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Abstract
Purpose:

Material:

Results:

Conclusions:

The aim of this study is to investigate the prosocial and antisocial behaviors of young athletes in terms of their
moral decision making attitudes.

The study group consists of male athletes, aged among 13-17, who are licensed in the infrastructure of
amateur and professional sports clubs in Trabzon/Turkey. “Attitudes to Moral Decision-making in Youth
Sports Questionnaire (AMDYSQ)” and “Prosocial and Antisocial Behavior in Sports Scale (PABSS)” was used as
a data collection tool. Descriptive statistics, MANOVA, and correlation were used to analyze the data.

As a result of the study, while the athletes’ prosocial and antisocial behaviors do not show a significant
difference according to the sporting year variable, the moral decision-making attitudes of the athletes show
a significant difference according to the sporting year variable. In addition, as a result of the correlation
analysis, it was observed that there were low and medium positive and negative relations between the sub-
factors of the prosocial and antisocial behavior and the moral decision-making attitudes of young athletes.

The present study indicated that good moral attitudes positively contributed to prosocial and antisocial

behaviors during the competition.
Keywords:

moral attitude, team sports, behaviors, young athletes.

Introduction

Sports become an important sector in recent years, and
with the rise of economic conditions, it has led to rapid
development in the infrastructure of some team sports.
With the increase in the number of teams and players in the
infrastructure, competition has increased to a high level,
targets have risen and some moral problems have arisen
due to the ambition to earn money. Cheating, lying, theft,
fraud are the most important ones of these problems. The
emergence of these problems has attracted the attention
of academics and there has been a serious increase in the
recent years in sports ethics research [1-3] The studies of
Bredemeier et al. on the moral development and behavior
of young athletes is noteworthy. It has been observed that
various aspects of sports and morality. For example, sports
and moral reasons [4, 5], the legitimacy of dishonorable
movements [6], and aggressive tendencies and behaviors
[7-9]. Developed by Lee et al. [10], the “scale of moral
decision-making in young athletes”, is an important
scale to measure the level of cheating and competition
of undesirable behavior in infrastructure sports. Cheating
means is to break the rules and not get caught, to get an
unfair advantage [11]. Competitiveness is defined as in
to use the suspicious and possible methods without being
caught and to push the limits of the rules in order to reach
the desired goal [12].

It is thought that sports play an important role to
develop cooperation with teammates [13], providing
social interaction and discipline, and aiming to teach
teamwork and honesty. It is also thought that, sports
play an important role in protecting young people from
harmful habits and gaining them ethical and moral
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values in young population countries such as Turkey [1].
Although it is common in recent years that sport is a tool
that helps explain moral behaviors and has an effect on
moral development [14-16] after long-term research and
evidence review, Shields and Bredemeier [17] concluded
that there is insufficient evidence to establish a causal link
between physical activity and moral development.

In the theory of social cognitive moral thought and
action of Bandura, he emphasized that behavior, regardless
of one’s thoughts or motives has consequences for others
[18]. For example, verbally abusing or hitting another
person should result in some psychological suffering
for the recipient regardless of the reasons that led to the
behavior [19]. Bandura (1999) [20] also distinguishes
between proactive morality, which is the power to behave
humanely, and the inhibitive morality, which is the power
to refrain from behaving inhumanely. Kavussanu used
these two dimensions of morality in sportive research
as prosocial and antisocial behaviors [21-23]. By the
nature of the sport, Kavussanu claimed that voluntary
action to help another person could lead to a wide range
of prosocial behaviors (help an injured athlete), as well
as the voluntary movement to disadvantage someone else
(try to injure other athletes), causing antisocial behavior
[14, 24].

It is known that prosocial and antisocial studies are
applied in sports branches such as football, basketball,
rugby, and hockey which are close contact team sports
[25, 26]. When the international literature is examined,
it can be seen that there are many studies on this subject
[26-28], but there are not enough study in Turkey [29-
31]. This results have revealed the necessity to study in
this field in Turkey. That’s why the aim of this study is
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to investigate the prosocial and antisocial behaviors of
young athletes in terms of their moral decision making
attitudes.

Material and Methods

This study is based on descriptive survey design.
Descriptive research explains what already exists and
what takes place without an intervention of the researcher
to the case [32] .

Participants:

The sample group consisted of 425 athletes, aged
between 13-17 years (mean: 14.91; 223 football players
and 202 basketball players) who were licensed under the
amateur and professional clubs in Trabzon in 2018. They
averagely had been playing competitive football for 6.5
years, and basketball for 4,5 years. In recent years, due to
the intense interest in basketball except football and the
potential for prosocial and antisocial behaviors, athletes
who were interested in football and basketball were
selected in this study.

Research Design:

After the necessary permissions were obtained from
the amateur sports clubs federation of Trabzon (ASCF),
it was decided that which clubs were take part in present
study. We identified coaches of football and basketball
teams, via the internet, contacted these coaches, and
asked them to let players participate in the study. Data
were collected within 30 min of the end of a football and
basketball matches. Players were informed of the purpose
of the study, that their participation was voluntary. Their
responses would only be used for research purposes and
would be kept confidential.

Data collection tool:

In this study, it was used “Prosocial and Antisocial
Behavior in Sport Scale (PABSS)”, developed by
Kavussanu and Boardley and adapted to Turkish by
Balgikanli [33] and “Attitudes to Moral Decision-making
in Youth Sport Questionnaire (AMDYSQ)”, to measure
the moral decision-making attitudes of athletes, which
was developed by Lee, Whitehead and Ntoumanis and
adapted to Turkish by Giirpinar [34]. “The Prosocial and
Antisocial Behavior Scale (PABSS)” is a 5-point Likert-
type scale consisting of 20 items and 4 sub-dimensions.
The lowest 20 and the highest 100 points can be obtained
from the scale. 7 items in the scale consisted of prosocial
behaviors and 13 items about antisocial behaviors. It is
good to say that the average of questions about prosocial
behaviors is above 3 and the questions about antisocial
behaviors are below 3. For the 12-17 age groups, the
internal consistency analysis results of the scale were
found that 0.74 for the prosocial behavior for teammate,
antisocial behavior for teammate 0.70, prosocial behavior
for opponent 0.71 and antisocial behavior for opponent
0.68.

“Attitudes to Moral Decision-making in Youth Sports
Questionnaire” (AMDYSQ)”is 9 items, 3 sub-dimensional
and 5 points likert-type scale. The sub-dimensions of the
scale are acceptance of gamesmanship (I sometimes try
to wind up the opposition) and acceptance of cheating

(I would cheat if I thought it would help the team win)
which are known as antisocial moral attitudes, and keep
winning in proportion (Winning and losing are a part of
life) which is known as prosocial moral attitudes. Six of
the items for measuring moral decision-making attitudes
are negative (1, 2, 4, 5, 6 and 8) and three are positive
(items 3, 7 and 9) meaning. When the positive items are
scored, the answer “strongly agree” is scored with 5 and
“strongly disagree” is scored with 1. When the negative
items are scored, the answer “strongly agree” is scored
with 1 and “strongly disagree” is scored with 5. High
scores on the scale mean that the students’ moral decision-
making attitudes are positive.

Statistical Analysis:

After the data were collected, the scales were evaluated
by the researcher and the unsuitable ones were excluded
from the study. Descriptive statistics, MANOVA, and
correlation were used to analyze the data. These statistical
analyses were performed via SPSS 23 statistical package
program.

Result

The prosocial and antisocial behaviors and moral
decision-making attitudes were examined with one-way
MANOVA according to the sports year variable.

In order to determine the prosocial and antisocial
behaviors of athletes with different sports years, the scale
was applied to the athletes and the results can be seen in
Table 1 (below).

As can be seen in Table 1 (top), according to the
sports year, the mean score of prosocial behaviors against
team-mate and opponent is higher than the mean score
of antisocial behaviors against teammate and opponent.
In order to determine whether the difference among
the mean scores was statistically significant, one-way
MANOVA was applied to the data and the results can be
seen in Table 2 (below).

The scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the
scale were examined with MANOVA (Table 2). The results
of MANOVA indicate that the prosocial and antisocial
behaviors of the athletes did not show a significant
difference according to the sports year variable (F (8, 838)
=, 997, P=.437; Wilk A .981). This finding indicates that
the scores obtained from the linear component consisting
of PT (prosocial teammate), PO (prosocial opponent),
AT (antisocial teammate) and AO (antisocial opponent)
scores did not change depending on the sports year.

In order to determine the attitudes to moral decision-
making in youth sport with different sports years, the
scale was applied to the athletes and the results can be
seen in Table 3 (below).

As can be seen in Table 3 (top), according to the
sports year, acceptance of cheating and keep winning
in proportion mean scores are higher than acceptance
of gamesmanship mean scores. In order to determine
whether the difference between the mean scores was
statistically significant, one-way MANOVA was applied
to the data and the results can be seen in Table 4 (below).
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Table 1. Results of prosocial and antisocial behaviors of athletes (sports year, mean, standard deviation)

Scale Sport year N Mean Ss
1-4 103 4.0437 .72881
ol 5-7 227 4.0529 .54444
Prosocial teammate 8< 95 4.0737 56006
Total 425 4.0553 .59618
1-4 103 3.3560 1.04607
. 5-7 227 3.5066 .79782
Prosocial opponent 8< 95 3.5509 83901
Total 425 3.4800 .87397
1-4 103 1.6777 .65633
<ocial 5-7 227 1.7780 .57749
Antisocial teammate 8 < 95 1.7284 43848
Total 425 1.7426 .57075
1-4 103 1.8289 .63037
Antisocial opponent 5-7 227 1.9317 .58726
8< 95 1.9697 .55054
Total 425 1.9153 .59096

Note: Prosocial teammate (PT), prosocial opponent (PO), antisocial teammate (AT), antisocial opponent (AO).

Table 2. Analysis of variance of the prosocial and antisocial behavior scores of athletes

Effect | F Hypothesis Error sd. P
Sd.

Intercept .019 5480.09 4.00 419.00 .000

Sport year .981 .997 8.00 838.00 437

Table 3. Results of moral decision-making attitudes of athletes according to sports year (sports year, mean, standard

deviation)
Effect | F :\j/pothesw Error sd. P
Intercept .026 5256.48 3.00 420.00 .000
Sport year .933 4911 6.00 840.00 .000

Note: Acceptance of cheating (AC), acceptance of gamesmanship (AG), keep winning in proportion (KWP)

The scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of scale
were examined with MANOVA (Table 4). The results
of MANOVA indicate that the moral decision-making
attitudes of the athletes show a significant difference
according to the sporting year variable (F (6, 840) =
4911, P = .000; Wilk’s A = .933). However, it is seen
that the scores taken by the athletes in the sub-dimension
of acceptance of cheating (F (2, 422)= .117, p= .889),
acceptance of gamesmanship (F (2, 422)=9.78, p=.000)
and keep winning in proportion (F (2, 422)=.010. p=
.990) are significantly different in terms of athletes who
has playing competitive 8 or more years. It can be said
that those who has playing competitive 8 or more years
have adopted acceptance of cheating and keep winning in
proportion more than acceptance of gamesmanship.

Correlation results between moral decision-making
attitudes and prosocial and antisocial behaviors of young
athletes can be seen in Table 5 (below).

Table 5 shows the mean, standard deviation, and
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correlations between moral decision-making attitudes
and prosocial and antisocial behaviors of young athletes.
According to the table 5, it was seen that there was a
moderately significant and positive correlation between
prosocial opponent (PO) and prosocial teammate (PT) and
antisocial opponent (AO) and antisocial teammate (AT).
In addition, it was observed that while there was a low
significant and positive correlation between acceptance
of cheating (AC) and PO, a low-level significant and
negative correlation was observed with AC and AT and
AO. A low level, significant and positive correlation was
observed between acceptance of gamesmanship (AG)
and PO, whereas a low-level, significant and negative
correlation was observed between the AG and AT. In
addition, there was a moderately significant and negative
correlation between the AG and AO, but there was a
moderate significant and positive correlation between the
AG and AC. Finally, there was a low level significant and
negative correlation between keep winning in proportion



Table 4. An analysis of the variance of moral decision-making attitudes of athletes according to the sport year

Scale Sport year N Mean Ss
1-4 103 4.1974 .97287
. 5-7 227 4.2335 .84363
Acceptance of cheating
8< 95 4.2561 .80256
Total 425 4.2298 .86618
1-4 103 3.7314 .92303
. 5-7 227 3.4361 .85773
Acceptance of gamesmanship
8< 95 3.1825 .86537
Total 425 3.4510 .89359
1-4 103 4.2298 .93472
L . 5-7 227 4.2335 .79193
Keep winning in proportion
8< 95 4.2456 73772
Total 425 4.2353 .81557

Table 5. Descriptive statistics and correlations between moral decision-making attitudes and prosocial and antisocial

behaviors of young athletes (N = 425)

indicators statistical indicators 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1PT Pearson Correlation 1
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation ,384™ 1
2.PO
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
Pearson Correlation ,002 ,008 1
3.AT
Sig. (2-tailed) ,966 ,868
4.A0 Pearson Correlation ,022 -,001 ,549™ 1
) Sig. (2-tailed) ,646 ,977 ,000
5.HB Pearson Correlation ,080 ,130™ ,227" -,275" 1
) Sig. (2-tailed) ,101 ,007 ,000 ,000
6.YSB Pearson Correlation -,006 ,136™ ,242™ -,380" ,500" 1
) Sig. (2-tailed) ,908 ,005 ,000 ,000 ,000
7. AKK Pearson Correlation ,130™ ,036 ,189" -,242™ ,274" ,088 1
’ Sig. (2-tailed) ,007 ,459 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,069
M 4.05 3.48 1.74 1.91 4.22 3.45 4.23
SD .59 .87 .57 .59 .86 .89 .81

Note: **p < .01.

(KWP) and AT and AO, while there was a low significant
and positive correlation between KWP and AC.

Discussion

The aim of this study is to investigate the prosocial
and antisocial behaviors of young athletes in terms of
their moral decision making attitudes. In this respect, it
was observed that prosocial teammate (PT) and prosocial
opponent (PO) averages were higher than antisocial
teammate (AT) and antisocial opponent (AQO) averages.
This result is in parallel with previous studies [26, 28, 35]
. These results indicate that young athletes do not tend to
support antisocial behaviors in the field.

Other results of the study, the averages of acceptance
of cheating (AC) and acceptance of gamesmanship (AG),
which are known as antisocial moral attitudes, were

found to be lower than the average of keep winning in
proportion (KWP), which is known as the prosocial
moral attitude. Ntoumanis and Standage (2009) [3] in
his study on British athletes, they stated that antisocial
moral attitudes of the athletes in the field were below
average. This result supports the present study. The
results can be interpreted prosocial moral attitudes are
used more commonly in the field. Moreover, as sports
years increased, the averages of acceptance of cheating
(AC) and keep winning in proportion (KWP), which are
the sub-dimensions of the attitudes to moral decision-
making in youth sport, increased, while the average of
acceptance of gamesmanship (AG) decreased. Giirpinar
(2014) [1] stated that, as sporting year increased, AC and
AG’s averages decreased and KWP’s averages increased.
Altin and Ozsar1 (2017) [36] stated that AC, AG and
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KWP increased as service time increased from athlete
training centers. It can be said that, the type of sports
branch, winning pressure and the level of winning prize
are thought to be effective for the results. For example,
as a popular sport football appeal to wide audiences
and create a fan pressure and this may turn athletes to
antisocial behaviors. This may cause athletes to resort to
tricks to gain victory.

When we look at the results of the correlations
between prosocial and antisocial behaviors of young
athletes and moral decision making attitudes, all sub-
dimensions of the moral decision-making attitudes scale
and the antisocial behaviors towards the opponent and
the teammate were found to have a moderately negative
relationship. In contrast, acceptance of cheating (AC) and
acceptance of gamesmanship (AG) showed a low positive
and significant relationship with prosocial behavior to an
opponent.

As a result of the findings in this study, it is seen
that there is a significant relationship between the
moral decision-making attitudes of the athletes and
their prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Athletes should
be informed by their families, teachers, coaches, and

managers to ensure that they do not exhibit an antisocial
attitude in competitions. Sports competitions are
somewhere where the skills are competing and no one
should resort to antisocial behaviors such as cheating and
gamesmanship. It should also be emphasized that honesty
is more important than winning.

Conclusion

Itisimportant to recognize that this research had several
limitations that need to be acknowledged. All participants
were sports clubs in Turkey/Trabzon and results cannot be
generalized to other countries. Moreover, only two sports
were included and results cannot be generalized to other
sports areas. Even with these limitations, the current study
provides substantial new insights into relations among the
variables investigated. As a final conclusion, the present
study indicated that good moral attitudes positively
contributed to prosocial and antisocial behaviors during
the competition.

Conflict of interest
The author declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Giirpinar B. Attitudes to moral decision making of the student
athletes in secondary and high school level according to sport
variables. Education and science. 2014;39 (176):413— 24.
https://doi.org/10.15390/EB.2014.3645

2. Kavussanu M, Roberts GC. Moral Functioning
in Sport: An  Achievement Goal Perspective.
J Sport Exerc Psychol. 2001;23:34— 57.
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.23.1.37

3. Ntoumanis N, Standage M. Morality in sport:
A self-determination theory perspective. J
Appl  Sport  Psychol. 2009;21 (4):365—-  80.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10413200903036040

4. Bredemeier BJ, Shields DL. Athletic Aggression: An
Issue of Contextual Morality. Sociol Sport. 1986;3:15— 28.
https://doi.org/10.1123/ssj.3.1.15

5. Bredemeier B, Shields  DL. Moral  Growth
Among Athletes and Nonathletes: A Comparative
Analysis. J Genet Psychol. 1986;147 (1):7- 18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.1986.9914475

6. Bredemeier BJ. Moral reasoning and the
perceived  legitimacy  of  intentionally  injurious
sport acts. J Sport Psychol. 1985;7:110- 24.

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsp.7.2.110

7. Duda JL, Olson LK, Templin TJ. The relationship of
task and ego orientation to sportsmanship attitudes and
the perceived legitimacy of injurious acts. Research
Quarterly for Exercise and Sport. 1991; 62: 79— 87.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1991.10607522

8. Bredemeier BJ. Children’s Moral Reasoning and Their
Assertive, Aggressive, and Submissive Tendencies in Sport
and Daily Life. J Sport Exerc Psychol. 1994;16 (1):1- 14.
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.16.1.1

9. Stephens DE, Light Bredemeier BJ. Moral atmosphere

and judgments about aggression in girls’ soccer:
Relationships among moral and motivational
variables. J Sport Exerc Psychol. 1996;18:158— 73.

116

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.18.2.158

10.Lee MJ, Whitehead J, Ntoumanis N. Development

of the  Attitudes to  Moral Decision-making
in Youth Sport Questionnaire (AMDYSQ).
Psychol ~ Sport  Exerc. 2007;8 (3):369-  92.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2006.12.002

11.Loland S. Fair play: historical anachronism or topical ideal?
In: McNamee MJ, Parry SJ, editor. Ethics and sport. London
and New York: Routledge. 1998. P. 79-103.

12.Lumpkin A, Stoll SK, ve Beller M. Sport ethics: Applications
for fair play. 3rd ed. McGraw-Hill; 2003.

13.Weiss MR, Bredemeier BJ. Moral development
in sport. Exerc Sport Sci Rev. 1990;18:331- 78.
https://doi.org/10.1249/00003677-199001000-00015

14.Kavussanu M, Seal AR, Phillips DR. Observed prosocial
and antisocial behaviors in male soccer teams: Age
differences across adolescence and the role of motivational
variables. J Appl Sport Psychol. 2006;18 (4):326— 44.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10413200600944108

15.Kavussanu M. Morality in sport. Human Kinetics; 2007.

16.Shields DL, Funk CD, Light Bredemeier B. Relationships
among moral and contesting variables and prosocial and
antisocial behavior in sport.J Moral Educ,2018;47 (1):17-33.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057240.2017.1350149

17.Shields DLL, Bredemeier BJL. Character development and
physical activity. Human Kinetics Publishers; 1995.

18.Bandura A. Social cognitive theory of moral thought and
action. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum; 1991; 1:71-129.

19.Al-Yaaribi A, Kavussanu M, Ring C. Consequences
of prosocial and antisocial behavior for the
recipient. Psychol Sport Exerc, 2016;26:102— 12.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2016.06.012

20.Bandura A. Moral disengagement in the perpetration of
inhumanities. Personal Soc Psychol Rev.1999;3 (3):193—2009.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0303_3

21.Kavussanu M. Moral behaviour in sport: a critical review of
the literature. Int Rev Sport Exerc Psychol. 2008;1 (2):124-38.



2019
< 03

https://doi.org/10.1080/17509840802277417

22.Sage L, Kavussanu M, Duda J. Goal orientations
and moral identity as predictors of prosocial
and antisocial functioning in male association

football players. J Sports Sci. 2006;24 (5):455— 66.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640410500244531

23.Kavussanu M, Boardley ID. The  Prosocial
and  Antisocial Behavior in  Sport Scale. J
Sport  Exerc  Psychol. 2009;31 1):97-  117.
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.31.1.97

24 Kavussanu M, Ring C, Kavanagh J. Antisocial

behavior, moral disengagement, empathy and negative
emotion: A comparison between disabled and able-
bodied athletes. Ethics Behav. 2014;25 (4):297- 306.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2014.930350

25.Al-YaaribiA,KavussanuM. Teammate ProsocialandAntisocial
Behaviors Predict Task Cohesion and Burnout: The Mediating
Role of Affect. J Sport Exerc Psychol, 2017;39 (3):199-208.
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.2016-0336

26.Hodge K, Gucciardi DF. Antisocial and Prosocial
Behavior in Sport: The Role of Motivational Climate,
Basic Psychological Needs, and Moral Disengagement.
J Sport Exerc Psychol, 2015;37 (3):257- 73.
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.2014-0225

27.Kavussanu M, Stanger N, Boardley ID. The prosocial and
antisocialbehaviourinsportscale: Furtherevidenceforconstruct
validity and reliability. J Sports Sci. 2013;31 (11):1208— 21.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2013.775473

28.Alemdag S. Investigation of prosocial and antisocial behavior
of young soccer players. Journal of sport and performance
research. 2018;102-9.

29.Balgikanli GS, Yildiran I. Relationship Between Empathic
Skills of Field Hockey Players and their Prosocial Behaviors.
Gazi Journal of Physical Education and Sport Sciences,
2018;23 (1):1-8.

30.Adilogullar1 GE, Gérgiilii R, Tosun OM, Adilogullari 1. The
Investigation of Prosocial and Antisocial Behaviour and
Athlete Identity According to Some Variables. Journal of
sport and performance research, 2018;

31.S6énmez, V. Alacapmar FG. Scientific Research Methods.
Ankara: An1 publishing; 2013.

32.Balcikanli GS. The Turkish Adaptation of the Prosocial and
Antisocial Behavior in Sport Scale (PABSS). Int J Humanit
Soc Sci. 2013;3 (18):271-6.

33.Giirpinar B. Adaptation of the attitudes to moral
decision-making in youth sport questionnaire into
Turkish culture: A validity and reliability study in a
Turkish sample. Egit ve Bilim. 2014;39 (176):405— 12.
https://doi.org/10.15390/EB.2014.3643

34.Bruner MW, Boardley ID, Co6té J. Social identity
and prosocial and antisocial behavior in youth
sport.  Psychol Sport Exerc, 2014;15 (1):56— 64.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2013.09.003

35.Kavussanu M. Motivational predictors
of prosocial and antisocial behaviour in
football. J Sports Sci. 2006;24  (6):575—-  88.

https://doi.org/10.1080/02640410500190825

36.Altin M, Ozsar1 A. The Moral Decision Making Attitudes
of the Athletes Attending to Sport Training Centers.
International Journal of Cultural and Social Studies
(IntJCSS). 2017;3 (1):133-45.

Information about the author:

Alemdag S.; http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6478-3361; serdar.alemdag@trabzon.edu.tr; Faculty of Sport Sciences, Department
of Physical Education and Sport Teaching, Trabzon University ; Trabzon, Turkey.

Cite this article as:

Alemdag S. Investigation of prosocial and antisocial behaviors of young athletes in terms of moral decision making attitudes.
Pedagogics, psychology, medical-biological problems of physical training and sports, 2019;23(3):112-117.

https://doi.org/10.15561/18189172.2019.0301

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which
permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.en).

Received: 02.04.2019
Accepted: 25.04.2019; Published: 29.06.2019

117



	Investigation of prosocial and antisocial behaviors of young athletesin terms of moral decision making attitudes. Alemdag S.
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Material and Methods
	Result
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Conflict of interest
	References
	Information about the author
	https://doi.org/10.15561/18189172.2019.0301


