariate analysis, significant §.05) differences based on identification of male
or female gender appeared in eight variablg$3, lit14, lit15, coach21l, prof23,
mates27, mates2&8ndmostB Females were statistically more likely to report a
higher rating on all three variables measuring the presence of gylig@raronment
than maleslit13, F(3,174) = 4.163p = .007;lit14, F(3,173) = 8.229p = .000; and
litl5, F(3,174) =.957p =.034. Females were significantly more likely to report
a higher rating on theoach21variable measuring the influence of coaches on
participants than maleg(3,172) = 2.749p = .044. Males were significantly more
like to report higher measures on firef23variable of influence of professors than
femalesF(3,171) = 2.935p =.035. Females were significantly more likely to

report higher measures of influence from teammates in the variabtested27and
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mates 28han malesk-(3,172) = 3.535p = .016 and~(3, 170) = 9.498p = .000
respectively. When asked to consider the person with whom the participant feels
the most comfortable going to with a personal problem, females indicatedrgreat
feelings of comfort with the individual that was selectg@®,159) = 3.298p = .022.

Parent’'s Education. Participants were asked to identify the level of their
parent’s education. These responses were categorically put into: | don’t know (1),
some high school education (2), graduated from high school (3), some college
education (4), graduated from college (5), and graduate school (6). Univariate
analysis indicated that parental education had an overall significartt@fféz/el
of C-score of the participants(4,134)= 3.337p = .012. Pairwise comparisons
among the levels of education reported showed significant relationships between
those who graduated from high school and those who had some cpllede2@),
those who had some college and those who graduated from cpllegeQl), and
finally, those who had some college and those who went to graduate gchool (
.030). In all relationships of significance, the level of C-score increasbdhei
level of parental education.

In addition to the overall significant effect on C-score, univariate asalysi
revealed significant relationships with one other variabldt1l8 Participants with
parents who completed a higher level of education were statistically ikelgetd
report a higher rating on tloeilt18 variable measuring the presence of a cultural
environmentf(5,170) = 2.252p = .05.

Hometown. Participants were asked to identify the setting of their

hometown. These responses were categorically put into: rural (1), suburban (2),
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and urban (3). Univariate analysis indicated that the hometown setting in which a
participant was raised had a significant relationship teigfint.wrongvariable,

which asks the participant to rate how well the parent tried to teach them oight fr
wrong. Those students raised in a rural setting reported significantly hegkeés |

of parental intervention than those raised in an urban sefhd,75) = 7.088p =

.008.

Roommates Participants were asked to identify the number of roommates
who currently live with them. This answer was continuously measured and aimed at
exploring the influence of peers on moral decision making. A follow-up item asked
the participant to indicate how many of the roommates participated in college
athletics and was also continuously measured. Although the number of roommates
reported did not have an overall significant effect on C-scores, the number of
roommates who participated in college athletics was significantteceto C-
scores,F(4,132) = 2.561p = .041. The more roommates who participated on
athletic teams, the greater the C-scores.

Summary

Seven research questions were formed to determine the relationship between
exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking and the moral decision
making competencies of student-athletes. Research question one asked about the
role of pre-collegiate experiences of student-athletes in relatithre tlevels of
moral decision making achieved. The independent variables in this analysis were

acadl0, acadl1l, acadl12, lit13, lit14, litl5, cult 16, cultl?, cultl8, cuii,
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right.wrong Through multiple regression analyses with the dependent variable, C-
score, the variablemcad10(p <.05)andright.wrong(p<.05) had statistically
significant relationships. Research question two asked about the role of the set of
collegiate experiences of student-athletes in relation to the levels af dearsion
making achieved. The independent variables in this analysiscoaca20,
coach2lcoach22, prof23, prof24rof25, mates26, mates2ahdmates28.

Through multiple regression analysis with the dependent variable, C-score, the set
of independent variables was not overall statistically significant. Résgaestion
three asked about the exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking from
coaches in relation to the level of moral decision making achieved by student-
athletes. The independent variables in these analysesoaaie20, coach2knd
coach22. Through multiple regression analysis with the dependent variable, C-
score, the overall judgment regarding the variables related to the inflokeace

coach on the resulting C-score was that, there is no significant relationship.
Research question four asked about the exposure to higher levels of morally
principled thinking from faculty in relation to the level of moral decision making
achieved by student-athletes. The independent variables included in these
regressions wenerof23, prof24.andprof25. It appears that there are no

significant relationships between the influence of professors on studenéstel
resulting C-score. Research question five asked about the extent of exposure to
higher levels of morally principled thinking from teammates in relatathe level

of moral decision making achieved. The independent variables included in these

regressions wenmmates26, mates2@andmates28Through regression analyses with
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the dependent variable C-score, it appears that no statistically sighific
relationships exist. Research question six asked about the extent of exposure to
higher levels of morally principled thinking from athletics department staf

relation to the level of moral decision making achieved. The independent @ariabl
included in these regression analyses wawst29, moralperson, meni@nd

difficult. It appears that there are no significant relationships between the influence
of athletic department staff and resulting C-score. Research questiorasked
about the mediation effect of pre-collegiate experiences of student-atimetesir
collegiate experiences and resulting C-score. Due to the large amount of non-
significant relationships in this study, it was not possible to obtain a path analysi
with good fit.

In summary, analyses indicated significant differences in C-score | som
areas as suggested by theory, such as that of an academic pre-eollegiat
environment, influence of peers, influence of coaches, and the presence of mentors.
Support for additional theories in areas such as patrticipation in contact sports,
revenue sports, and of gender was provided by an in-depth analysis of information
collected by the questionnaire, yet not directly related to the sevenctesea

guestions.
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Chapter Five
Discussion of Findings

The purpose of this study was to examine how the exposure to higher levels
of morally principled thinking affected the moral decision making conmggtef
student-athletes. To fulfill this goal, seven research questions were ctatstruc
exploring aspects of the exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking of
student-athletes. A quantitative study was designed using an original questionna
coupled with Lind’s Moral Judgment Test of decision making competency.
Analysis of the survey data included the statistical techniques of multguksston,
analysis of variance, and path analysis. Findings were supported oedlayif
open-ended information collected by the survey.

In this chapter, the results of the data analysis will be discussed altng wit
relevant theories. Speculations related to the study’s findings, recontinaadar
future research, and recommendations for athletic departments and theaitivespe
universities are also provided.

When interpreting the data, this researcher found it important to understand
and apply the concepts of statistical significance and practical saymgéc
Statistical significance is found when, mathematically, any diffeseimcgroup
means on a dependent variable are not likely due to sampling error (Lomax, 2001).
For all analyses in this study, the alpha level was seta05. This means that it is
95% likely that any significant findings are not due to chance. Practicaliciué
is an idea of significance that may be used to frame the interpretatiotisifcsta

significance (Lomax, 2001). For example, in studies with large numbers of
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subjects, statistical significance may be mathematically ptrdset overall the
findings may not be meaningful in daily application. Practical signifieanust
also be considered when statistical significance is not present. tfigs\do not
indicate that an outcome is strong enough to qualify as statisticalificagt, but
still may hold meaningful insight into application, practical significance beay
assigned (Lomax, 2001). Additionally, relationships that do not reach stéatistica
significance but possess a large effect size and statistical pooved $e taken into
consideration. Effect size is a measure of the statistical strengtlelatianship
between variables (Lomax, 2001). Having a large effect size does not always
accompany significance, but may serve as an additional descriptor wheatiegl
relationships for significance. As statistical power increases, thénbkel of
correctly rejecting the null hypothesis also increases (Lomax, 2001). Without
enough statistical power, the likelihood of making a Type I error, incoyrectl
rejecting a null hypothesis, increases. Both effect size and power areantport
consider when considering a relationship for statistical or practicafisance.
Results of the Data Analysis

The process of data analysis included a complete review of the data
collected. This data included information directly related to seven hypoteses
well as secondary information which provided details to assist with undersggandi
the complete issue. Although a thorough review of analyses is provided in Chapter
4, a summary of findings for each research question is now provided.

Research Question 1.To what extent did the pre-collegiate experiences of

student-athletes relate to the levels of moral decision making achieved?
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In summary, the variablegadl0andright.wronghad a statistically
significant, negative relationship with C-score.

This question was addressed by testing the hypothesgwrétcollegiate
experiences of student-athletes were directly related to the levetzalf srecision
making achieved. The pre-collegiate environment of the student-athlete was
considered in three realms: the presence of an academic environment, the presence
of a literary environment, and the presence of a cultural environment.

Academic Environment. The variableacad10F (1,141)=5.799, p<.05, was
a statistically significant negative predictor of C-score. The varadad10
represented the statement “My parents/guardian encouraged me to get desd gra
in school.” This researcher expected the relationship to be a positive one, as
suggested by literature affirming that raising a child in an acadiyrnitarged
environment would result in greater levels of moral reasoning (Rest, 1979). The
presence of a negative correlation between this question and resultingeC-scor
suggested the need for additional review. Upon further analysis, those paisicipa
who selected a 3 (on the scale anchored from 1 to 5) had the largest average score
on the MJT. The realization that the students who chose the “neutral” answer had
the highest C-score indicated that this neutral attitude toward acadeigidshe
more revealing of my survey and population than previously intended. Speculation
as to why this relationship exists is discussed below.

The use of a self-reporting questionnaire is always subject to the
participants’ individual perspectives, especially when asked to reflect trlaar e

period of time (Cogswell, Alloy, Karpinski & Grant, 2010). Self-reporting taoés
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useful methods of data collection, especially when there is an interestunogpt

the overall perception of a particular event or experience. The question “My
parents/guardian encouraged me to get good grades in school” was intergked to a
one basic question regarding the attitude toward academics in the home (focused on
the student) and may have actually asked another question regarding th&qerce

of encouragement (possibly simultaneously viewed as “nagging”) of the parent.

The idea of a “helicopter parent” is one that has gained significanti@ttémt

education and in the field of student affairs in the recent past. A helicopterigarent
an overly-involved, consistently present parent who is said to “hover” around their
child’s educational experiences (Cleaver, 2008). With regard to moral

development, Kohlberg'’s first stage of Heteronomous Morality states that one will
obey rules to avoid punishment. It is possible that, in this item on the survey,
students were reporting a stifling “helicopter” approach by the parent, wiagh t
learned to obey for fear of punishment. Kohlberg's first stage is said to take the
most control out of the subject’s hands and places the power almost entirely with the
“controller” (Evans et al., 1998). In this case, the parent is playing the phet of
controller and the student is learning to obey, using the most basic level of
reasoning.

An additional consideration must be given to the population. Student-
athletes, regardless of academic preparation, have an additional motivado atte
college other than to earn a degree. It is possible that the students who vaee alre
motivated intrinsically with regard to academics did not need the additional

prompting from the parent regarding their academic work. In this case, those w
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did not need as much encouragement, or perhaps were already highly motivated
academically might not have judged the parent’s support to be as extreme as
someone who had an emotionally negative response when occasionally reminded.

The variableacadl2represented the statement “I believe college graduation
will improve my life.” Although the relationship between this statement and
resulting C-score was not significant, there was an effect sizdatsfical power
to support the existence of a noteworthy, perhaps practically significant,
relationship. Similar to the variabdeadlQ this relationship had a negative
correlation with the resulting C-score. It is this researcher’s opiniothtavord
“improve” may have been applied to each individual's point of reference. Of the
respondents, the majority (120 out of 143) responded with the maximum amount of
agreement, a 5 out of 5. Only 17 respondents responded with the sub-maximal
agreement a 4 out of 5. These 17 scored significantly higher on the C-score than
any other group. Itis this researcher’s supposition that these 17 might have take
the word “improve” and made it relevant to their home life. One looks to a college
education as a source of social mobility and financial security. It igpossat
these 17 students already have a financially secure life and do not see as much
potential for gain as the other respondents who see a large potential for gain. Thi
interpretation is supportive of the research indicating that a better home life
environment, overall, will lend itself to higher levels of moral reasoning.

Literary Environment. The variabldit1l4 is not a statistically significant
predictor of C-score in the model, however this variable’s proximity to signife

(p = .054) coupled with a moderate effect size and large amount of statistical power
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indicated a relationship of importance was present. The validdl@epresented

the statement “l enjoy reading books or magazines in my free time.” Theaohtent
the statement was to capture the attitude toward reading that had been indfiléed i
student. Additional review determined that the fewest number of respondents
selected option 5, and that these few did not score as well as those who selected the
moderately positive response (4 out of 5). This might be due to the timing of the
semester for the population that was questioned. It is well known that student-
athletes have long, heavily-structured days (Petipas & Champagne, 1988). The
guestionnaire was administered in the first month of the semester. This tiote per

is marked by multiple sports having twice daily practice schedules aseessions

of orientation, multiple team meetings, and a re-adjustment into their course
schedules and tutoring schedules. It is possible that some would rather not read in
what little free time they might imagine having without necessaritygoeflective

of their overall attitude toward reading. In this case, the qualificatiofied time”

in the statement might have produced responses more indicative of the rigidly
scheduled days of student-athletes.

Cultural Environment. The variableight.wrong was statistically
significant for the moddF(5,137) = 1.317, p <.05. The effect of the variable
right.wrongwas a small, negative correlation. This variable represented the
statement “I believe my parents/guardian did their best to teach méoight
wrong.” This variable was analyzed with interest, as a brief conversa®had
between the researcher and a participant during the data collection prdpess

completion of the survey, a male student-athlete who participated in a revenue,
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contact sport made some comments regarding this item. The student remarked
about how anyone could pick any ranking other than 5 (strongly positive) regarding
this question. His comments are summed up with the statement “of course your
parents teach you right and wrong.” This conversation is reflected in thefrey
of responses in that 131 respondents of 144 selected a 5 out of 5 ranking for this
variable. Although it is an overall positive situation that so many student-athlete
would give their parent/guardian credit for trying their best at teachingsntira
negative correlation with scores on the MJT suggest that students may have
answered this question with thoughts of love and loyalty to their parents/guardians
rather than an honest assessment.

Research Question 2 To what extent did the collegiate experiences of
student-athletes as a whole relate to the levels of moral decisiongvaadhieved?

In summary, as a set, the collegiate predictors were not significasigdel
to C-score.

This question was addressed by testing the hypothegeshd collegiate
experiences of student-athletes as a whole were directly related¢vetseof
moral decision making achieved. The collegiate experiences of studetgsathle
were grouped into the set of influences of coaches, teammates, professors, and
athletic staff. This research question asked the question regarding theced wé
the collegiate experiences as summed together. The overall judgment for this
hypothesis was that the set of collegiate predictors did not account forcsighifi

variations in resulting C-score, as no statistically significant antioedly
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significant relationships were discovered. More details regagediol individual
influence are discussed in research questions 3 through 6 that follow.

Research Question 3.To what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from coaches relate to the level of moral idecis
making achieved?

In summary, there were no significant relationships between the possible
exposure from coaches and C-score.

This question was addressed by testing the hypothegegXposure to
higher levels of morally principled thinking from coaches was directitedlto the
level of moral decision making achieved. This question looked critically at the
influence of a coach on the levels of moral decision making achieved.

The variablecoach21was not an overall statistically significant predictor of
C-score, but had a negative correlation. Perhaps practically significant, thi
researcher believes this relationship is worth discussing due to the moffecte e
size and a large amount of statistical power present.

The variablecoach21represented the statement “On average, how much do
you trust the opinions of your coach with regard to moral decisions?” This question
was directly investigating the degree to which student-athletesheasoéch
making moral decisions with which they agreed. It is interesting to imaté¢he
response with the highest frequency was the strongest response (5 out of 5),
indicating the participant fully trusted the coach’s opinion. Although that was the
most common response, those who were somewhat judgmental of the coach’s

opinion (selected less than fully trusting) were better able to make morabdecis
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as indicated by a greater mean C-score. This finding seems to be in rikewit
existing literature. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) have studied theiaeakal
changes of college students. They theorize that the collegiate expdanereases
students’ levels of critical thinking and ability to reason for themselves, éth t
moral reasoning process being one of the many areas affected by a student’
experiences in college (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). The analysisaufatie2 1
variable illustrates Pascarella and Terenzini's theory. Some studeisiarto use
their own set of moral reasoning skills to filter their observations of theihesac
actions. Kohlberg’s theory (Evans et al., 1998) can also be applied to this situation
with the shift of looking outward for solutions to moral decisions (doing what is
told) to the realization that this could come from within the student’s own set of
judgments. This is representative of reasoning within Kohlberg’s Conventional
phase (Evans et al., 1998).

The variablecoach22 represented the statement “Overall, how comfortable
would you feel going to your coach with a personal problem?” This statament’
purpose was to determine if the coach was the person selected by studesg-tithlet
gain advice regarding matters the students did not feel comfortable de#ifing w
alone. Additional analysis into these relationships revealed that those whedselect
the neutral rating (3 out of 5) had the highest mean C-score. This might indicate
that, for those who were the best at making moral decisions, there was someone els
that they turned to instead of their coaches for advice. It was alsctimgr® note
that those who strongly agreed that they feel comfortable going to their coaches

with a personal problem scored the lowest on the test of moral decision making
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competency. This researcher supposes that these students would be grouped into
Kohlberg’s lowest pre-conventional phase of moral reasoning as they accept the
authority of the coach without question, and apply this to other aspects of life
(Evans et al., 1998).

Research Question 4 To what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from faculty relate to the level of moral sieci making
achieved?

In summary, there were no statistically significant relationshitvgdam
exposure from faculty and resulting C-score.

This question was addressed with hypothesis ekposure to higher levels
of morally principled thinking from faculty was directly related to el of moral
decision making achieved. The variaptef23represented the statement “On the
whole, how much do you think your professors like you?” This question was
included as part of the set of questions asked for each influence aimed at
determining the student-athlete’s perception of the nature of the relatiomships
variable, those who determined the relationship to be slightly positive (4 out of 5)
had the highest C-scores of all groups. In fact, only 6 of 143 respondents selected a
slightly negative perception of the relationship with their professors and no
respondents selected the strongly negative perception. This observation makes a
statement regarding the student-athletes on this particular campus. Miiay st
have shown that faculty have a negative bias with regard to student-athletes
(Engstrom, 1995; Thomas, Weber & Tegano, 1988). These studies indicated that

faculty had biases toward student-athletes, especially males, regaeing
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academic abilities. In this case, the nature of the self-reportiaguresindicates

that if those biases exist on this campus, it is not perceived by the studetesadis|
such. This thoughtful group who selected a slightly positive relationship with their
faculty members did so after consideration of that interpersonal relapomghian
authority figure, demonstrating a higher level of reasoning. As such, thesssmor
the MJT were correspondingly high.

Research Question 5To what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from teammates relate to the level of moasida
making achieved?

In summary, there were no statistically significant relationshives
exposure from teammates and resulting C-score.

This research question was addressed with hypothesieXdfiosure to
higher levels of morally principled thinking from teammates was direelyed to
the level of moral decision making achieved. Although the overall judgment
regarding the influence from teammates on C-score is that it appeans ggiport
was obtained for the hypotheses regarding the individual predictors, the role of
teammates is present and discussed during analyses of additional datadcbifec
the instrument.

Chickering (1972) supports the theory that relationships with peers are one
of the main influences in college student development. The present research
focused on the exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking on decision
making competency. The lack of a significant relationship between the irdloénc

teammates and decision making skills may indicate that the peer groups are not

104



operating at a higher level of morally principled thinking. This would account for
not having a significant change in the level of decision making ability.

Research Question 6.To what extent did exposure to higher levels of
morally principled thinking from athletics department staff relate toethel lof
moral decision making achieved?

In summary, there were no statistically significant relationshitvgdam
exposure from athletics department staff and resulting C-score.

This research question was addressed by hypothgsiexdosure to higher
levels of morally principled thinking from athletics department staff dyeelated
to the level of moral decision making achieved. The overall judgment regarding the
influence from athletic staff on C-score is that, based on the observed p-values, i
appears that no support was obtained for the hypotheses regarding the individual
predictors. Although influences of athletic staff on the lives of the responidents
reported in the supporting information collected by the questionnaire, there are not
any statistically significant instances where the influenceasgly present.

The influence of athletic staff was reported when participants vieza the
opportunity, although not in comparable numbers as other influences. When asked
to identify a mentor, only 8.6% reported athletic staff as such (refer to Table 5a)
When asked who would make a good moral decision, 10.2% of participants selected
athletic staff (refer to Table 4a). Perhaps making the relationship leastwhen
asked who was the person that they learned the most from regarding making
difficult moral decisions, only 4% of participants selected athleti¢ G&fer to

Table 6a). This last question indicates that not too many participents)( are
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being influenced by athletic staff in regard to moral decisions. This may be
indicative of the comparably smaller amount of time that student-athletes spend
with athletic staff. Additionally, most of the time spent with staff is deaedo
specific purposes, such as tutorial sessions, rehabilitative sessions, and specifi
programming.

Another point of consideration for not finding a significant relationship
between the influence of athletic staff and moral development compesethey
the questions asked the participants to select one person above all others. Itis
possible that athletic staff exerts an influence on moral decision makinggebut t
influence is not as strong as those exerted from other sources, such as coaches and
the “other” category.

Research Question 7 To what extent does the set of pre-collegiate
experiences of student-athletes mediate the collegiate expericiatiag tt® the
level of moral decision making achieved? This question was addressed in
hypothesis Bt the pre-collegiate experiences of student-athletes were directly
related to the collegiate experiences of student-athletes. A path anedgsi
attempted to test both direct and indirect effects of the pre-collegiatement
and collegiate environment on the resulting C-score. The proposed research model,
a sum of hypotheses examined in this study, was tested for significrmnships.
The proposed model emerged from a review of previous literature and is based on
moral development and student development theories. Although the data have been
widely supportive of such theories, the proposed model did not have enough

significant relationships to build a path analysis. The “goodness of fit” index was
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far out of range (RMSEA = 0.112), indicating a very poorly fitting model (Klem,
2004). It appeared that there were additional variables that were not accounted for
that were preventing the path analysis from confirming the proposed model. This
researcher returned to the data collected by the questionnaire to identify whic
variables were suggested by other parts of the instrument.

Participant-identified variables. At the end of the questionnaire, there
were several questions that offered an opportunity for the participant to provide
additional information that was not listed as an option in the survey. Each time the
participant was offered the opportunity to select “other” and fill in a blank, the
response of family was widely reported. According to the questions, participants
reported family members as people who they knew would make good moral
decisions, people who they most considered to be a mentor, and people from whom
they had learned the most regarding the handling of difficult moral situations.
Because the questionnaire was set to distinguish student-athletes from thé gene
student body with the considerations of the unique influences of coaches, athletic
staff, and daily demands of collegiate athletic participation, a varialilasac as a
familial influence was not taken into consideration, as all college studers ha
some sort of family unit. It appears that the influence of the family isadeatthe
overall development of the student-athlete. Measuring parental/familizmck
and the effects it has on moral development might have allowed a new model to
emerge, as this influence is something that shapes the student in each pfase of |

Although not nearly as frequently, there were a few participants who

reported a religious figure (such as a pastor) as being influential in thil m
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development. For the present study, religion was intentionally omitted to provide a
clearer delineation of research focus. For many, it is difficult to disghgui

religious ideals from beliefs of spirituality, actual religious pasj and emotional

ties to religion. These constructs are separate from moral reasoningiand th
inclusion in the study would have added significantly to the length and scope of the
guestionnaire. It was this researcher’s fear that adding to the lenbth of t
guestionnaire would decrease the response rate. Information regardingtbesel
influence on moral reasoning is useful, however not central to the purpose of this
study.

Putting findings into context. The data analysis revealed several
relationships that hold implications for those involved in the education of student-
athletes. It is important to note that within demographic groups of studentgthlete
significant differences exist. Understanding these difference$elplto frame the
results of the research questions and lead to a greater ability to draw icorscéunsd
make recommendations regarding the moral decision making of student-athletes.

Revenue Sports. There were statistically significant differences in four
variables based on student-athletes’ participation in the revenue sports of football
and men’s basketball. These variables and the statements they repregented ar
lit13 “I can remember my parents/guardian reading books to me when | was little”
cultl9 “I enjoy listening to many different types of musiaiates280Overall, how
comfortable would you feel going to your teammates with a personal problem?”
andmentor‘In my opinion, the person | would most consider to be my mentor

IS . For the first three variables, those participating in revenue sporés wer
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significantly less likely to remember having books read to them, signifydass
likely to enjoy listening to a variety of music, and significantly lesdyike feel
comfortable going to a teammate with a personal problem. These threendiéer
reflect a difference in pre-collegiate and collegiate culture betfeeeball and

men’s basketball and every other sport. It seems likely that reading waad®ém
part of revenue sport students’ upbringings, potentially reflecting thexelites in
literary environment (Biggs, Schomberg & Brown, 1977). In much the same way,
appreciating different cultures, as might be shown through music, can be said to
influence the moral reasoning skills of college students (Pascar&kaeiazini,

1991; Rest, 1979). Perhaps representative of the revenue sport culture is the
machismo of not being able to share with a teammate a personal struggle. This
might lead to feelings of alienation or isolation from the team, and a tenttency
create negative attention as a distraction from the struggle.

Perhaps the most important finding in the analyses of revenue sports was
that the members of football and men’s basketball were significantly rkelgtb
consider the team’s coach as their mentor. This places an additional resppnsibil
on the coaches of these sports to provide the guidance and leadership that the
students are expecting of them. These coaches should realize that thethessons
are teaching on the field will carry over into other aspects of their teavass |

Contact Sports. In this study, the sports that were considered contact sports
were: football, wrestling, and women’s soccer. The responses of the participants
these sports were compared to the responses of those participants in all other sport

(non-contact). In all, there were statistically significant diffeesnin seven
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variables based on student-athletes’ participation in a contact sport. Theegariabl
and the statements on which those who participated in contact sports scored lower
than non-contact sports areult19“l enjoy listening to many different types of
music”, coach21 ‘On average, how much do you trust the opinions of your coach
with regard to moral decisiongZoach22‘Overall, how comfortable would you

feel going to your coach with a personal problem?ates280verall, how

comfortable would you feel going to your teammates with a personal problem?”
These differences were mainly related to collegiate experiences) wdnild be

telling of a culture change at the collegiate level for those who participatetact
sports. The two variables ofnoralpersorfln my opinion, when faced with a

difficult moral decision my is going to make the correct choggelmentor

“In my opinion, the person | would most consider to be a mentorismy ___ ",
members of contact sport teams were significantly more likely to ideh&fgdach
again as a mentor and as a person to make good moral decisions. The variable
mates27‘On average, how much do you trust the opinion of your teammates with
regard to moral decisions” was the only variable that those who patrticipated in a
contact sport scored significantly higher than those who participated in a non-
contact sport. This is indicative of student-athletes on contact sports and tlye abilit
to build trust with one another. It is this researcher’s opinion that the trust formed
between teammates of contact sports may be related to the potentiadyadeng
nature of the activity. During practices and games, student-athletasiging to
sacrifice their bodies for the good of the team. This may lead to a bond of ttust tha

each person is going to make the same safety sacrifice for the whols bemefit.
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Gender. As could be expected, significant differences as indicated by
gender were found throughout the dataset. In all there were eight varighles w
significantly different answers. The variables which the femalestsel ratings
higher than males ardit13 “I can remember my parents/guardian reading books to
me when | was littlelit14 “I enjoy reading books or magazines in my free time”
litl5 “I can remember going to my school library or the public library to check out
books before | came to college&bach21‘On average, how much do you trust the
opinions of your coach with regard to moral decisipnsdtes270n average, how
much do you trust the opinion of your teammates with regard to moral decjsions”
mates28Overall, how comfortable would you feel going to your teammates with a
personal problem”and mostBOverall, how comfortable would you feel going to
this person with a personal problemThe one variable that males reported higher
ratings than females was in thatppbf23“On the whole, how much do you think
your professors like you?”

These gender differences can give a general description of expstilkeate
student-athletes bring with them to college and the habits they grow into during
their college years. For example, females scored significantly hoghei
measures of being raised in the presence of a literary environment than imale
most cases, females on average are better students than males. This may be due
part to the focus on reading and books in the pre-collegiate years. Females were
significantly more likely to be trusting of their coaches and teamnizesmnales,
and more likely to feel comfortable seeking help for a personal problem. This may

be a socio-cultural phenomenon. It was interesting to this researcheralba
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reported higher levels of professors liking them. This may be reflectiesnaiié
student-athletes being more modest or more critical of themselves than male
student-athletes who may be displaying a machismo confidence (Heatherington,
Daubman, Bates, Ahn, Brown & Preston, 1993).

Other findings. When additional comparisons were made within the data, a
few more trends emerged. A statistically significanttieteship was determined
between the level of parental education and C-score. Thiegtea parent’s level
of education, the higher the resulting C-score. This finding is suppaittheories
on providing an environment rich in what one would gain in college (academ
skills, literary skills, and cultural knowledge) as being eslato moral reasoning
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Rest, 1979). As Pascarella amahzie (1991)
maintain, this difference shows that having a parent who went kegeohas an
effect on the development of moral reasoning. They posit that ‘aeitege comes
an upward shift in moral stage” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, p. 38%his case,
it appears that exposure to higher levels of morally principled tignkom parents
can be partly attributed to the increase in moral reasoningatitampanied the
parent’s experience of attending college.

Additionally, a significant relationship was found between the resulting C-
score and the number of roommates who participated on athletic teams. The more
roommates who were reported to participate in athletics, the highersber€
This finding supports Chickering’s theory (1972) that “a student’s most important
teacher is another student” (p. 253). Chickering’s beliefs were that the peer groups

students form in college are instrumental in the development of the student. The
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finding that student-athletes with roommates who were also collegiat¢esthl
tended to score higher on the MJT suggests that the influence of the atldetic pe
group plays a role in the development of moral reasoning.

Theoretical framework. When setting out to study the influences of the
exposure to higher levels of morally principled thinking on the moral decision
making abilities of student-athletes, many theorists guided the developmieat of t
research questions. These theories must also be applied to the practicai@pplica
and interpretation of the study’s finding. Astin (1977) studied college student
development and divided the series of changes into two main types: cognitive and
affective. Cognitive changes are those that appear in areas such as reasgit.and |
Affective changes include those that have indicated a change in students’gttitude
sets of values, or senses of self-esteem (Astin, 1977). These changes in
psychological attitudes are strongly associated with changes in behkvs the
hope that, as student-athletes experience the influences related to morahdecisi
making skills, these changes in attitude would be likely to result in behavior
reflective of higher levels of morally principled thinking. Astin’s theorynteans
that affective outcomes in college student research are usually captured through
these behavioral changes, such as those during interaction with peers, in everyday
habits, and displayed during extracurricular activities (Astin, 1977). Of the
observed influences during student-athletes’ collegiate experiencassms | if
the influence of the coach is of the greatest importance. This is partidularfpr
male student-athletes who participate in revenue sports. Using Astin’s dmeory

affective change fostering behavioral change, the role of the coachdrpbsure
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to higher levels of morally principled thinking is perhaps the most important
relationship presented in this study. It would stand to reason that the stiwnger
coach can positively influence the moral reasoning abilities of studenteattle
better the behavior will be.

The coaches’ influences on student-athletes are among the many exgserienc
that separate student-athletes from the student body. These experiences unique to
student-athletes are some of the reasons why universities need to contimaé resea
specific to this population. As part of the fundamental basis for the present study,
student-athletes have the opportunity to build very close relationships with coaches
that the rest of the student body is not typically afforded. These relaperisgin
several years prior to collegiate enrollment with the recruiting peoc€oaches
typically visit the prospective student-athlete in their homes, meet with thei
families, and study their habits prior to offering an athletic scholarshigsp®ctive
student-athletes may weigh the recruiting relationship with coaches wdiengm
the decision as to which college to attend. Once the student-athletes aszlenroll
coaches are incentivized to see to the academic and athletic succelssgdedn
members. Coaches set the schedules of the daily lives of student-athletes.s Coache
reward successes with praise, recognition and possibly an increase in phaging t
Coaches can punish wrongs with physical punishment, extra responsibility, a
decrease in playing time, and even a loss of scholarship. The relationships wit
coaches may be consideliedoco parentisfor the duration of student-athletes’
collegiate careers. These influential relationships afford codlcbexpportunities

to educate student-athletes, a shared responsibility across college campuses
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Chickering’s research on college student development resulted in the
formulation of seven vectors of development (Chickering, 1972). Of the seven
vectors, there were three that directly related to this study’s foccsllegiate
participation in athletics. The first vector, that of developing competémee;
second vector, that of managing emotions; and the seventh vector, that of
developing integrity (Chickering, 1972) are discussed in relation to the present
study’s findings.

Chickering’s ideas on developing competence include those of a cognitive
nature, physical and manual nature, and of an interpersonal nature. Chickering’'s
theory supports the belief that participation in athletics createdafaorete
management of emotions, especially as experienced in a competitive setting.
Chickering credits athletic participation with providing a setting in whigbréatice
managing the emotions which in other environments must be muted. Extreme
emotions such as “rage and delight are expected reactions” (p. 29) and expgriencin
these freely leads to improved interpersonal relationships.

A continuation of the first vector, Chickering’s second vector, that of
managing emotions, is the practice of honing the skills of managing one’s emotions
to a point of mastery. This includes the emotional development of aggression and
emotional sexual maturity. Chickering gives credit for the opportundipsactice
emotional management to the sub-cultures of college such as those created through
living in a dorm or being on an athletic team (Chickering, 1972). It may be these
first two vectors at work within the results of the findings regarding cosfexts

and having roommates that play sports. A challenge for student-athletesaict cont
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sports is to learn to handle the aggression that is necessary for competitive play
Not only must student-athletes be able to produce this emotion, but also learn to
apply it in a physical manner, then learn to subdue it once finished on the playing
field. This opportunity to practice the management of emotions with fellow
teammates may provide the opportunity for student-athletes to develop together, a
they experience the challenge of emotional development. This researcher can
understand how experiencing these challenges as a team would connect the
teammates, building a trusting relationship. A continuation of this bond might be
part of the positive relationship between having student-athlete roommates and
resulting C-score. Perhaps the challenges faced during practiceawnaderstood

by someone who has also experienced them — the roommate who knows first-hand.
This exchange of ideas regarding the daily struggle and management of emotions
may help the student to empathize with another, directly affecting thiy &tili

make moral decisions.

Chickering’s final vector, that of developing integrity, states that inteigri
effected by students’ interests, occupational plans and life-stylesofRergudent-
athletes, these areas are generally influenced by a lifetimairahty for sport and
preparation to participate at the collegiate level. Chickering (1972) camsider
integrity as a set of beliefs that is true for individuals, held consistemityserves
as a guide to the actions and attitudes of students. Through examination of the pre-
collegiate influences on student-athletes, it was determined that malet studen
athletes are exposed to significantly less rigorous literary envirorandntultural

environment. When taking this final vector into consideration, this relationship with

116



the pre-collegiate environment is likely compounded when many male student-
athletes have career goals of playing their sport professionallla€k of variety
of occupational plans is another area of importance within this vector. When taking
the findings of the present study into consideration with Chickering’s outlifngsof t
final vector, it would follow suit that the majority of those student-athletds wi
difficulties of integrity development would more frequently be male than famal
Limitations

As with any social research, there will be limitations in the design and
execution of the research study. Appropriate measures were taken to reduce the
effects of the limitations and to maximize efficiency in research. dllening
limitations for the present research study were faced.

1. Measures were taken to encourage participation in the present study, and
appropriate response rates were obtained. Although the 50% response rate
goal was not met, the number of responses was large enough to execute
statistical analyses. Although more surveys might have been collected with
additional distributions, due to the statistical power obtained in the analyses,
it does not seem as if the findings would change. Statistical power lends
confidence with which to reject the null hypothesis for each research
guestion. The level of statistical power present in an analysis accounts for
the likelihood that the non-respondents would differ from the sample. The
higher the amount of statistical power present in the analysis, the lower the

likelihood that the non-respondents would differ from the sample.
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2. Due to the potential extraordinary number of possible variables, this type of
research can never indicate a cause and effect relationship. In the best way
possible, all relevant variables were included and their interrelationships
taken into account in the exploration of this complicated phenomenon.
Although the variable of the family’s influence on moral decision making
competency was not originally included in the study, the design of the
guestionnaire with the incorporation of open-ended questions allowed the
participants the opportunity to submit this information.
3. In order to collect the most information, Lind’s Moral Judgment Test was
coupled with a self-made questionnaire for data collection. Upon receipt of
the instrument packet, some participants were discouraged by the length of
the survey and chose not to complete it. Others completed the first portion,
the questionnaire, then did not accurately complete the MJT instrument.
Although a shorter survey might have increased the participation rate, some
guestions would have needed to be removed. For the purposes of this study,
the variety of information collected was of interest, with the understood cost
to participation.
Conclusions

Based on the review of the literature, findings of the analyses, and the
theoretical framework on which the present study was formed, several conslusi
may be drawn.

The first is that, aside from the occasional influence of the coach, it is this

researcher’s best judgment that very little from the collegiateriexge seems to
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influence the moral decision making abilities of student-athletes. This roayrdc
for the lack of statistical significance from the influence of all otbéegiate
variables. This does not completely contradict the theories presented byeFasca
and Terenzini, Astin, and Chickering, who have studied the development during
collegiate experiences at great length. Although several explanatanexist, in
the opinion of this researcher, these findings point to the unique experiences of
student-athletes as compared to the student body. For example, it is possible that
student-athletes experience developmental changes of moral decision making
through a method other than exposure to higher levels of morally principled
thinking, as was examined in this study. Although the influence of the coach is
greater among various populations, specifically males in revenue sporssitie
of influence is by far the most significant during the collegiate expaien

It seems that the pre-collegiate experiences of student-athletssnénad to
the development of moral decision making skills. These experiences so strongly
influence student-athletes that the skills of reasoning learned in the prgiaiall
years may noticeably be applied to the collegiate years. This isatksin the
varied levels of trust in coaches and teammates, as discussed in the collegiate
analyses.

As indicated directly by study participants, during the pre-collegedes of
a future student-athlete, the family is the single most important influeriteough
this variable was not originally included in this study, participants felt so syrong|
that family was influential on their moral reasoning, this variable wasewrih at

every opportunity possible. The formative years that students spend with family,
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prior to departure for college were what seemed to be most important to the overall
development of moral reasoning abilities and application of skills.

As reported by Pascarella and Terenzini (1991), the pre-collegiate
experiences in the areas of the academic, literary, and culturally ehriche
environments is significantly and positively related to moral reasoningyabtliis
this researcher’s supposition that the present study captured these thraetareas
latent variable ofamily. As the families determine the types of environment in
which student-athletes develop, these three areas may form the familyconst
This might explain why there were not more statistically significdatiomships in
pre-collegiate variables, but why the notion of family was so stronglytezpor

The next conclusion that can be formed from the findings pertains to the role
of the coach in revenue sports. Those student-athletes participating in the revenue
sports of football and men’s basketball were significantly more likelynsider
the team’s coach as their mentor. This places an additional responsibihiy on t
coaches of these sports to provide the guidance and leadership that the students are
expecting of them. A coach who also serves as a mentor has a grexdt deal
importance placed upon on the actions and decisions of the coach. These leaders
are being carefully watched by their teams, perhaps more than theg.réidiese
coaches need to be informed of the influential role they play in the lives of student-
athletes. They should realize that they are not only teaching lessons on the field, but
for life.

The third conclusion that may be made from this study’s findings is the

existence of sport cultures surrounding both revenue sports and contact sports.
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Based upon the analyses, these cultures are a culmination of the influences of the
coaches, the participating student-athletes’ pre-collegiate expeyjamcethis
researcher supposes influences from the surrounding society and media attention
with which the students live. Both cultures need to be recognized for the
differences they have from other sports, and the context in which the student-
athletes are operating. Understanding the culture of these sports, or any
organization, is helpful to imparting lessons and providing assistance. Learning to
work within the context of specific groups of student-athletes is an importsint fir
step to take when assuming the responsibility of their care, development, and
education.

Implications

In this country, intercollegiate athletics is woven into thberita of our
universities, our society, and for some, our daily lives. The expmwabdf
intercollegiate athletics and those who participate in thengraa both financially
and morally. At a time when the inclusion of athletics within higkgucation is
guestioned based on the central missions of a university, it is impdda
understand the developmental processes that accompany the exparfestadent-
athletes and look for opportunities for enhancement.

Student-athletes and families.For many prospective students, the decision
to become a student-athlete is one that was made numerous years prior in youth
sports. The dedication and sacrifice required to work toward this goal shapes the
pre-collegiate environment and in turn, the student-athlete. Parents should realize

that although their child’s body is working toward a serious goal, the mindl is sti
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that of a child and needs to be stimulated and challenged. Spending time with the
student reading or simply experiencing different cultures will satistpaieral
curiosities and ensure the development of cognitive and affective traits. The
exposure to different world views through literature, through their studies at school,
or through the foods and music of another culture plays a valid role in the future
success and, possibly, behavior of their student.

Additionally, it is important for families to realize how influential theg a
the life of the child. The participants in this study displayed great apipoeciar
the roles that their families played in their lives and for the lessons thattaveyht.

The child is constantly learning and growing, and the most important role a parent
can play is be present in the life lessons that will happen along the way and provide
guidance along with education.

Athletic departments and universities. In the present day, athletic
departments are increasingly burdened with the tasks of generating rendnue a
positive publicity for the university. It should be noted that these revenue
generators and publicity agents are 18 to 22 year old college students. These
student-athletes came to college for the promise of a better life. Toeficsa for
the university are great, matched only by the amount of pressure that & ygace
them.

With regard to the present study, it is important for athletic departnmmhts a
universities to educate their coaches on the important roles they assume when
working with their student-athletes. The role of a mentor is a large task toetempl

especially when one is considered a mentor by so many. Coaches should be given
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guidance on how to convey meaningful messages within the framework of their
present duties.

The implications for coaches may be most visible during recruiting
processes. According to the present study, the role of the family in the pre-
collegiate years is paramount to the development of moral decision makingsbilit
When universities agree to allow a student-athlete to join an intercollat/iddéc
team, they are accepting a responsibility to educate the student and the student i
accepting the responsibility to represent the university well. To this erchea
should be encouraged to weigh additional factors when recruiting aside from
athletic talent. Coaches should invest the time and resources necessaryrtmeeter
the amount of familial support in which the student was raised. This researcher
feels strongly that there are plenty of single mothers who are more vested i
child’s life than some two parent homes. Caution should be taken to not judge these
pre-collegiate experiences at face value and to determine the trueeegpsrof the
young student.

It is this researcher’s observation that the families of student-atlalete
involved on a very limited basis, mostly during recruiting periods and as recognized
on senior night. Knowing the importance of the role of the family in the
development of the student-athlete, it would stand to reason that opportunities to
increase familial involvement should be sought. Ideas such as dedicating tire seas
opener to mothers by wearing a special colored arm band or for coaches to
encourage student-athletes to call a sibling to tell them about collegeceitifer

presence of family while allowing the student independence to continue to grow.
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Using the coach to reinforce the importance of family helps to connect thenod
of all those considered mentors by student-athletes.

The implications for athletic departments and universities are faningac
The athletic department needs to serve the university in helping to dredsnts
who are prepared to be good citizens in a global society. Student-athletes need
guidance reconciling the lessons that sports hold, along with serving in the susines
enterprise that Division | athletics has become. In addition to developingathlet
skills, student-athletes need to become equipped with the critical thinking skills
necessary to promote their growth as a whole person. The ability to think griticall
will serve them well when making moral decisions or other decisions impacting
their futures. Imparting the importance of education as a means to a bettegit i
always benefit student-athletes, even if remembered at the conclusion of a
professional career.

Society. Student-athletes in today’s society are different and need to be
different from those of previous years. Today’s student-athletes need to be bigg
faster, and stronger on the field and more technology-savvy, ecologicallrocedgc
and financially aware than in any other period in the history of intercokegiat
athletics. Arguably, society expects more from our student-athletesuthaably
any other group of college students. The increased pressure on student-athletes,
particularly in revenue sports, has heightened the consequences of poor decisions.
As media coverage of alleged crimes committed by student-athletexdsxpa
concern for the lack of character exhibited by student-athletes isgaidaond in

this country (Marino, 2007). What is frequently forgotten is that this group of
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college students is living in an over-exposed world in which too much is expected of
them too early in their lives. Astin, Chickering, Pascarella and Terenzini, and
Kohlberg have made careers from studying the development that occurs during
college. Part of this developmental process is to make mistakes, be coandted
learn from the consequences. In present day society, an error on the part of a
student-athlete is commonly front-page news. The lives of young studentsmaye bei
held to impossible standards at a time when, developmentally, they should be
exploring the perspectives of others and trying to mold their personal world view.
This researcher encourages the members of society to be mindful of this when
reading the newspaper and to judge lightly with the hope that one more college
student has learned a lesson.
Assumptions
1. It was assumed that participants would fully comprehend the instruments
and would answer appropriately and accurately. Both the questionnaire and
survey were reviewed for clarity and reading level. No participantstezpo
any difficulty with comprehension during data collection.
2. Itwas assumed that participants would answer the research questions
carefully, honestly, and to the best of their abilities or recollection.
3. It was assumed that the instrument chosen would provide an adequate
measurement of the moral judgment abilities of the participants. Due to the
distribution of scores, it appears that the instrument gave accurate

measurement.
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4. It was assumed that those responsible for providing exposure to higher levels

of moral reasoning are actually operating at those levels themselves.
Future research

The conclusions from this study provide a strong first glimpse into the many
ways that student-athlete development is influenced by experience. Pidhaps
biggest recommendation for future research is to explore the role of the family
in the lives of student-athletes to determine the unique aspects of this
relationship. More research should be conducted on those who patrticipate in
revenue sports and in contact sports as it appears that those two groups develop
a culture that distinguishes them from their counterparts. The culture that
surrounds these frequently scrutinized groups of student-athletes fosters unique
collegiate experiences that create developmental differenceslivethef its
members. Understanding this culture may provide context into the frequently
highly publicized challenges with which these student-athletes are faced.

Finally, with a broad understanding of the issues at hand, one might consider
the challenge of making athletics a form of moral education interventiois.
would entail incorporation of the relationships explored in this research along
with a basic understanding of the cultures of each sport. Perhaps this type of
intervention would be most efficiently conducted in youth leagues or high

school sports.
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Student-Athlete Demographic Information

134



Please mark with an “X” to the left of the appropriate response to eaatnsecti

1. Right now, this describes the team(s) | am on:

| Revenue (Football, Men's Basketbailll) | Non-Revenue (All other Sports) |

2. Right now, this also describes the team(s) | am on:

| Contact (Football, Women's Soccelf) | Non-Contact (All other Sports) |

3. This best describes me:

| | am a male. | | | am a female. |

4. Right now, | consider myself to be a:

Freshman Sophomore
Junior Senior
5" Year Senior 8 Year Senior

5. The highest level of education of either of my parents/guardian is:

| don’t know.

Some high school.
Graduated from high school.
Some college.

Graduated from college.
Graduate school.

6. The place | consider to be my hometown is best described as:

Rural (in the country)
Suburban (nearby a city)
Urban (city)

7. Currently, | have number of roommates.
8. Of my roommates, of them participate on a collegiate
sport team.
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Please circle the number that best answers these questions on your life BEFORE
you came to college. If you do not know or if the item does not apply to you, please
leave blank.

9. | believe my parents/guardian did their best to teach me right from

wrong.
No belief Strongly Believe
1 2 3 4 5

10. My parents/guardian encouraged me to get good grades in school
No Encouragement A Lot of Encouragement
1 2 3 4 5

11. I understood that it was important to get good grades in high school if |
wanted
to go to college.

Unclear Very Clear
1 2 3 4 5
12. | believe college graduation will improve my life.
Don't Believe Strongly Believe
1 2 3 4 5

13. | can remember my parents/guardian reading books to me when | was
little.

No Memories Many Memories
1 2 3 4 5
14. 1 enjoy reading books or magazines in my free time.
| Don’t Enjoy | Always Enjoy
1 2 3 4 5

15. | can remember going to my school library or the public library to check
out

books before | came to college.

No Memories Many Memories

1 2 3 4 5

16. | can remember going to the museum, to see live theater performances
other cultural festivals before | came to college.

No Memories Many Memories
1 2 3 4 5
17. | learned about other people’s religions, traditions, or beliefs beferl came
to college.
No Knowledge A Lot of Knowledge
1 2 3 4 5
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18. My family has traditions at holidays that are from my culture.

No Traditions Many Traditions
1 2 3 4 5

19. 1 enjoy listening to many different types of music.
| Don't Enjoy | Always Enjoy
1 2 3 4 5

Please circle the number that best answers these questions on your present life in
college.

20. On the whole, how much do you think your_coactthat you most closely
work with) likes you?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

21. On average, how much do you trust the opinions of your coawtith regard
to moral decisions?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

22. Overall, how comfortable would you feel going to your coachith a
personal problem?

Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

23. On the whole, how much do you think your professoiigke you?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

24. On average, how much do you trust the opinions of your professossth
regard to moral decisions?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

25. Overall, how comfortable would you feel going to your professossith a
personal problem?

Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

26. On the whole, how much do you think your teammatdge you?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5
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27. On average, how much do you trust the opinion of your teammatesth
regard to moral decisions?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

28. Overall, how comfortable would you feel going to your teammatesith a
personal problem?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

29. The person in the athletics department staff with whom | feel tamost
comfortable with is my:
Circle One Academic Advisor Learning Specialist R.A. in housing
Athletic Trainer
Other (list job title, not person’s
name)

e On the whole, how much do you trust the opinion of this person with
regard to moral decisions?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

e Overall, how comfortable would you feel going to this person with a
personal problem?
Very Little Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

For the following questions, please select the person you think best fits the
description.

30. In my opinion, when faced with a difficult moral decision my IS
going to make the correct choice.
Coach Professor Teammate Athletic Staff

Other:

31. In my opinion, the person | would most consider to be a mentor is my:
Coach Professor Teammate Athletic Staff

Other:

32. In my opinion, I've learned the most about how to handle difficult
situations from my:
Coach Professor Teammate Athletic Staff

Other:
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33. When thinking of the person | identified in question #29, the biggest
lesson I've learned from this person about making difficult moral deaions

is:

34. If there is anything else that is related to your moral development that

you would like to tell me, please add it here:

140



Appendix C
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Dear Participant,

On the following pages, you will find two little stories. In both stories, smmdas
to make a decision. You will be asked: What do you think about that decision?

After each decision, you will find reasons for and against this decision. Yidoewil
asked: Do you agree with these reasons or reject them?

There is no time limit.
Please do not write down your name anywhere.
Now you will find the two stories. (Please turn over).

Thank you.
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Dear Carla,

Thank you for using the Moral Judgment Test. Please find the scoring code and
other useful things on these web-sites:
You will be asked for a User-ID and password:

To prevent abuse, please do not pass on the test and the password but refer people
interested in the MJT to me.

Using and interpreting the MJT requires proficiency inDioal Aspect Theorgf
moral behavior and experimental psychology.

See my recent paper:

Lind, G. (2008). The meaning and measurement of moral judgment competence
revisited - A dual-aspect model. In: D. Fasko & W. Willis, E@antemporary
Philosophical and Psychological Perspectives on Moral Development and
Education.Cresskill. NJ: Hampton Press, pp. 185 -.220

The MJT has been constructed on the basis of an elaborated psychological theory
and very rigorously validated using well corroborated several theorefiteaiecr

The MJT is based on Lind's Dual-Aspect Theory of moral behavior. Its
methodology breaks new grounds. It is a psychological N=1 experiment with a
multivariate design. The MJT's main index is a competency measureir&)-sc
Because of this, conventional criteria of test analysis ("test raépikest
consistency") do not apply, even though Lerkiatbundit et al. (2006) report a test-
retest correlation af = 0.90. For studies founding or using the MJT, please visit this
site: The MJT is especially useful for research and for evaluatingtexhala

methods and programiNote, however, that the MJT must not be used for high
stakes testing or selection of individuals or institutionsin research studies, the
smallest unit of analysis should be a sample of at least 15 participants because
otherwise the results are not reliable enough for interpretation.

The MJT can be used freely by teachers and researchers for non-profitluse. Al
others need written permission

If you do studies with the MJT, | would appreciate very much if you could let me
have your raw data for my MJT data base after you have used them.

Best regards
Prof. Dr. Georg Lind

University of Konstanz
Department of Psychology
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The Univmz' of Oklahoma

OFFICE FOR HUMAN RESEARCH PARTICIPANT PROTECTION

IRB Number: 13072
Approval Date:  August 05, 2010

August 05, 2010

Carla Winters

College of Education

104 Mountain Oaks Drive
Norman, OK 73071

RE: The Relationship Bet E; To Higher Levels Of Moral Principled Thinking and The Development Of
Moral Decision Making Competencies Of Student-Athletes

Dear Ms. Winters:

On behalf of the Institutional Review Board (IRB), | have reviewed and granted expedited approval of the above-
referenced research study. This study meets the criteria for expedited approval category 7. It is my judgment as
Chairperson of the IRB that the rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to parficipate in this study will be
respected; that the proposed research, including the process of obtaining informed consent, will be conducted in a
manner consistent with the requirements of 45 CFR 46 as amended; and that the research involves no more than
minimal risk to parficipants.

This letter documents approval fo conduct the research as described:

Other Dated: August 03, 2010 Recruitment Script

Survey Instrument  Dated: August 03, 2010 Moral Judgement Test (MJT) Survey

Consent form - Other  Dated: August 03, 2010 Information sheet for consent to participate

Protocol Dated: August 03, 2010

IRB Application Dated: August 03, 2010

Consent form - Other  Dated: July 14, 2010 Information sheet

Other Dated: July 14, 2010 Recruitment Announcement

As principal investigator of this protocol, it is your responsibility to make sure that this study is conducted as approved.
Any modifications to the protocol or consent form, initiated by you or by the sponsor, will require prior approval, which
you may request by completing a protocol modiﬁcaﬁon form. All study records, including copies of signed consent forms,
must be retained for three (3) Years after termination of the study.

The approval granted e)q):res on August 04, 2011, Should you wish fo maintain this protocol in an active status beyond
. that date, you will need to provide the IRB wilh an IRB Application for Confinuing Review (Progress Report) summarizing
study results to date. The IRB will request an IRB Application for Conhnwng Review from you approximately two months
-before the anniversary date of your current approval. ¥
If you have questions about these procedures, or need any additional ass:siance from the IRB, please call Ihe IRB oiﬁce
at (405) 325-8110 or send an email o irb@ou.edu.

{ (ebTey
" E Laurette Tayior, Ph.D.
Chair, Insfitutional Review Board

-

660 Panington Oval, Suite 316, Norman, Oklahoma 73019-3085 PHONE: (405) 325-8110 FAX:(405) 325-2373

®

Lir_ Prot_Fappv_Exp
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701-A2

INFORMATION SHEET FOR CONSENT
TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY

My name is Carla Winters, and | am a graduate student in the College of Education at the University of the Oklahoma.
| am requesting that you volunteer to participate in a research study titled The Relationship between Exposure to
Higher Levels of Moral Principled Thinking and the Development of Moral Decision Making Competencies of Student-
Athletes. You were selected as a possible participant because of your status as a student-athlete. Please read this
information sheet and contact me to ask any questions that you may have before agreeing to take part in this study.

Purpose of the Research Study: The purpose of this study is to determine how good student-athletes are in making
moral decisions and to identify some of the influences on these decisions.

Procedures: If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to complete a short survey and questionnaire on
making moral decisions. Both forms should take you a fotal of 10 — 20 minutes to complete. There is nothing further
for you to do.

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: The study has the following risks: you will be asked to reflect on some
interpersonal relationships in the survey. This may make you feel a little upset. If you get too uncomfortable and wish
to stop filling out the forms, you may do so-at any time. Care has been taken in the design of the survey to make it
almost impossible for anyone, myself included, to identify you based on your answers.

At this time, you, personally, will not see any benefit to your participation.

Compensation: You will not be compensated for your time and participation in this study.

Voluntary Nature of the Study: Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will
not result in penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. If you decide to participate, you are free not
fo answer any question or discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled.

Length of Participation: The completion of the forms for this study should not take you longer than 20 minutes,
however you may take as long as you need to complete them. There is no time limit.

Confidentiality: The records of this study will be kept private and no coaches or Athletic Department staff will have
access to your responses. In published reports, there will be no information included that will make it possible to
identify you as a research participant. Research records will be stored securely in a locked filing cabinet in my home.
Please do NOT write your name on any of the forms. Once | have entered your answers into my personal computer, |
will shred your papers. Only approved researchers will have access to the records.

Contacts and Questions: If you have concerns or complaints about the research, the researcher(s) conducting this
study can be contacted at: Carla Winters 325-3884; cwinters@ou.edu or my advisor, Dr. David Tan 325-5986;
dtan@ou.edu. In the event of a research-related injury, contact the researcher(s). You are encouraged to contact the
researcher(s) if you have any questions. If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about the research or
about your rights and wish fo talk to someone other than the individuals on the research team, or if you cannot reach
the research team, you may contact the University of Oklahoma — Norman Campus Institutional Review Board (OU-
NC IRB) at (405) 325-8110 or irb@ou.edu.

Please keep this information sheet for your records. By completing and refurning this questionnaire, | am agreeing to
participate in this study.

APPROVED APPROVAL

Revised 0%01/2009 AUG 05 2010 Alc 0.4 100 Page 1 of 1
OUNCIRg  EXPHES
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