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ABSTRACT

     Matthew T. Gilchrist, D.S.M. United States Sports Academy, April, 2007. Perceptions and Attitudes towards Drug-Testing of Northern Virginia Public High School Athletes. Chair:  Dr. Fred J. Cromartie.
     The general purpose of this study was to analyze the attitudes and perceptions held by public high school student athletes, in regards to drug testing. During the fall sports season of 2006, 964 student athletes completed a 30 question, 5-point Likert scale survey, providing information regarding different aspects of drug testing, including the scope of testing for students vs. student athletes, various penalties considered for those caught using, whether or not drug use is justified by various rewards, and other issues, including the cost or reliability of testing, and if testing was considered to be an invasion of privacy. These students were chosen randomly, based upon their coaches’ willingness to participate. Thirty-eight teams from 22 schools complied. A Chi-Square analysis also sought to determine if attitudes were affected by gender, grade level, whether the athletes competed in individual vs. team sports, or if they participated in more than one season.  The results of the attitudes varied by question.  Most athletes supported some sort of testing , believed that drug use was wrong in most cases, regardless of the rewards, and believed in some form of punishment for those caught.  Analysis showed that grade level and gender may play a statistically significant role in helping to shape attitudes, while the number of seasons per year or type of sport were less meaningful factors. It was the hope of the researcher that the various findings may be used to help influence other similar studies, and perhaps be used by school system officials as a means of assessing the need for drug testing programs and drug education in sport.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION


In the current world of sport, more than ever, there are incentives for those who succeed.  Olympic athletes seek gold medals, and the glory and fortunes that follow them.  Professional athletes seek higher contracts. College athletes seek the means to earn professional riches.  High school and youth athletes seek athletic scholarships.  Unfortunately, as history shows us, not all sport is played on a level field.  Performance enhancing drug use among competitive athletes is not a new phenomenon, rather, athletes have sought methods to gain advantage for centuries, and drug use is just one of them (Dawson, 2000; Allison et al., 2003) .  The current tension has existed since the 1950’s, and on into the beginning of the twenty-first century. The uproar in the United States, however, exists, since the suspicions are no longer directed just towards the Soviet and other Eastern bloc athletes who were found to be trained with the use of anabolic steroids.  It is only recently that the phenomenon has shifted to the well-funded, well-trained athletes who make millions of dollars in the United States as athletes and celebrities. 

The use of performance enhancing drugs have provided challenges to sporting organizations at all levels, as newer and more undetectable means are constantly being developed as a means for athletes to gain a competitive edge.  However, this edge is gained at a price.  The use of performance enhancing drugs has been linked to significant health risks, and even death.  Amphetamine use was reported as early as the mid-twentieth century, and was largely unregulated.  In the predominantly European sport of cycling, some of the legends of the sport, including five-time Tour de France winner, Jacques Anquetil, admitted that the use was widespread (Woodland, 2003).  British cycling champion Tom Simpson died in the 1962 Tour de France, as a result of heart failure, caused by the overuse of stimulants (Fotheringham, 2002). Drug abuse became more widespread in the 1970’s and 1980s, as professional football players sought to improve their games.  The trend spread throughout sport, and currently, the game of baseball is embroiled in a controversy over the use of steroids and other performance enhancing drugs.  As such, the questions of drug testing and ethics have been called into play.


One can argue whether it is worth risking one’s health for a fortune made in sports. It is quite possible that in some sports, there are many more athletes who use illegal substances, than there are those who are actually caught. Verducci (2003) stated that Major League Baseball has both one of the widest spread problems in terms of steroid abuse, and has historically had one of the weakest testing policies.  There is a new testing program in place that seeks to dole out harsher punishments, but there are plenty of unproven rumors that support the extent of drug use in baseball.  Verducci et al. (2002) provided anecdotes of how normal drug use has been in professional baseball.  They wrote how then-Arizona Diamondbacks pitcher, Curt Shilling, claimed to think twice before giving any of his teammates a pat on the behind for a good game.  He has said that when he did so, some teammate would tell him not do to that, because it hurts from when they inserted their drug needles.  Another situation described an incident when a Texas Ranger knocked over his bag, and steroids fell out all over the carpet.  The presence of drugs did not warrant any interest, and the owner did not demonstrate any sense of embarrassment.  Shocking claims have come from former All-Stars, Ken Caminiti and Jose Canseco, both former MVPs, regarding the widespread use of steroids.  They described not only their own use, but also their estimates of it being used by over two thirds of the leagues.  They bragged about how their careers blossomed because of steroids, and noted how it is no longer just the home-run power hitters using it, but pitchers and outfielders, who seldom used to consider using it.  Unfortunately, people come to see the home runs being hit, and the records being broken, and as such, owners have been slow to institute testing programs to deal with these problems.

What one cannot argue with is the fact that those who do use, whether or not they are detected, are indeed breaking the rules.  Regardless of the financial rewards that are being granted, many players do break the rules.  Given the high profile status of many of these convicted users, from Olympic sprinter Ben Johnson being stripped of his 1988 gold 100 meter dash medal, or former NFL star Lyle Alzedo dying in 1992 due to brain cancer, thought to be one of the ill side effects of steroid abuse (Verducci et. al, 2002), the negative images being portrayed do not seem to curb the damage that is being done is to those younger athletes worldwide who idolize them.  

Anabolic steroids have been recognized for several decades as posing severe health hazards as well as ethical dilemmas (Wroble et. al, 2002). Despite the highly publicized admissions of use, and other examples of steroid usage rules violations, elite athletes are no longer the only ones to use them.  Recreational athletes use them, and more importantly, evidence shows that steroid use often begins during, or even before high school.  Approximately one percent of youth sport participants ages 10 to 14 years old either use or have used anabolic steroids.  While usage has decreased approximately 50 percent since 1989, there is still a serious problem.  One of the main problems for young athletes is the lack of education and the fact that many young athletes get their counseling on drugs from someone other than a knowledgeable adult, such as a parent, coach, teacher or athletic trainer, rather they base their attitudes on magazines or the media. 

In a 1993 Nike commercial, NBA superstar Charles Barkley claimed that he was “not a role model” (Benham, 1994). He said that only parents should be role models. Unfortunately, as public figures, they become role models whether they care to be or not.  They become idolized by millions of adoring fans, including younger athletes who aspire to the same heights that Barkley and his peers have reached.  They seek to find means of getting from one level to another, even if it means sacrificing one’s own health, or if it means breaking the rules. Even though some cheaters have been caught, many young athletes have clearly earned fame and fortune without being caught. To some high school athletes, who may be fighting against the numerical odds of getting a full scholarship, or even a professional contract, using performance-enhancing drugs may be viewed upon as being a viable option.


One of the roles of the school system, specifically of the athletic program, is to both educate and protect young student athletes about the dangers of performance enhancing substances (West, 2001).  Regardless of this, there are still school systems in this country that see a problem with drug abuse.  As such, testing programs have been instituted to act as a deterrent to drug use and abuse, and as a means to try and clean up high school sports. Drug testing itself, however, leads to a host of new questions. Issues that are raised include the right to privacy of the athlete, as compared to the rights of the school to protect students.  There is an issue of cost, given the high expense for each test. Opponents to drug testing would note that budgets for school systems would be better balanced by using those funds for other educational or athletic purposes. Further issues may include the regularity of testing, which may be included in testing, and the procedures of testing.  If testing were used, how expansive would it be?  Would it be limited solely towards performance-enhancing drugs, or would it also lead to penalties for detections of recreational drugs, such as alcohol or marijuana? Given the importance that such practices could have on the world of high school athletics, it is the hope that this study will reveal how athletes think about the problem of drug abuse, and more importantly, whether or not they would consider drug testing to be acceptable, or not, and why.  

Statement of the Problem


The general problem of this study was to determine the perceptions and attitudes of Northern Virginia public high school athletes in regarding drug testing in school.

Subproblems

The following subproblems were:

1. What were the attitudes high school athletes have towards mandatory drug testing 

      for all athletes, random testing for all athletes, random testing for some athletes, or  

      no testing at all?
2. Did athletes consider drug testing to be an invasion of privacy?
     3. To what degree did athletes believe that drug tests serve as an adequate deterrent for 

         drug use? 

     4. Were there any circumstances where sports enhancing drug use may be 

         justifiable?

     5. What penalties should high schools consider as a result of positive tests?

     6. Should tests only be for sports enhancing drugs, rather than recreational drugs, such 

         as marijuana or alcohol?

     7.  What differences of opinions based upon age or gender were there?

     8.  Were there differences in attitudes for athletes who participate in team sports 

          compared to those who participate in individual sports?

     9. What affects does the cost of testing have on the attitudes of the students?

     10. Were there differences in attitudes for athletes who participate in one season as 

          compared to students who participate in multiple seasons during the year?

Research Questions

The following research questions were formulated for this study:

1. Were high school athletes in favor of mandatory drug testing?

2. Were high school athletes in favor of random drug testing?

3. Did high school athletes consider drug testing to be an invasion of privacy?

4. Did high school athletes consider drug testing to be a deterrent against drug use?

5. What penalties did high school athletes consider to be appropriate for positive drug tests?

6. Should drug tests look for evidence of recreational drugs as well as performance enhancing drugs?

7. Did high school athletes’ attitudes differ between individual sports vs. team sports?

8. What was the perceived level of sports enhancing drug use of high school athletes?

9. Would the hypothetical chance of winning, getting a scholarship, or getting drafted by a professional sport entice high school athletes to use sports enhancing drugs, with or without drug testing?

10. Did high school athletes consider drug testing to be worth the cost?

11. Were there significant differences in attitudes between male and female students?

12. Were there significant differences in attitudes between grade levels (9-12)?

13. Did those athletes who participate in more than one sport in the school year have different attitudes than those athletes who only compete during one season?
Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, the following terms were operationally defined:

     Hard drug- Considered to have harsher effects than recreational drugs, these illegal drugs may include cocaine, heroin, or other such substances.

     Individual Sports- Individual sports are sports in which the individual competes against another individual, even if their efforts may be directed towards a team total.  These sports may include track & field, swimming, cross-country, wrestling, gymnastics, tennis or golf.

     Performance-enhancing drug- This is defined as any drug used for the purpose of illegally affecting sporting performance.  Examples would include anabolic steroids, EPO, or other stimulants designed to give an athlete an illegal advantage in competition.
     Recreational Drug- This is defined as those drugs not used for the purpose of enhancing performance, nor for medicinal purposes.  These may also be considered social drugs, including alcohol or marijuana.
     Team Sports- Team sports are those sports in which a team as a whole decides the competitive outcome.  These may include football, basketball, soccer, volleyball, lacrosse, baseball, softball, or field hockey.
Court Decisions   

       Earls v. Board of Education of Tecumseh Public School District (2002)- As an 

extension of the Vernonia decision, this decision further clarified the right of a school district to implement drug testing as a requirement of all students who engage in extra-curricular activities. The Court stated that such a program reasonably furthers a school’s need to detect and prevent drug use.
     New Jersey v. T.L.O. (1985)- Established that students were protected by the
Fourth Amendment’s clause against unwarranted searches.  It also held, though, that public school officials were only required to have reasonable suspicion to initiate student searches, as opposed to the higher standard of probable cause.
     Schaill v. Tippecanoe School Corporation (1988)- Upheld a school district policy which called for random testing for all athletes.  This policy was deemed constitutional, on the grounds that schools have the responsibility to protect students and schools, and that such a policy did not violate the 4th Amendment’s protection against unreasonable search, nor the 14th Amendments right to due process. This ruling also established the idea that participation in school athletics is a privilege, not a right.

     Vernonia v. Acton (1995) In response to a school policy which required student-
athletes to sign drug-testing consent forms as a requirement for participation in athletics, the Supreme Court upheld the right of a school district to institute a random drug testing program for all student-athletes.

Scope of the Study


For the purpose of this study, high school athletes between the grades of 9-12 were used. According to statistics provided by Paul Jansen, Director of Student Athletics and Activities for Fairfax County Public Schools, there was a pool of 7372 high school athletes during the fall season of 2006, when this study was conducted (see Appendix A). Students were randomly selected from any of twenty-five Fairfax County public schools of the Northern Region of the AAA Virginia High School League, based upon their coaches’ willingness to participate, coupled with parental consent. This study was performed during the fall sports season in 2006, from approximately August until October.  Fall coaches from each of the schools were contacted, with a cover letter describing the study, and requesting their permission to conduct a survey of their athletes. Each coach who responded affirmatively received a specific sheet of instructions, and a letter to send home to parents, giving them the option to opt their student-athletes out of the study in advance. The questionnaire focused on the research questions listed on pages 7-8 (see Appendix B).  


After the coaches agreed to conduct the survey, the researcher sent out a packet to each coach. It contained a cover letter, including instructions to be read to the athletes.  The researcher asked the coach to leave the room as the athletes were completing the survey, so that they would not feel any due pressure to answer in a manner that may have reflected the coach’s values, but not those of the athlete.  The last athlete was to be instructed to seal the pre-addressed envelope, which would be promptly mailed back to the researcher for analysis. 

Delimitations

The delimitations  for this  study were:
1. The population was limited only to those student-athletes whose coaches chose to participate, and whose parents allowed them to complete the survey.

2. The results were based only upon Fairfax County, Virginia student athletes, a suburban school district of 25 public high schools.

3. The study was restricted to participants in the Fall, 2006 sports season, of which there was a population of 7372 athletes competing.

4. Analysis was based upon 38 teams, from 22 schools.

5. Analysis may not reflect the perceptions and attitudes of athletes who did not take the survey, or did not participate in fall sports.

6. Analysis was based solely upon the 964 responses, which represents only 13 percent of athletes participating in fall sports.

Limitations

The limitations for this study were:
     
1. The study was not able to measure the level of honesty of those athletes 
    
    surveyed.

     
2. The study was limited only to those athletes who are in season at the time of the 

                study.

3. The study was limited by the possibility that students may not want to admit,      

    even anonymously, to ideas that may suggest attitudes or behaviors that are  

    unpopular or against the rules.  

4. Given the unsupervised (by the researcher) testing area, the study was not be 
                  able to measure how seriously the athletes considered the survey, nor whether  

                  or not the respondents discussed their answers collectively while completing  

                  the survey.

5. Given that participation was limited by those coaches responding, the sample size of the entire student athlete participation is a small percentage, and may or may not adequately reflect the entire population of student athletes in Fairfax County.

6. Given that participation was dependant upon coaches responding, the resulting population of respondents had high percentage of individual athletes.  Understanding that individual athletes (i.e.:  cross country runners) may have differing attitudes than team sport athletes (i.e.: football players), the researcher acknowledges that the resulting population could potentially have skewed the results had there been an otherwise greater representation of team sport athletes.

Assumptions

The assumptions for this study were:

     
1. Northern Virginia public high school athletes have attitudes or perceptions  

                toward drug testing.

     
2. Athletes responded to the survey honestly, and were not coerced by pressures 

               from their peers, coaches, or other influences.

     
3. The surveys were administered and returned in a manner that protected        

                anonymity, nor led to any threats of penalty.

     
4. Attitudes were not affected by other demographic or academic factors that were 
                not considered as part of this study.

Significance of the Study

     
In the current world of sports, intensified by the expanding media, the problem of drug use has been overshadowed by the rewards of athletic success.  Regardless of what certain cynics may suggest, athletes, because of their public statures, are role models.  As younger athletes, high school students may aspire to reach higher levels of their sport, including intercollegiate, Olympic, or professional competitions. When considering both the illegalities and harmful effects that performance enhancing drugs may lead to, it is important to have a program in place to both educate high school athletes, and deter them from using such substances.  

The significance of this study was to better understand how athletes perceive both the procedures and the need for drug testing, and hopefully to better understand their attitudes towards the use of performance drugs in general. It was the hope of the researcher that such a survey may allow policy makers in the school system to better understand the depths of a potential drug problem within high school athletics, and potentially influence the adoption of a drug testing program.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction


There are a number of different perspectives from which to study the literature on the topic of drug testing for student athletes. According to Yamaguchi et al. (2003), there are only a few studies that have been performed which have examined the effectiveness and utility of drug testing. They have noted that while students in athletics and extra-curricular activities have the lowest drug use rates, the right to test for drugs has been protected in the courts, through such decisions as Earls v. Board of Education of Tecumseh Public School District (2002) or Vernonia v. Acton (1995). Such policies that have been instituted have generally been the result of a need for prevention of an established drug problem, henceforth, there is very little empirical data available to support the effectiveness of drug testing, as a means to curb drug use.

The researcher acknowledges that the some of the issues regarding the use of performance enhancing drugs and the testing procedures that work against them, are not unique to high school student athletes alone.  While the atmosphere of a high school sporting environment may be less intense than at the Division I collegiate level, or at the elite levels of Olympic or professional sports, some of the moral issues surrounding drug use are still present. Even though some high school athletes are still growing and developing, one could argue that their motivation to succeed may be as great if not greater than some athletes who have already reached the elite levels. As such, one must consider the moral constitution of the athletes.

 Bamberger and Yaeger (1997) illustrated this point with a 1995 study that polled 198 sprinters, swimmers, power lifters, and other assorted athletes, many of whom were either U.S. Olympians, or aspired to those elite levels.  They were presented with two scenarios (60).

1) You are offered a banned performance enhancing substance, with two guarantees: you will not be caught, and you will win. 

2) You are offered a banned performance- enhancing substance, with two guarantees: you will not be caught, and you will win every competition for the next five years, and then you will die from the side effects of the substance.

In both of the scenarios, the athletes were asked if they would take the drugs.  In the first scenario, a shocking 195 of the 198 athletes said they would do so.  Perhaps even more alarming was that more than half of the athletes said they would take the drugs in the second scenario as well.  Such is the pressure to succeed in the modern world of sport. But as Mravic (1999) states, there are always new drugs available to those athletes who want them., According to Penn State professor and noted expert on steroids (Rosenthal, 2002), Charles Yesalis, only the stupid ones get caught, while everyone else works to keep a step ahead of the testers.

Hamilton & Stone (1990) studied the attitudes of college students in regards to drug testing of college athletes.  In examining surveys taken prior to 1990, they found that students did feel that there drug use was a problem, and that school officials had the right to drug test student athletes.  In this study, 640 students were surveyed at Georgia Southern University.  Of this sample, 81 were athletes. The conclusions were overwhelming.  Over 86 percent of those surveyed supported the idea of drug testing at Georgia Southern, in Major League Baseball, and in the NCAA.  The same group disagreed with the notion that drug testing is always wrong because it is considered to be an invasion of policy. Other results suggested that students feel that the use of drugs when participating in sports was unethical, and they felt that drug testing results in safer participation. Most importantly, a significant majority felt that athletes have a duty to participate drug free. It should be noted that the NCAA does have a stringent drug testing policy.  They have banned anabolic steroids since 1973, and since 1990, football players in Divisions I-A, I-AA, and II, as well as Division I indoor and outdoor track athletes have been subject to year-round testing (Allison et. al, 2003). All NCAA championship events and bowl games require testing of all NCAA student-athletes.  West and Ackerman (1993) noted that the NCAA’s policy was challenged in 1987 by several athletes, on the grounds that the tests were obtrusive and an invasion of their privacy.  While the superior court ordered a temporary injunction in the case, the NCAA’s policy never changed, and the conflict still exists on a number of college campuses even today.

It is evident that drug use has seeped down from the professional ranks, to college, and indeed to high schools. According to a 2003 Blue Cross/Blue Shield survey, approximately 1.1 million teens between 12 and 17 years or age have taken potentially harmful performance-enhancing supplements and/or drugs.  Among those surveyed, 76 percent could not identify any potential negative effects from the use of steroids or other substances, such as creatine or ephedra.  Even though 71 percent of youth athletes thought it was wrong to use performance-enhancing drugs, the survey suggested that a significant percentage of youth football and baseball players were apt to try it, whether to improve performance, or simply to improve their appearance.  It is unclear whether professionals become used to performing under the influence at the lower ranks and become dependent upon it, or if they begin using it when they reach the pros, and set the example for the younger athletes.  What is clear is that there is a problem, and that professional athletes are in the most visible position to take a stand against drug use.  Unfortunately, both officials and athletes have issued denials in regards to how rampant and widespread this drug use is. It has not been until recent years when some of sports biggest names have become called to task for potential drug use, that this issue has started to really hit home to the average sports fan.  Now, sports pages are filled with accusations of cheating, rather than for celebrating athletic exploits.  For some of the worlds best athletes, including Barry Bonds, Marion Jones and Lance Armstrong, their accomplishments carry asterisks in the eyes of many sports fans who may either assume or otherwise accuse them of drug abuse.

 As such, some of the review of the following literature will be concerned with areas of sports that are not limited to high school athletics, but to sports in general.  Conversely, the reader will find that some of the proceeding issues raised are specifically to high school athletics, and may not be generalized to higher levels of sport. This review of literature will explore issues related to the privacy of the individuals, as it compares with the rights of the school system to protect students. The researcher will also delve into some of the legal decisions that support such policies, and provide examples of school systems that have already implemented such procedures.  Other questions that will be examined will include the idea that athletes serve as role models, and how this affects the need for drug testing, testing procedures, and what drugs may be tested for. If drug testing is to serve as a deterrent, should it encompass only performance-enhancing drugs, or should recreational drugs, such as marijuana or alcohol also be included within the scope of the tests?

Legal Issues

 
When studying the topic of drug testing, a number of legality issues may be raised, whether pertaining specifically to sport, or otherwise (West & Ackerman, 1993). The greatest issue that is raised would be the one that concerns the issue of privacy.  Other issues include the reliability of test results, including the possibility of false positives that would lead to suspensions and/or other penalties. The relevance of test results can also be questioned. One could argue that there is a conflict between the person’s right to privacy, and the public’s right to know.  Critics suggest that as it pertains to sport, it may not be truly viable to ensure a chemically fair contest.  An additional need for drug testing stems from the idea that as professionals, athletes need to ensure that their job performances will not be negatively affected by drug use, especially when it concerns the potential of getting sick, injured or otherwise being banned or suspended from competing.


   With the understanding that this study is to report upon the attitudes of high school students, it is important to examine some of those issues that concern this sample first. It is important to understand that modern schools do so much more than merely educate students (West, 2001). Other responsibilities include the nourishment of children, the testing of students for diseases and vaccination of them, testing their hearing and vision, and they also purport to keep them safe from communities that may be fraught with violence and drugs. According to a 1998 National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, as reported by the American BioMedica School Drug Testing and Education Program (2002), an estimated 9.9 percent of youths ages 12-17 reported current use of illicit drugs. The study reported a statistically significant decrease from 1997, when 11.4 percent used drugs.  The most common drug used was marijuana, of which 8.3 percent of American youths between the ages of 12-17 admitted to using.  Approximately 1.1 million youths age 12-17 met diagnostic criteria for dependence on illicit drugs. American BioMedica Corp. (2002) also reported that drug use was linked to violence, including gun violence.  They reported that schools with drug problems were more likely to suffer from violence. In the 1995 School Crime Supplement to National Victimization Survey, students who admitted to having easy access to drugs were more likely to know of or to have experienced violence at school. Moreover, students who reported the presence of drug dealers at the school were also more likely to report higher levels of physical attack, robbery and bullying. Teenage marijuana users were four times more likely to physically attack others than youths who did not use marijuana. With such problems being as common as they are, school officials are challenged with the means to implement sufficient deterrents against illicit drug use.  


Drug testing of students, whether it is mandatory for everyone or strictly based on a random selection opens a widely debated series of issues. The schools are charged with security for the students, while students claim the right to privacy (Mesibov, 2002).  The privacy issue has invited debate, led to extensive policymaking and been the cause of many lawsuits over the years.  The primary issue with privacy lies in the struggle for control.  The schools strive to provide a safe and orderly environment, while students fight to protect their individual rights to keep the schools from searching their persons and their possessions, and also restricting the access that some outsiders may have to their records.  These concerns are all intertwined within the drug testing debate, as many critics would suggest that drug testing is definitely a type of search of person, but with the need to protect the majority, the school should have that right. Kozlowski (1999) questioned the meaning of what represented a reasonable search, as it pertains to the Fourth Amendment.  According to the Court, “the Constitution provides that the federal government shall not violate the right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and defect against unreasonable searches and seizures.”  As such, the question of the school’s right to administer drug tests to students is legitimate, as the New Jersey State Bar Foundation (2004) stated that testing a person for the presence of drugs has indeed been held to be a type of search and therefore is subject to the constraints of the Fourth Amendment. 

New Jersey v. T.L.O.

The 1985 decision of New Jersey v. T.L.O. established that students were protected by the Fourth Amendment’s clause against unwarranted searches and seizure of property, but it also held that public school officials were only required to have reasonable suspicion to initiate such searches, as opposed to the higher standard of probable cause (Zirkel, 2001). Such searches, though, were dependent upon the objectives of the search, the age and gender of the student, and the nature of the infraction. Lower courts have applied these tests to an array of different student searches, with mixed results for strip searches, which were deemed invasive, but have been overwhelmingly supportive of school authorities for searches that were considered noninvasive.

Schaill v. Tippecanoe School Corporation


One of the earliest decisions regarding drug testing came from the U.S. District Court in the 1988 case of Schaill v. Tippecanoe School Corporation (Yamaguchi, et. al, 2003, 2). In this case, the Tippecanoe school district required random testing for athletes. This policy was deemed constitutional, on the grounds that the school district had experienced prior problems with illicit drug use among student athletes.  The policy stated that a positive drug test would not lead to suspensions or expulsion, rather it would call for students to be sent to counseling.  Parents and students were required to sign a consent form.  This case was also important, because it established that participation in school athletics was a privilege, not a right.

Vernonia v. Acton


The key decision that set the precedent for justifying drug testing for student athletes is the 1995 decision of Vernonia School District 47J  v. Acton (Zirkel,2001, Yamaguchi et. al, 2003, Mahon, 1996). In this case, the issue concerned a district-wide student athlete policy that called for random drug testing of all students participating in school athletic programs.  The respondent in this case signed up as a seventh grader to play football, but was subsequently denied the privilege of participation because both he and his parents refused to sign the testing consent forms.  Acton sued the school district, claiming that the policy could not be enforced without violating the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments. This argument was dismissed by the District court, but upheld at by the federal district court of appeals. It was then sent for review to the U.S. Supreme Court.


The Court acknowledged that in this case, the compulsory nature of the drug testing program, in which student athletes had to provide urine for testing, constituted a legal search, within the scope of the Fourth Amendment. In this situation, the Court questioned, “whether a particular search meets the reasonableness standard is judged by balancing its intrusion on the individual’s Fourth Amendment interests against the promotion of legitimate governmental interests”.


According to Kozlowski (1999), the primary concern was to determine reasonableness when considering the nature of the privacy interest as it pertains to the search itself.   He said that the Fourth Amendment does not protect all means of privacy, but only those that are deemed legitimate by society.  This determination may vary depending upon the environment of the person upon whom the search is intruding.  It may also be adapted according to the legal relationship between that person and the state. In Vernonia, it was noted that the students were children who were committed to the temporary custody of the state, by enrolling into the public school system.  Whereby perhaps one might argue that the students may still believe that they are in complete control of their own freedoms, it was established that in many situations, minor children were under the guardianship of their parents. When they were under supervision by the school system, the administrators stood in loco parentis.


Because of this distinction, the Court noted that Fourth Amendment rights were different in school systems than in other environments.  They stated that schools have the right to conduct regular medical examinations that benefit both themselves and the other classmates. In regard to these medical examinations, the Court found that “students within the school environment have a lesser expectation of privacy than members of the population generally”. 


The Court furthered the definition of the privacy standard by stating that “legitimate privacy expectations are even less with regard to student athletes”, than to other public-school students. There is a reduced expectation to privacy due to the fact that athletics generally changes the environment under which students interact.  They come in close contact during practice and games.  They change clothes and shower in locker rooms that are not normally private to each other. The Vernonia school district defined this reduced expectation of privacy, and set a common standard for all athletes based upon the following policy.
     By choosing to “go out for the team,” they voluntarily subject themselves to a degree   

     of regulation even higher than that imposed on students generally.  In Vernonia’s 

     public schools, they must submit to a preseason physical exam. . , includ[ing] the 

     giving of a urine sample. [T]hey must acquire adequate insurance coverage or sign an 

     insurance waiver, maintain a minimum grade point average, and comply with any   

     rules of conduct, dress, training hours and related matters as may be established for  

     each sport by the head coach and athletic director with the principal’s approval.

Based upon these standards, the Court found that student athletes who participate voluntarily should expect that their normal rights to privacy would be infringed upon, as compared to other situations.  


The Court continued to defend the method by which the urine samples were collected, by stating that they did not consist of undue intrusions.  The tests being performed only looked for drugs, and were administered in a bathroom or locker room, with the athlete fully clothed.  The male athletes filled their vials at a urinal with their backs turned to the administrator.  Female athletes produced their samples in stalls, where they were not visible, but while administrators listened for signs of cheating.  The Court found that this level of privacy was not inconsistent with the normal conditions found in an average public restroom, and as such the level to which the athletes’ privacy was invaded was not significant. As Justice Antonin Scalia stated in his opinion, “legitimate privacy rights are even less with regard to school athletes.  School sports are not for the bashful” (Shutler, 1996).


A third and final factor that the Court considered when deciding this case was whether or not there existed a compelling reason for the state to conduct tests.  They did find that the need to test was sufficiently important, and justified the searches that the Fourth Amendment arguably found to be a genuine intrusion upon the students’ privacy. The Court defended their decision by stating the negative effects of drugs on students are very severe.  They noted that as youths, their maturing nervous systems are affected more seriously, and the loss of ability to learn are profound.  The significance of drug-impaired students’ inability to take full advantage of their educational opportunities during their formative years warranted the use of drug testing.  Moreover, the Court argued that the negative effects of drug use in school are predicated not just upon the user, but also upon the other students and the teachers.  Drug use interferes with the educational process. In addition to the psychological and social detriments, the physical harm to a student athlete is immeasurable.  An athlete on drugs not only takes the risk of harming his own body, but he or she also risks harming others with whom they participate, either as a result of increased rage and power, or by decreased mobility and dexterity. 

The Court concluded that Vernonia did indeed have a drug problem, and justified its findings by stating that in “taking into consideration all of the factors we have considered . . .the decreased expectation of privacy, the relative unobtrusiveness of the search, and the severity of the need met by the search”, Vernonia’s search was reasonable and did not constitute a violation of the Constitution. Kozlowski (1999), however, noted that the Court warned that this exemption would not always be upheld in every other situation.  He argued that the key element to this exemption is that it is the government that is conducting the search, with a duty to protect the community, specifically meaning, the other students in the school. 

Earls v. Board of Education of Tecumseh Public School District

The Vernonia decision served as the precedent for future decisions regarding drug testing. In the 2002 Supreme Court decision of Board of Education of Independent School District No. 92 of Pottawatomie v. Lindsay Earls et al, there was a similar issue over the implementation of drug testing as a requirement for participation in student activities. In this case, the school based its justification on the need to test in accordance with the Supreme Court’s “special needs” doctrine. In this doctrine, they said that courts must identify a special need, beyond normal law enforcement, which go beyond the normal warrant and probable cause requirement.  In addition to this special need, the court must also decide how to balance the government and private interests in the search.  To support the claims of the school system, the Tecumseh High School principal, James Blue, reported that there had been no alcohol nor drug related deaths during his long tenure.  Moreover, in the school years between 1998-2000, 484 drug tests were administered; only three athletes tested positive.

Even though lower courts had opposed mandatory random searches, the Supreme Court ruled in favor of the school system. They found that despite the fact that the use of drugs among those students to whom the policy would apply was minor, and did not reach the “epidemic proportions” or create the “immediate crisis” that was supposedly required under the Vernonia decision, the schools are charged with the responsibility of maintaining the discipline, health and safety of the students in their care. As such, the right of the school system to test students for drugs was protected, and clarified.  With this in mind, however, the legislation, which is designed to protect the school system, has created a “slippery slope” for educators, legislators and researchers (Dowling-Sendor, 1999). Regardless of the Court’s opinions, the appropriateness of drug testing in schools still creates plenty of controversy (Bailey, 1997, Hutton, 1992). 

What these two cases illustrate is that when there is an evident need to protect the masses, the right to privacy is less important than the need to conduct drug testing.  McCallum (1995) acknowledged that as the Supreme Court stated, “athletes are role models” and as such, they should be held to a higher standard.  It is notable that they are not the only ones who are role models, but most other role models are not in the position where they can inflict physical harm to themselves and their peers by performing. It should be noted that the Department of Justice has released a report that suggests that the Vernonia decision has been effective.  Teachers noted a decrease in drug use and an improvement in discipline (Johnson, et. al, 2003).
Different School Policies


Despite the legal barriers that have been cleared to allow schools to conduct drug testing, school systems have been slow to implement such programs (Taylor, 1997). One of the major barriers has been the cost of the tests. Costs can range from $20-$30 for standard drug screens, and as much as $100 for each steroid test (Dohrmann, 1996). According to Taylor (1997), the number of school systems has increased, though, implementing different programs for either athletes only, or for any student engaged in an extra-curricular activity. He states, though, that different groups have assailed such programs.  Civil libertarians and various newspaper editorialists have criticized the Supreme Court’s Vernonia decision, arguing that suspicion-less drug testing constituted an infringement on the students’ rights to privacy. Physicians also questioned the effectiveness of drug testing, saying that there was little to no evidence to support that athletes were more apt to use or abuse drugs than their non-athlete peers (Schnirring, 1995). Taylor (1997) cited several studies that suggested that random testing does not necessarily curb drug use.  These studies showed that at the college level, there was a significantly lower level of drug use for athletes than for non-athletes, even in the absence of drug testing (Toohey & Corder, 1981, Anderson & McKeag, 1985, Anderson et. al, 1991). They suggested that since athletics is a voluntary activity, participation is often considered based upon the costs, such as the loss of leisure time and energy, and the benefits, such as prestige.  Drug testing would be considered a restriction of their rights, and thereby a cost to participation, which would possibly entice more marginal athletes to stop participating.


As drug testing has become more sophisticated, and indeed more protected by the courts, more schools have begun implementing them, even if it not on a nationwide scale.  Oregon (Hastady et. al, 2002), Texas (West, 2001), California and Indiana (ABMC, 2002) have all started various programs for drug testing. As of 2003, the National Federation of State High School Associations reported that 13 percent of high schools have drug testing policies. This was based upon an online survey in which 861 high school athletic directors participated. The survey showed that of those schools with such a policy, 63 percent test only student athletes, while 20 percent test all of the students in the school.  The testing is mandatory for 82 percent of the schools, while the method used is done randomly in 76 percent of the schools. Drugs for which students are tested include: marijuana (95 percent), cocaine (86 percent), amphetamine/ methamphetamine (85 percent), opiates (67 percent) PCP (63 percent), and alcohol (62 percent). In the event of a positive test, 98 percent of the schools notify the student’s parents, 82 percent require some type of counseling or rehabilitation, and in 83 percent of the schools, the student is suspended from the sport or activity. 79 percent of the schools have students sign drug-testing consent forms on an annual basis.


In addition to the 13 percent of schools that are already employing some sort of drug testing program, the survey showed that an additional 17 percent expressed interest in pursuing one.  Common responses for not having one already in use included budget constraints (54 percent), lack of school board approval (51 percent) and legal concerns (50 percent).  In addition to these statistics, NFHS assistant director and liaison to the NHFS Sports Medicine Advisory Committee , Jerry Diehl, suggested that other factors which contributed to schools’ reluctance to start drug programs included the notion that some schools have difficulty admitting that either illicit drugs or performance-enhancing drugs are entering their school systems, and that high school administrators felt that their money was better spent towards educational purposes rather than on drug testing.  He noted that some administrators felt that the amount of funding required for testing and rehabilitation was more than would be required for education and prevention.  Some felt that this type of treatment would be a better means to influence students, rather than taking punitive measures. 

Aspects of School Testing Programs


When instituting a drug program in a school, there are number of issues which are important to consider, especially in order to avoid legal challenges (Franz, 1997). Different models have been used when designing programs, with various benefits and costs. Some programs are mandatory, especially as it pertains to athletics, while other schools offer voluntary programs as part of student-assistance programs.  While these voluntary programs are used as a means to help counsel students who have been caught using or possessing drugs, in order to educate them and help decrease their punishments, they are less effective for sports-related programs.  They are typically less effective as a deterrent, in that action is only taken after problems are discovered.  A user who is careful can easily avoid these programs by making sure not to get caught.


For the purpose of this study, the researcher will focus on Franz’s (1997) ideas regarding mandatory testing.  Most effective programs begin with team testing at the beginning of each season, and some continue with random weekly tests of up to 10 percent of the athletes. Benefits of these types of programs include a greater deterrence to drug use, testing is more comprehensive of the student population, testing can be tailored to look at drug-use trends, and it can only help problems get solved.  Problems with this method includes costs, difficulty of administration, the pool of eligible athletes must be updated weekly with random selection of athletes, students may struggle to prove that they are actually innocent, and collections are done at school and often require students leaving class.  The cost is one of the biggest problems, especially when the school must budget for it.  Using an average cost of $50, and a school athlete population of 700 students, each being tested at the beginning of the season, and including weekly random tests, based upon 35 weeks of competition per year, a school may pay anywhere from $54,000 to $88,000 per year.  


A final consideration for schools to consider is what drugs to screen for (Franz, 1997).  An effective testing program should mirror the school codes of conduct regarding substance use. Most drug programs will test for an array of drugs, including tobacco, alcohol, marijuana, pain medications, anabolic steroids, LSD and inhalants. Most laboratories offer a standard Substance Abuse Panel-10 which tests for amphetamines, barbiturates, valium, cocaine, marijuana, methadone, methaqualone, codeine, phencyclidine and propoxyphene.  Schools may also order tests for alcohol, anabolic steroids, LSD and nicotine. The final four comprise some of the most popular drugs, and as such, schools generally need to plan for the costs of the extra tests.  With this in mind, though, not all tests are foolproof, as traces of alcohol and LSD tend to leave the human system fairly quickly, and tests done after the weekend may not detect drug use that may have occurred a couple days earlier.

Types of Testing Programs


Coffin (2003) explained some of the common types of tests used to search for traces of drugs.  The most common is a urine test, which shows traces of specific drugs or drug metabolites.  It is generally administered in a controlled, private setting by having the student urinate in a cup, and then have it screened.  Another type of test is administered by analyzing a strand of hair.  This type of test can detect drug use up to 90 days following the use of the drug.  A third type that may be used is the sweat patch, which uses the student’s perspiration to detect any drugs.  A breath alcohol test can be used on the spot to measure the amount of alcohol in one’s system.  A final test that may be considered is the oral fluids test, which analyzes one’s saliva, collected on a swab from one’s mouth. This has been used more often as a form of screening in the workplace, but could be used in an athletic setting. Unfortunately, regardless of the type of test used, there is always the chance of a false positive (incorrectly fingering a nonuser) or a false negative (missing a user) (Taylor, 1997).

Objections to Testing


Coffin (2003) noted a number of other objections to testing.   Besides the most standard argument regarding a violation of privacy, which has been protected by the courts, he suggested that drug testing in schools does not give a student an incentive to say “no” to drugs, but it is a motivating factor in not participating in extra-curricular activities. He also stated that drug abuse prevention programs should first allow individuals to lead healthy and safe lives, and not to provide more opportunities to be punished.  Many students who use drugs need counseling and support, and for some, participation in athletics can be considered to be a form of treatment. Drug testing programs create environments that are often contentious between adults and students.  By implementing testing programs, the adults are creating a wedge between themselves and the student, whereby some students may feel as though they are not trusted, or that they would have a hard time approaching these same adults to talk about drug use and abuse. This type of uncomfortable environment may actually have a negative effect.  A student who does not trust teachers or administrators may become withdrawn, which could potentially lead to more substance abuse.

World Anti-Doping Administration (WADA)


Any discussion on drug abuse in sport today would be incomplete without mention of the World Anti-Doping Administration (WADA) and the efforts of its president, Dick Pound.  While Pound has been criticized for his blunt approach towards calling out cheaters, one cannot criticize his intentions.  In his book, Inside Dope (Pound, 2006), Pound outlined many of the reasons for working towards a worldwide anti-doping code, and indeed, why it is so important. His reasons included the harmful effects that drugs have on athletes, the bad example that elite athletes set for younger athletes, and the idea that drug use is a slippery slope whereby the cheaters are consistently ahead of the officials.  He illustrated his point with a list of top athletes who have died in recent years, many of them by heart problems which can be directly linked to drug abuse. Examples include:

· Denis Zanette (Italy) cycling- died January, 2003, age 32. Heart attack.

· Steve Bechler (U.S.) baseball- died February 2003, age 23. Multi-organ failure.

· Marco Ceriani (Italy) cycling- died May 2003, age 16.  Heart attack.

· Fabrice Alanson (France)cycling- died June 2003, age 23.  Heart attack.

· Marc-Vivien Foe (Cameroon) soccer- died June 2003, age 28. Heart attack.

· Marco Rusconi (Italy) cycling- died November 2003, aged 23. Heart attack.

· Jose Maria Jimenez (Spain) cycling- died December 2003, aged 32. Heart attack.

· Michel Zanoli (Netherlands) cycling- died December 2003, age 35. Heart attack.

· Johan Sermon (Belgium) cycling- died February 2004, age 21. Heart attack.

· Marco Pantani (Italy) cycling- died February 2004, age 34.  Heart attack.

· Miklos Feher (Hungary) soccer-died April 2004, age 24.  Heart attack.

· Alessio Galetti (Italy) cycling- died June 2004, age 34.  Heart attack.

· David Di Tomass (France) soccer- died November 2005, age 26. Heart attack.

The most important argument of his anti-doping crusade is quite simply that the use of drugs is cheating, and this affects everyone.  It hurts the athletes who compete against them, on an un-level playing field.  It hurts the fans who watch them, expecting that what they are seeing is clean, only to find out after the fact that far too often, results were earned with illegal methods.  It hurts organized athletics as a whole, when the credibility of organizations, including athletes, coaches, doctors, and even officials come into question.  Pound stated that while certain organizations, ranging from popular American leagues like the NFL, MLB and NBA to worldwide organizations like FIFA or the UCI have made token gestures towards combating this problem, far too often these programs are done without real enthusiasm, and do not take an ample stand for non-tolerance.  Small punishments and short suspensions do not do much to combat the real problem, and as a result, the fight still continues.


It should also be noted, as Pound (2006) does in his book, that this is an ongoing problem.  The daily papers are filled with drug accusations, new charges, and ongoing litigation.  Some of the greatest champions of recent sport have headlined this problem.  Barry Bonds, despite his refusal to acknowledge using drugs, is a constant target for criticism as he nears the all-time home run record.  Justin Gatlin, American 100m dash world-record holder and Olympic champion, was found guilty of using drugs and had his titles stripped in July, 2006.  After years of suspicion surrounding seven-time Tour de France champion, Lance Armstrong, the UCI hoped for a race without such negative publicity surrounding it.  Cycling, as a whole, has earned one of the most notorious reputations for drug abuse, and unfounded accusations over Armstrong’s superiority did nothing to quiet the rumors.  On the eve of the 2006 race, however, a scandal broke out from the Spanish media, revealing a sophisticated network of alleged doping through a Spanish doctor.  While never proved guilty, suspicion was raised on the second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth place finishes from the 2005 race.  These riders, and others, were kicked out the race prior to the start, under the auspices that the race organizers did not want to have their results tainted by suspected dopers.  Unfortunately, the winner of the race, American Floyd Landis, ended up bringing even more shame to the race in the end.  Following an epic performance on a late stage which helped his seal the victory, Landis tested positive for a high level of testosterone.  The good feelings which were brought about by his win were replaced with continued questions over his guilt and over the duplicity of cycling in general.  His, while clearly the most visible case in the history of cycling, was clearly on the last, and is symbolic of some of the desperate measures which athletes might go to in order to reach professional success.


Since its inception in 1998, WADA has sought to bring all of the world’s professional and amateur organizations, including the International Olympic Committee, into an alignment in terms of how they deal with drug abuse.  While this has been a struggle, and is an on-going battle, there have been some forms of success.  Rather than having different governing bodies work from different lists of banned substances, WADA publishes a universal list, which may be reviewed and update on an annual basis (Appendix A).  This also allows them to included newer forms of doping, even if testing to detect them are still under development.  Pound is steadfast in his fight, and proposes a ten-step program to eliminate doping.  He believes that to cure the problem the following steps must be followed;

1. End denial and rationalization- there IS a problem.

2. Identify the problem and how big it is.

3. Learn why athletes dope.

4. Educate everybody.

5. Ensure that the rules are followed.

6. Eliminate cheaters.

7. Research.

8. Find international solutions.

9. Seek partners.

10. Never give up-it’s too important.
Summary

In analyzing the issues which surround the questions over drug testing for high school student athletes, one must consider a variety of perspectives.  Ethically speaking, research shows conflicting data.  While most athletes would agree that the use of drugs to boost athletic performance is wrong, and even dangerous, research suggests that many athletes would be willing to ignore the negative aspects of its use, if it meant reaping the rewards. As public figures, elite athletes can possibly send the wrong message to younger athletes. With perceived drug use being widespread, on all levels, there have been calls for more drug testing, and with stricter penalties being enforced.


Drug testing at the high school level has endured its share of criticism, and is still questioned.  The courts have defended the rights of schools to implement such programs, and have indicated that they do not constitute any violations of privacy.  As high school athletes, the schools’ responsibility to protect their athletes supersedes the right to privacy.  Moreover, as members of a team, an athlete has a lesser expectation of privacy, when testing is performed in a controlled environment, such as in a locker room. As a school function, with the schools acting in loco parentis, schools have been granted the right to make testing mandatory, in order to protect both the individuals and the school community. Other questions, though, have not been answered quite as easily.  As more schools have implemented program, different designs have surfaced, but questions still abound.  Should programs only test for performance enhancing drugs, or should they be expanded to include other substances?  What should the penalties for infractions include?  Critics wonder if the cost of programs is justified, with school systems spending thousands of dollars annually on programs. Other people question if testing creates a barrier toward participation, especially if athletes, who may be in need of counseling, are scared away from the benefits of athletic participation, due to required testing. On a global scale, there are organizations at the highest levels that seek to end doping in all sport.  Regardless of the methods to root out the cheaters, and despite the costs, cheating should not be tolerated, and victory in the war against drugs will only be declared when the problem is conclusively eradicated. Clearly, this is not a debate with an obvious answer, and can generate strong opinions on both sides of the question.

CHAPTER III
METHODS


The purpose of this study was to determine the attitudes of Northern Virginia public high school student-athletes in regards to drug testing in school. It was also the purpose to determine whether student-athletes were in favor of drug testing in a variety of forms, and what factors may influence their opinions in one way or another. This study also sought to determine if attitudes differ as to gender of the athlete, the grade level of the athlete, whether or not the athlete participates in team sports or individual sports, and how many seasons the athlete participates in per year.

Subjects


In selecting the subjects for the study, the researcher used a random sampling of student-athletes from any of the twenty-five Fairfax County public high schools in the Northern Region of the AAA division of the Virginia High School League.  Participation in this study was limited to those athletes who are participating in athletics during the Fall, 2006 season. Given the season the study was conducted, while the student athletes were participating on teams in one of the following groups. Teams may have included athletes from any of the three levels of freshman, junior varsity, or varsity competition.

The fall season included: Cross Country (boys and girls), Football (boys), Volleyball (girls), Field Hockey (girls), and Golf (boys and girls).Had this study been performed in the winter season, teams would have included: Basketball (boys and girls), Indoor Track (boys and girls), Swimming (boys and girls), Wrestling (boys), and Gymnastics (girls). Had this study been performed during the spring season, teams would have included: Soccer (boys and girls), Tennis (boys and girls), Outdoor Track (boys and girls), Lacrosse (boys and girls), baseball (boys) and softball (girls).

It is important to understand that had this survey been performed in a different season, outcomes may have been different, due to the difference individual vs. team sport athletes, or potentially the willingness of certain coaches or athletes to participate. An assumption was made by the researcher that the sample sizes per season would be similar in number, and that there would be close to an equal representation between boys and girls. The researcher acknowledged that the sample size could be further limited by those principals and/or coaches who either refused to consent to participate or by athletes who were not present on the day the survey was conducted, or who may not have received parental consent. Ultimately, 964 athletes completed the survey, out of a potential 7372 fall athletes. This represented 38 teams from 22 schools, in the five fall sports.  
Instrumentation


The subjects were asked to complete a questionnaire on questions related to the study (See Appendix B). A list of questions was constructed by the researcher, using a five-point Likert (1932) Scale.  This questionnaire was tested by using a panel of experts, as listed in Appendix C. A pilot study was also conducted prior to beginning the actual survey. Logical validity was established by the panel of experts, and by using a Cronbach alpha test for reliability, a reliability co-efficient was determined at .738. 

Table 3.1
Pilot Study’s Cronbach Alpha test for Reliability

Number 

Cronbach’s

Cases
of Items

  Alpha




10
35

    .738

According to Cromartie (2000), the use of a Likert scale is proper for measuring attitudinal responses, and to assess the degrees of agreement or disagreement with various statements used in a questionnaire. The use of a 5-7 point scale is assumed to have equal intervals between points (Thomas and Nelson, 1996). With the use of such a scale, the respondent has a greater choice to express opinion, than when faced with such definite responses as “yes”, “no”, “always” or “never”. As such, the reliability of the questionnaire is enhanced. 

 For the purpose of this questionnaire, the researcher used a five-point scale, with the choices being (1) Strongly disagree, (2) Somewhat disagree, (3) Neutral, (4) Somewhat agree, or (5) Strongly agree.   The survey also asked the subjects to indicate their gender, their school year, what sport they are currently playing and what other sports they participate in during the winter and/or spring seasons, if applicable. This demographic information was used to analyze the responses, as it pertains to different subgroups of respondents within the entire sampling. Upon completion of the survey, the data was then correlated using the SPSS 14.0  program to tabulate results and allow for in-depth analysis.

Procedures


To conduct this study, the following procedures were undertaken. As a means of testing the effectiveness of this process, a pilot study was performed on 15 students who were not included in the final group.  These students were excluded from participating in the actual survey, and were be only as a means to test the clarity and understanding of the questionnaire.


Approximately two months prior to the beginning of the fall season, the researcher contacted the Fairfax County Director of Student Athletics and Activities, Paul Jansen, in order to gain county approval.  The researcher was directed to go through a specific procedure which involved getting a school principal as a sponsor, and was given specific guidelines in order to gain approval.  Once the county approved the research study, it was made clear that the students must be given a letter for parent consent, and that the researcher must make available the proposal and questionnaire to any parent or coach who wished to review it ahead of time. Once the research was approved, the researcher then contacted the principals of each of the schools in order to ask for approval to participate.  They were each sent a letter explaining the purpose of this study, and an abstract of the proposal (See Appendix D).  After two weeks, a follow-up email was sent to re-inquire about permission from any principals who did not respond to the original communication. Also, at this time, the researcher retrieved the names and email addresses of each head coach for the fall season, and sent him or her a similar letter, requesting assistance through participation in the study (Appendix E).


The coaches should ideally be contacted approximately three to four weeks prior to the beginning of the season. Each coach was allowed two weeks to respond to the original request for assistance.  After two weeks, the researcher sent a follow-up email to those coaches who may not have responded (see Appendix F). When coaches responded positively, the researcher asked them approximately how many questionnaires they may have needed, if they represented boys and girls, whether they coached freshman, junior varsity and/or varsity squads and what a good date would have been for them to conduct it.

During the first two weeks of the season, the researcher either mailed or personally delivered a packet to each coach who agreed to participate.  Each envelope contained several items, with the numbers corresponding to the team size given by the coaches, plus five extras in case of errors. They included the questionnaires, printed on colored paper, in hopes of making certain that the coaches did not make any alterations. The packet also included a letter to the coach, athletes, and athletes’ parents explaining the purpose of the study, and explaining the procedure.  It also acknowledged that the study was both anonymous and voluntary, and that any student-athlete who did not wish to participate was welcome to opt out. These were to be distributed at least a few days prior to conducting the survey, so as to give the parents the opportunity to ask questions, or opt their students out. (see Appendix G) The researcher also sent one instruction sheet to be read by the coach prior to conducting of the survey. (see Appendix H) For convenience sake, the package also contained a box of pencils, sharpened, for the students to use during the survey. Lastly, the researcher included one large envelope, preaddressed to the researcher, with a pull-away tab seal, to put the questionnaires into, and return to researcher. Each envelope was assigned an eight-digit code. The first two digits represented the school, the second two digits the sport, the third two digits the level, and the fourth two digits represented the gender.  They were labeled subtly in the lower right hand corner before mailing it out. While the anonymity of the athletes were still protected, having this code predetermined allowed the researcher to keep track of which teams had or had not returned their surveys.

The researcher stressed that the questionnaires were to be kept completely anonymous, and that students should not put their names on them.  The students were to be urged to respond to each question, as honestly and completely as possible. After reading the instructions to the team, the coach should have assigned one student-athlete to be responsible for making sure that the envelope is sealed completely after the last student is finished, and that all students put their questionnaires into the envelope. There was to be no talking at all during the survey, and the coach should have left the room.  When the team finished, the student was to deliver the sealed envelope to the coach, who should have proceeded to mail it back to the researcher.

The researcher allowed two to three weeks to have the surveys returned.  As the envelopes were returned, the researcher recorded those teams who had sent them back, and entered the data into the SPSS program. After three weeks, some teams had not sent their questionnaires back, and the researcher followed up with an email to the individual coaches asking if the survey had been conducted, and if they had been sent.  After receiving all team materials back, the researcher followed up with a thank you letter to the coaches and principals for their assistance in the study. (see Appendix I)

The researcher then entered the responses from the questionnaire into the SPSS database by using numerical codes for each question. To track the respondents’ gender, the following designations were made:  1= male and 2=female. The second demographic factor was year in school, which were represented with the following codes: 1=9th grader, 2 =10th grader, 3=11th grader, and 4=12th grader. The third, fourth and fifth set of codes tracked the sports in which the respondents participated in each of the athletic seasons. The following set of codes represent the fall sports: 1=Cross Country, 2=Football, 3=Field Hockey, 4=Volleyball, and 5=Golf. The fourth grouping represented winter sports, as following:  1= n/a, 2= Indoor Track, 3=Basketball, 4=Wrestling, 5=Swimming, and 6=Gymnastics. The fifth set represented the spring sports: 1= n/a, 2=Outdoor Track, 3=Soccer, 4= Lacrosse, 5= Tennis, 6= Baseball, and 7=Softball. For the purpose of the rest of the questions, the following codes were used: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, and 5= strongly agree.
Research Design and Statistical Analysis

The composite results of the questionnaire data were entered into one table for the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 14.0 program.  The SPSS program was used to analyze the data, which was be mostly descriptive in nature.  Using a questionnaire, the first four questions were answered using nominal data, asking the students athletes their grade level, genders, and what sport they were currently playing, as well as what sports they may be participating in other seasons. The researcher calculated the frequencies and percentages of each of their categories, in order to determine the demographic makeup of the sample.


For the second part of the study, the researcher analyzed the remaining questions asked on a 5-point Likert scale.  This data was then analyzed in order to determine the frequencies and percentages of each response, and then looked for correlations with the demographic categorical data using a Chi square testing method.  This served to establish the frequency of each response, broken down by the different categories of the sample.  The alpha level for statistical significance was set at p< .05. Through this analytical design, it was the hope of the researcher to establish significance in the attitudes of the high school athletes, as it pertains to various aspects of drug testing.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS


The general nature of the problem was to determine the attitudes of Northern Virginia high school student-athletes towards various aspects of drug testing. 


In order to address the research questions set forth in Chapter I, several analysis techniques were used.  Descriptive information on the students and their sports are presented first.  This is subsequently followed by analysis of the data related to each research question.  For the purpose of determining a statistical level of significance, the alpha level was at p<.05.  For Questions 7, 11, 12 and 13, where the researcher employed the Chi-Square method to determine relationships, statistical significance was obtained when at least half of the 30 questions showed statistical significance. The frequencies and percentages of each survey question, along with the mean and median responses are displayed in Appendix K.

Description of Subjects


Students who participated in the study were selected on a random basis, according to which coaches chose to respond to any of the initial requests for assistance, and by those whose coaches ultimately carried out the research study and returned the materials.  In total, the researcher sent out surveys to thirty-eight coaches, representing twenty-two  schools, consisting of 1,800 total surveys. At the conclusion of the study, the researcher had returned to him a total of 964 surveys, from twenty-eight coaches, representing twenty schools. For various unspecified reasons, ten coaches either did not have their teams complete the survey, or failed to return the form, despite repeated email requests.   In analyzing those surveys, it was noted that 49 surveys were missing at least one response from the thirty questions posed on the questionnaires.  These surveys were not discarded, although it should be noted that the sum total of some of the responses may slightly vary.   


The first part of the questionnaire requested information regarding the demographic characteristics of the student athletes.  They were requested to provide their school year (freshman, sophomore, junior or senior), gender (male or female), and what sport they were currently involved in (cross country, football, field hockey, volleyball or golf).  They were also asked to list any interscholastic sports they did during the winter season (track, basketball, wrestling, swimming, or gymnastics, or not applicable) and/or the spring season (track, soccer, lacrosse, tennis, baseball, softball, or not applicable). This study did not take into consideration whether an athlete participated at a varsity, junior varsity or freshman level.  Tables 4.1 and 4.2 provide a description of the backgrounds of the subjects’ gender and grade level.  It reveals that there was a reasonably even distribution of grades, with each grade representing between 23.0 percent and 29.4 percent of the 964 surveys completed.  

Table 4.1
Distribution of Grade Level for Survey Respondents
Grade Level                             
Frequency                

Percent

9th Grade
222


  23.0

10th Grade
283


  29.4

11th Grade
239


  24.8

12th Grade
220


  22.8

Total                              
964

            100.0





This data also show a slightly higher number of boys were surveyed (507 boys to 457 girls), but not a large enough one to conceivably skew the results in a major way. Fairfax County Public Schools reported a balance of 62.5 percent boys to 37.5 percent girls participating in the sports surveyed in the fall of 2006.
Table 4.2
Distribution of Gender for Survey Respondents

Gender
Frequency


Percent





Male
507


  52.6

Female
457


  47.4

Total
964

          
100.0

Table 4.3 breaks down the surveyed by sports participated in during the fall, followed by a cross-tabulation between those fall athletes (Tables 4.4 and 4.5), according to which sports they participated in during the winter and spring seasons. Due strictly to responses from the coaches contacted, cross country athletes represented a strong majority of the entire survey, with 554 responses (57.5 percent).  When combined with golf, which is considered the other individual sport, 59 percent of the respondents were from individual sports, and 41 percent were from team sports.  In referencing the numbers of total participants in Fairfax County Public School high school sports in the fall of 2006, 13.1 percent of the 7372 athletes were surveyed. In breaking it down by sport, the groups represented 35.8 percent of all 1548 cross country runners, 8.9 percent of all 1088 field hockey players, 6.9 percent of all 1015 volleyball players, 3.9 percent of all 3311 football players, and 3.6 percent of all 390 golfers. (see Appendix J)

Table 4.3
Distribution of Fall Sports by Survey Respondents

Fall Sport



Frequency


Percent

Cross Country



    554



  57.5

Football



    129



  13.4

Field Hockey



      97



  10.1

Volleyball



    170



  17.6

Golf




      14



    1.5


Total




    964



100.0

Table 4.4 demonstrates a cross-tabulation between fall athletes and which winter sports they participate in, where applicable. The table shows that a strong majority of fall athletes do participate in a winter sport, with an understandable percentage of individual athletes, such as cross country runners, participating in track, another individual sport, while many team sport athletes, such as football and volleyball players, partake in a winter team sport, such as basketball.

Table 4.4
Fall Sport & Winter Sport Cross tabulation


Winter Sport

Fall Sport              n/a   Track   Basketball
   Wrestling   Swimming   Gymnastics       Total

Cross Country      
116     
319         43
              27                45                     4                 554

Football                  55       10          
41              22                  1                     0

               129 

Field Hockey        54        20         
13               13                  5                     
5                   97

Volleyball            106       14         
28                 2                 16                    4                 170

Golf                        7          0         
  3                  1                   3                    
0                  14

Total                     336      363     
128                57                 70                    8                964

Similar to Table 4.4, Table 4.5 shows that a high level of fall athletes also partake in a sport in the spring season. It demonstrates a similar pattern of individual athletes continuing to partake in individual sports, particularly between track and cross country, while team sports such as soccer, lacrosse and baseball/softball, also contain many team sport athletes from the fall.

Table 4.5
Fall Sport & Spring Sport Cross tabulation


Spring Sport

Fall Sport              n/a   Track   Soccer
   Lacrosse   Tennis   Baseball       Softball       Total

Cross Country      
76     296        81               57         23        17                      4            554

Football                 58       13        15               25          3         14                      1            129

Field Hockey         23      16        17               26          7           0                      8              97

Volleyball              92      18        25                 9        14            1                   11             170

Golf                         7         0         1                 0          3            2                     1               14        

Total                     256     343     
139             117       50          34                   25             964

Research Question One:
Were high school athletes in favor of mandatory drug testing? The subjects’ attitudes towards drug testing are portrayed in Table 4.6 and Table 4.7.  In referencing Questions 1 and 3 from the questionnaire, there seems to be a split opinion as it pertains to the idea of having drug testing for student athletes being mandatory.  Question 1 asked the subject if they were in favor of mandatory drug testing for all high school athletes.  As Table 4.6 shows, there are slightly more athletes in favor of testing than are opposed to it.  Of the 959 responses, 376 (38 percent) either agree or strongly agree with the statement.   In contrast, only 248 (25.7 percent) either agree or strongly disagree with the statement.  There was a significant number, 345 (35.8 percent) who were neutral, which shows that many students are not really sure how they feel about this issue.
Table 4.6
Question #1: Are high school athletes in favor of mandatory drug testing for all athletes?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    112



  11.7

Disagree



    136



  14.2

Neutral




    345



  36.0

Agree




    216



  22.5

Strongly Agree


    150



  15.6


Total




    959



100.0

The responses from Question 3 were almost directly the opposite of Question 1.  This question asked their opinion on mandatory testing for all high school students, including athletes.  A similar number of students remained neutral (316 or 32.8 percent), but in this question, slightly more students were opposed to this than were in favor of it.  Only 293 students (30.4 percent) either agreed or strongly agreed, while 348 (36.4 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed with mandatory drug testing for all high school students, including athletes. This might suggest that as student athletes, some may believe that the school system should be allowed to test for drugs, as a form of protection, but that average, non-athletic students do not have to meet the same level of suspicion.
Table 4.7
Question #3: Are high school athletes in favor of mandatory drug testing for all students?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    171



  17.9

Disagree



    177



  18.5

Neutral




    316



  33.0

Agree




    169



  17.7

Strongly Agree


    124



  13.0


Total




    957



100.0
Research Question Two:

Were high school athletes in favor of random drug testing? This question was addressed in Question 2 and Question 4 on the survey instrument.  The responses for each are portrayed in Table 4.8 and Table 4.9 respectively. Question 2 asked if high school athletes are in favor of random drug testing for all high school athletes.  According to Table 4.8, there was a slight leaning toward those who favored random testing.  Of the 960 responses, 390 (40.6 percent) either agreed or strongly agreed with the question.  In contrast, only 265 (27.6 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed with random testing.  Almost a third of the responses, 305 (31.6 percent) were neutral.
Table 4.8
Question #2: Are high school athletes in favor of random drug testing for all athletes?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    132



  13.8

Disagree



    133



  13.9

Neutral




    305



  31.8

Agree




    230



  24.0

Strongly Agree


    160



  16.7


Total




    960



100.0

Question 4 asked the respondents how they felt about random testing for all high school students, including student-athletes.  The responses were similar to the first research question, in that the responses showed a slight reversal in favor of disagreeing with random testing for all athletes.  Of the 959 responses, 353 (36.8 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the question.  Only 303 (31.6 percent) favored random testing for all high school students.  An equal amount (303) were neutral as were in favor of the question.

Table 4.9
Question #4: Are high school athletes in favor of random drug testing for all students?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    187



  19.5

Disagree



    166



  17.3

Neutral




    303



  31.6

Agree




    179



  18.7

Strongly Agree


    124



  12.9


Total




    959



100.0

Research Question Three:


Did high school athletes consider drug testing to be an invasion of privacy? This question was posed with Question 20 on the survey instrument.   The results are portrayed in Table 4.10.  When asked if they believed that drug testing was an invasion of their privacy, over 80 percent (771) of the respondents did not believe that drug testing constituted an invasion of their privacy.  Of the 958 responses, 431 (45 percent) either disagree or strongly disagreed with the question, and 340 (35.3 percent) remained neutral.  Only 19.6 percent (187 respondents) considered drug testing to be an invasion of their privacy.

Table 4.10
Question #20: Do high school athletes consider drug testing to be an invasion of privacy?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    191



  19.9

Disagree



    240



  25.1

Neutral




    340



  35.5

Agree




    107



  11.2

Strongly Agree


     80



    8.4


Total




    958



100.0

Research Question Four:


Did high school athletes consider drug testing to be a deterrent against drug use? This question was tested with Question 21 on the survey instrument. The results are portrayed in Table 4.11.  When asked if students believed drug testing to be a deterrent, the responses were strongly leaning in the positive direction.  Of the 955 responses to the question, only 178 (18.6 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed.  423 (44.3 percent) respondents stated that they either agreed or strongly agreed with the question.  Over a third of the respondents (354- 36.7 percent) remained neutral.  

Table 4.11
Question #21: Do high school athletes consider drug testing to be a deterrent against drug use?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


      92



    9.6

Disagree



      86



    9.0

Neutral




    354



  37.1

Agree




    269



  28.2

Strongly Agree


    154



  16.1

Total




    955



100.0
Research Question Five:

What penalties did high school athletes consider to be appropriate for positive drug tests? This question was tested by offering a variety of suggested punishments for high school  athletes, ranging in severity, from suspension for part of the season (Question 24), to removal from the team (Question 25), to suspended from all sport for a year (Question 26) to being banned from playing high school sports ever again (Question 27).  


Table 4.12 portrays the responses to Question 24, which asked the students if they believe that students caught using performance enhancing drugs should be banned for part of the season, similar to the county policy for alcohol or other substance use.  The students were overwhelmingly in support of this punishment.  Of the 958 responses, 682 (71.2 percent) of the students either agreed or strongly agreed with this punishment.  174 (18 percent) of the students remained neutral, while only 102 (10.6 percent) students either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this level of punishment.

Table 4.12
Question #24: Should students caught using performance enhancing drugs be banned for part of the season?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


      56



    5.8

Disagree



      46



    4.8

Neutral




    174



  18.2

Agree




    321



  33.5

Strongly Agree


    361



  37.7

Total




    958



100.0
Question 25 asked students if they believed that students caught using performance-enhancing drugs should be removed from their team for the remainder of the season. Table 4.13 portrays the results of this question. Of the 957 responses, the positive responses were also overwhelming in number.  629 (65.7 percent) of the students either agreed or strongly agreed with this proposed penalty.  Only 123 (12.9 percent) of the responses either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the question, while 205 (21.3 percent) remained neutral.

Table 4.13
Question #25: Should students caught using performance enhancing drugs be removed for the remainder of the season?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


      54



    5.6

Disagree



      69



    7.2

Neutral




    205



  21.4

Agree




    243



  25.4

Strongly Agree


    386



  40.3

Total




    957



100.0
Question 26 asked the respondents if they believed that any athletes caught using performance-enhancing drugs should be suspended from any sport for one school year.  Like the preceding two questions, the responses were predominantly positive.  Of the 957 responses, 622 (54.5 percent) either agreed or strongly disagreed with this penalty.  Only 190 (19.9 percent) disagreed or strongly disagreed, with the question, while 245 students (25.4 percent) remained neutral.  

Table 4.14
Question #26: Should students caught using performance enhancing drugs be suspended for one year?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


      68



    7.1

Disagree



    122



  12.7

Neutral




    245



  25.6

Agree




    241



  25.2

Strongly Agree


    281



  29.4

Total




    957



100.0

The final survey question studying possible penalties was Question 27.  This question asked if students believed that any athletes caught using performance enhancing drugs should be banned from playing high school sports again.  Table 4.15 portrays the responses to this question.  Given the ultimate severity of the penalty, this suggestion garnered more of a negative response.  Of the 958 responses, 425 (44.4 percent) were against a complete ban, with responses of disagree or strongly disagree. 281 (29.1 percent) stayed neutral, and only 252 (26.3 percent) either agreed or strongly agreed.  
Table 4.15
Question #27: Should students caught using performance enhancing drugs be banned from playing high school sports again?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    185



  19.3

Disagree



    240



  25.1

Neutral




    281



  29.3

Agree




    111



  11.6

Strongly Agree


    141



  14.7

Total




    958



100.0
Research Question Six:


Should drug tests look for evidence of recreational drugs as well as performance enhancing drugs?  This question was studied through the use of Question 22 and Question 23 on the survey instrument.  The researcher acknowledge that this was a general question, and did not specify any specific recreational drugs or performance-enhancing drugs. Question 22 asked the respondents if they believe that high school athletes should be tested only for performance enhancing substances, such as anabolic steroids.  Of the 960 responses, the results leaned more in the negative direction, but also demonstrated a slight indication of uncertainty.  359 (37.4 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the question. A similar number of responses (349 or 36.2 percent) remained neutral, and only 252 students (26.2 percent) demonstrated support for this with responses of either agree or strongly agree. 
Table 4.16
Question #22: Should high school athletes be tested only for performance enhancing substances, such as anabolic steroids?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    136



  14.2

Disagree



    223



  23.2

Neutral




    349



  36.4

Agree




    155



  16.1

Strongly Agree


      97



  10.1

Total




    960



100.0
Given the divided nature of the responses, the researcher must ask if student athletes are against testing for performance-enhancing substances specifically, but would approve of other types of testing, or if they are against testing in general. This test also does not ask, nor give any reference towards specific performance-enhancing drugs or techniques. With over one-third of the responses indicating a neutral stance, this is not a question which is clearly answered by the results of this response.

The answers to Question 23 reveal a different light on the attitudes towards testing in general.  This question asked student athletes if the believed that high school athletes should be tested for all drugs, including performance-enhancing drugs, recreational drugs such as alcohol or marijuana, as well as harder drugs like cocaine or heroin.  Table 4.17 portrays the results to this question.  Of the 959 responses, the results were generally favoring an positive response.  453 (47.2 percent) said that they either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.  A significant number (277- 28.7 percent) remained neutral, while only 229 (23.9 percent) gave responses which showed they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this proposal.  As with Question 22, the question does not differentiate between specific recreational drugs, even though it is possible that the attitudes towards some common drugs, such as alcohol, may conceivably different than other harder drugs, such as cocaine or heroin.

Table 4.17
Question #23: Should high school athletes be tested for all drugs (performance enhancing substances, recreational drugs, and hard drugs)?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    130



  13.6

Disagree



      99



  10.3

Neutral




    277



  28.9

Agree




    245



  25.5

Strongly Agree


    208



  21.7

Total




    959



100.0
Research Question Seven:

Do high school athletes’ attitudes differ between individual sports vs. team sports? Responding to this question required the researcher to first examine the frequency and percentage of the respondents.  The researcher grouped the athletes into two groups, according to their sport: individual sports and team sports.  For the purpose of this study, fall individual sports consisted of cross-country and golf, while fall team sports included football, volleyball and field hockey.  Table 4.18 demonstrates that the majority of participants, 58.9 percent, participated in individual sports, compared to the 41.1 percent who played team sports.

Table 4.18
Frequency and Percentage of Fall-Athletes participating in Individual vs. Team Sports





Frequency


Percent

Individual Sports(a) 


    568



  58.9

Team Sports(b)


    396



  41.1

Total




    964



100.0
(a)Includes Cross Country and Golf

(b) Includes Football, Volleyball, and Field Hockey

Using the Chi-Square method to determine overall probability of significance, the researcher sought to find a relationship between attitudes and the groups of sports.  Table 4.19 lists the Chi-square value, the degrees of freedom, and the level of probability.

Table 4.19

Chi-Square Value, Degrees of Freedom & Probability of Individual vs. Team Sports
	Q#
	Chi-Square
	df
	p 
	

	1
	2.883
	5
	.718
	

	2
	12.01
	4
	  .017*
	

	3
	2.338
	5
	.801
	

	4
	4.242
	5
	.515
	

	5
	22.328
	4
	      .000***
	

	6
	30.167
	5
	      .000***
	

	7
	9.615
	4
	  .047*
	

	8
	19.283
	5
	    .002**
	

	9
	9.279
	4
	.054
	

	10
	5.790
	5
	.327
	

	11
	10.873
	5
	.054
	

	12
	7.031
	5
	.218
	

	13
	5.550
	5
	.352
	

	14
	3.225
	4
	.521
	

	15
	7.573
	6
	.271
	

	16
	2.817
	4
	.589
	

	17
	4.534
	4
	.339
	

	18
	3.802
	4
	.433
	

	19
	4.313
	4
	.365
	

	20
	13.037
	4
	  .011*
	

	21
	18.284
	5
	    .003**
	

	22
	13.489
	4
	    .009**
	

	23
	21.699
	5
	      .001***
	

	24
	8.574
	4
	.073
	

	25
	30.589
	5
	     .000***
	

	26
	26.665
	4
	     .000***
	

	27
	21.170
	5
	     .001***
	

	28
	9.397
	5
	.094
	

	29
	13.184
	4
	  .010*
	

	30
	14.068
	4
	    .007**
	


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001
Probability was set at p <.05  and overall statistical significance was determined based upon statistical significance in at least 15 of the 30 survey questions.  The analysis of the results shows statistical significance in 14 of the 30 questions. As such, the analysis suggests that there is probably not a correlation between athletes in individual sports or team sports, and their attitudes. (See Appendix L)  

Research Question Eight:


What was the perceived level of sports enhancing drug use of high school athletes? The researcher acknowledged that the reliability of this information is limited, in that it can only refer to suspicions of athletes, and must cede to the level of honesty from the responses. The researcher also noted that one batch of surveys came from a team who did not use the official questionnaire sent out to the team.  For Questions 16, 17 and 18, the final version of the questionnaire only allowed for two responses: 1 (No) and 5 (Yes).  An earlier draft of the questionnaire had contained the options of 2, 3, and 4, in conjunction with all of other questions on the survey. The change to omit the middle three responses after a sample survey was emailed to the coaches with their initial request to participate. One coach indicated that he had misplaced the original surveys, and made new ones to have his team complete.  As a result, 41 surveys contain responses other than the normal Yes/No options.  These numbers do not skew the results in any meaningful way, but this explanation is given solely for the benefit of the reader’s understanding.

Question 16 asks the respondent if they know at least one person who uses performance enhancing-drugs.  The response was overwhelmingly negative.  Of the 950 responses, 662 (69.7  percent) student athletes said they did not know of anyone who used any performance-enhancing , with another 13 (1.4  percent) answering a “2”.  15 students (1.6 percent) gave neutral responses, while 247 (26 percent) responded affirmatively, with an additional 13 (1.4 percent) answering with a “4”.  

Table 4.20
Question #16: Does the respondent know at least one person who uses performance-enhancing drugs?





Frequency


Percent

No (1)




    662



  69.7

Probably Not (2)


      13



    1.4

Neutral
 (3)



      15



    1.6

Maybe
 (4)



      13



    1.4

Yes (5)




    247



  26.0

Total




    950



100.0

Question 17 provided a similar type of response to Question 16. This question asked the respondent if they knew of at least one person in their school who uses performance-enhancing drugs. The results showed a clearly negative response.  Of the 951 responses,  676 (71.1 percent) said no, with an additional 15 (1.6 percent) providing “2” as a response.  19 students (2.0 percent) remained neutral, and 227 (23.9 percent) of the responses were in the affirmative, with 14 (1.5 %) students giving the answer of “4”.
Table 4.21
Question #17: Does the respondent know at least one person at their school who uses performance-enhancing drugs?





Frequency


Percent

No (1)




    676



  71.1

Probably Not (2)


      15



    1.6

Neutral
 (3)



      19



    2.0

Maybe
 (4)



      14



    1.5

Yes (5)




    227



  23.9

Total




    951



100.0

Question 18 advances the research question on perception by asking student athletes if they know of at least one athlete on their own team who uses performance enhancing drugs.  This question had the strongest response of all of them, with over 90 percent of all responses replying negatively.  Of the 957 student responses, 872 (91.1 percent) said no, with an addition 12 (1.3 percent) giving a response of “2”.  19 students (2.0 percent) remained neutral, with only 43 (4.5 percent) responded with a positive response, with 11 (1.1 percent) more responses giving “4” as an answer.  

Table 4.22
Question #18: Does the respondent know at least one person on their own team who uses performance-enhancing drugs?





Frequency


Percent

No (1)




    872



  91.1

Probably Not (2)


      12



    1.3

Neutral
 (3)



      19



    2.0

Maybe
 (4)



      11



    1.1

Yes (5)




      43



    4.5

Total




    957



100.0

Question 19 leans more towards a level of uncertainty perhaps than the preceding three questions.  It asks if the student athlete believes that he/she has competed against opponents who have enhanced their own performances through the use of illegal substances. Perhaps more than the preceding three questions, this question may be based more on stereotypes or personal biases than on real fact or knowledge. Despite this potentially increased level of uncertainty, the results displayed a perception leaning in the negative direction.  Table 4.23 demonstrates that of the 960 responses, 483 (50.3 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed.  261 (27.1 percent) gave neutral responses, while only 216 (22.5 percent) said they either agreed or strongly agreed with the perception. Once again, the researcher acknowledged that this is not necessarily a statement as to how clean high school sports are or are not, but what the athletes themselves believe about the level of illegal drug use within their own sports. 
Table 4.23
Question #19: Does the respondent believe that the have competed against opponents who have enhanced their performances with illegal substances?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    299



  31.0

Disagree



    184



  19.2

Neutral




    261



  27.2

Agree




    119



  12.4

Strongly Agree


      97



  10.1

Total




    960



100.0
Research Question Nine:


Would the hypothetical chance of winning, getting a scholarship, or getting drafted by a professional sport entice high school athletes to use sports enhancing drugs, with or without drug testing?  This research question sought mainly to ascertain the level of motivation which may exist for student athletes to break the rules regarding illegal drug use, and indeed which levels of motivation might conceivable cause them to cross that barrier.


Question 12 asks the respondents if they believe that winning a competition justifies the taking of performance-enhancing drugs. The response was distinctly negative.  Of the 954 responses, 828 (86.8 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the question.  It is important to note that of those 828, 636 responses or two-thirds of the total responses were strongly in opposition.  96 (10.0 percent) of the students were neutral, while only 30 (3.2 percent) of the students said that they either agreed or strongly agreed that winning a competition was worth using performance-enhancing drugs.  In essence, the responses overwhelmingly demonstrated that the respondents did not approve of cheating, by the use of drugs, in order to win a competition.
Table 4.24
Question #12: Does winning a competition justify taking performance-enhancing drugs?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    636


  
66.7

Disagree



    192



  20.1

Neutral




      96



  10.1

Agree




      13



    1.4

Strongly Agree


      17



    1.8

Total




    954



100.0

Question 13 asked the respondents whether they perceived that getting a partial college scholarship justified the taking of performance-enhancing drugs. The results were nearly as convincing a majority against it as in Question 12.  Of the 955 responses, 796 (83.4 percent) were either against (18.9 percent) or strongly against (63.7 percent) the question.  117 (12.3 percent) of the respondents were neutral.  Only 52 students (4.4 percent) either agreed or strongly agreed with the proposed rewards for taking the illegal drugs.  While nearly twice as many students agreed with the reward as in Question 12, this did not indicate a meaningful change in attitude, even with the increased reward for cheating.

Table 4.25
Question #13: Does receiving a partial college scholarship justify taking performance-enhancing drugs?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    614



  64.3

Disagree



    182



  19.1

Neutral




    117



  12.3

Agree




      26



    2.7

Strongly Agree


      16



    1.7

Total




    955



100.0

Question 14 increased the rewards by asking if student athletes believed that getting a full college scholarship justified the taking of performance enhancing drugs.  This question also showed a similar level of responses to the previous two.  Of the 956 total responses, 807 (84.4 percent) stated that they either disagreed (18.6 percent) or strongly disagreed (65.1 percent) with the question.  98 (10.2 percent) remained neutral, while only 51 (5.3 percent) students agreed or strongly agreed that a full scholarship justified taking illegal substances.

Table 4.26
Question #14: Does receiving a full college scholarship justify taking performance-enhancing drugs?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    628



  65.7

Disagree



    179



  18.7

Neutral




      98



  10.3

Agree




      35



    3.7

Strongly Agree


      16



    1.7

Total




    956



100.0

Question 15 concluded the realm of potential rewards by asking if getting drafted or offered a professional contract justified the use of performance-enhancing drugs.  Even though such rewards represented a potentially significant increase in monetary value, the levels of response stayed consistent.  Student athletes remained strongly against the use of performance enhancing drugs for any of the offered reasons. Of the 955 responses to Question 15, 798 (83.6 percent) students either disagreed (17.8 percent) or strongly disagreed (64.9 percent) that the ends justified the means.  105 (10.9 percent) students gave neutral responses, while only 54 (5.4 percent) of the students agreed or strongly agreed that professional riches merited the use of performance-enhancing drugs, and the health risks and ethical questions raised with them. It is noteworthy that despite the potential riches, there is not a meaningful change in the level of agreement than any of the less lucrative questions.

Table 4.27
Question #15: Does getting drafted or receiving a professional contract justify taking performance-enhancing drugs?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    626



  65.5

Disagree



    172



  18.0

Neutral




    105



  11.0

Agree




      24 



    2.5

Strongly Agree


      28



    2.9

Total




    955



100.0
Research Question Ten:


Do high school athletes consider drug testing to be worth the cost? Survey Question 11 asks the student athletes if cost is an issue affecting their attitudes towards testing.  The response to the question, portrayed in Table 4.28, was not conclusive in any significant manner.  The results were almost equally divided between those who were for or against testing, based upon cost, and those who were neutral or undecided.  Of the 954 athletes who responded, 310 (32.5 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the idea that drug testing was worth the financial cost.  325 (34.1 percent) responses were neutral, and the remaining 318 (33.4 percent) either agreed or strongly agreed with the cost.

Table 4.28
Question #11: Does drug testing for high school athletes justify the costs?





Frequency


Percent

Strongly Disagree


    154



  16.1

Disagree



    156



  16.4

Neutral




    325



  34.1

Agree




    217



  22.7

Strongly Agree


    102



  10.7

Total




    954



100.0
Research Question Eleven:


Were there significant differences in attitudes between male and female students?  
Table 4.29

Chi-Square Value, Degrees of Freedom, and Level of Probability of Response by Gender

	Q#
	Chi-Square
	df
	p 
	

	1
	4.631
	4
	.327
	

	2
	8.862
	4
	.065
	

	3
	4.536
	4
	.338
	

	4
	12.351
	4
	  .015*
	

	5
	6.48
	4
	.166
	

	6
	47.685
	4
	      .000***
	

	7
	14.937
	4
	    .005**
	

	8
	9.202
	4
	.056
	

	9
	16.054
	4
	    .003**
	

	10
	15.403
	4
	   .004**
	

	11
	4.734
	4
	.316
	

	12
	9.755
	4
	  .045*
	

	13
	22.088
	4
	      .000***
	

	14
	28.123
	4
	      .000***
	

	15
	34.714
	4
	      .000***
	

	16
	30.1
	4
	      .000***
	

	17
	24.226
	4
	      .000***
	

	18
	23.943
	4
	      .000***
	

	19
	43.631
	4
	      .000***
	

	20
	5.406
	4
	.248
	

	21
	4.58
	4
	.333
	

	22
	10.722
	4
	  .030*
	

	23
	11.75
	4
	  .019*
	

	24
	21.989
	4
	      .000***
	

	25
	14.524
	4
	    .006**
	

	26
	6.139
	4
	.189
	

	27
	3.671
	4
	.452
	

	28
	1.598
	4
	.809
	

	29
	12.301
	4
	   .015*
	

	30
	6.42
	4
	.170
	


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001
Table 4.29 displays the findings of the Chi-square analysis which is used to determine possible relationships between survey responses and the gender of the athlete. The analysis showed that gender does have some effects on the attitudes of high-school athletes. Statistical significance was determined for this question by finding the probability of statistical differences in 15 of the 30 questions.  In analyzing each of the thirty survey questions, a statistical difference was found for 18 of them.(See Appendix M)  The researcher acknowledges that the total number of responses differed slightly for each question, but never more than by ten respondents, and as such, did not have a major effect on the findings.  The breakdown of the total male and female respondents was listed previously in Table 4.2.  The researcher notes that there were more male respondents, but that the percentages (52.7 percent male to 47.3 percent female) should be adequate to get a suitable idea of how the attitudes differed.

Research Question Twelve:

Were there significant differences in attitudes between grade levels? Table 4.1 displayed the frequency and percentages of the student athletes.  Of the 964 respondents, 23.0 percent (222) were ninth graders, 29.4 percent (283) were tenth graders, 24.8 percent (239) were eleventh graders, and 220 percent (22.8) were twelfth graders.  While the groups are not statistically equal, the researcher considers them to be adequately similar for the purpose of statistical comparison.

Appendix N lists the frequency and percentages of each response, and the probability of statistically significant relationships, as obtained using the Chi-Square method.  The researcher used the same standard of 15 statistically probable findings, as in Questions 7 and 11. The analysis of the survey responses showed statistically significant findings in 16 questions. Thus, the researcher suggested that there may be a statistically significant relationship between grade level and attitudes towards drug testing.

Table 4.30

Chi-Square Value, Degrees of Freedom, and Probability Level of Responses by Grade 
	Q#
	Chi-Square
	df
	p 
	

	1
	39.136
	12
	      .000***
	

	2
	27.722
	12
	    .006**
	

	3
	51.736
	12
	      .000***
	

	4
	41.535
	12
	      .000***
	

	5
	18.791
	12
	.084
	

	6
	42.837
	12
	      .000***
	

	7
	19.109
	12
	.086
	

	8
	11.390
	12
	.496
	

	9
	9.329
	12
	.675
	

	10
	10.478
	12
	.574
	

	11
	21.794
	12
	  .040*
	

	12
	6.000
	12
	.916
	

	13
	10.224
	12
	.596
	

	14
	15.856
	12
	.198
	

	15
	14.733
	12
	.256
	

	16
	65.170
	12
	          .000***
	

	17
	70.492
	12
	          .000***
	

	18
	19.803
	12
	.071
	

	19
	54.291
	12
	      .000***
	

	20
	25.882
	12
	  .011*
	

	21
	24.488
	12
	  .017*
	

	22
	13.293
	12
	.348
	

	23
	49.607
	12
	      .000***
	

	24
	20.548
	12
	.057
	

	25
	24.016
	12
	  .020*
	

	26
	18.687
	12
	.096
	

	27
	25.599
	12
	  .012*
	

	28
	24.549
	12
	  .017*
	

	29
	9.844
	12
	.630
	

	30
	37.495
	12
	      .000***
	


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001

Research Question Thirteen:


Did those athletes who participate in more than one sport in the school year have different attitudes than those athletes who only compete during one season? In analyzing this question, the researcher computed the frequency and percentage of athletes who only participated in only the fall season, and compared it with athletes who also participated in sports during either the winter or spring season, or both.  Table 4.31 demonstrates that the strong majority of athletes participated in multiple seasons.  Only 15.8 percent (152) of the athletes participated in just the fall season, compared to 84.2 percent (812) participated in either two or three seasons.
Table 4.31
Distribution of Respondents by Seasons Participated In





Frequency


Percent

Just Fall Season


    152



  15.8

Multiple Seasons


    812



  84.2

Total




    964



100.0
The researcher used the Chi-square method to determine any statistical relationship between athletes who participated in only one season compared with multi-season athletes.  The same standards of statistical significance were employed as in Research Questions 7, 11, and 12. The analysis demonstrated that a correlation probably does not exist between the number of seasons in which an athlete participates, and the attitudes of the athletes.  Statistical significance was only found in five of the thirty survey questions. The frequencies and percentages for each question, according to group are shown in Appendix O, as are the levels of significance shown through the Chi-Square calculations. Table 4.32 displays the Chi-Square values, degrees of freedom, and level of probability for the survey responses, as they relate to the number of seasons in which the athletes participate.
Table 4.32

Chi-Square Value, Degrees of Freedom, and Level of Probability of Response by 
Fall Athletes Only vs. Athletes who participate in Multiple Seasons
	Q#
	Chi-Square
	df 
	p
	

	1
	6.429
	5
	.267
	

	2
	3.088
	4
	.543
	

	3
	4.224
	5
	.518
	

	4
	3.138
	5
	.679
	

	5
	11.867
	4
	  .018*
	

	6
	11.472
	5
	  .043*
	

	7
	2.655
	4
	.617
	

	8
	2.069
	5
	.840
	

	9
	1.091
	4
	.896
	

	10
	10.102
	5
	.072
	

	11
	7.112
	5
	.212
	

	12
	1.043
	5
	.959
	

	13
	7.802
	5
	.168
	

	14
	8.536
	4
	.074
	

	15
	6.030
	6
	.420
	

	16
	14.705
	4
	    .005**
	

	17
	8.801
	4
	.066
	

	18
	1.112
	4
	.892
	

	19
	10.317
	4
	    .035**
	

	20
	5.590
	4
	.231
	

	21
	9.297
	5
	.098
	

	22
	7.501
	4
	.112
	

	23
	8.912
	5
	.113
	

	24
	2.657
	4
	.617
	

	25
	3.343
	5
	.647
	

	26
	6.140
	4
	.189
	

	27
	15.696
	5
	    .008**
	

	28
	1.660
	5
	.894
	

	29
	3.824
	4
	.430
	

	30
	2.317
	4
	.678
	


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001

CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The general problem was to examine the perceptions and attitudes towards drug testing by Northern Virginia Public High School athletes within Fairfax County, Virginia.  The attitudes were measured using a survey instrument based upon a five-point Likert scale.  Descriptive data relating to the gender, grade level, sport during the fall season, and other sports played during the school year was also taken as part of the survey instrument. The research focuses on different aspects of drug testing, as outlined in the thirteen research questions. The results were comprised of 964 responses that were competed and returned.  The participants were randomly selected, based upon the coaches’ willingness to participate, and their individual parents giving them permission to do so.


The purpose of this research was to gain a better understanding of the attitudes and perceptions of the individual athletes, regarding a number of practical and ethical issues relating to drug testing.  Because of the small percentage of the entire student-athlete population, as well as the potential for coercion or dishonesty affecting the survey response, the researcher considers the results to have a limited value in making broad generalizations. All communication with the individual coaches was done via email, and survey materials, including responses, were sent through the inter-school system mail.  The survey was conducted with the permission and cooperation of the Fairfax County Public School System, with the caveat that all respondents and their individual schools and teams remain anonymous, and only part of an aggregate pool of data.

Conclusions


Within the limits of this research the following conclusions were developed:

1. Fairfax County Public School student-athletes are generally more in favor of testing, than against it.  The level of neutral responses (nearly one-third) suggests that many of them are still not sure how they feel about related issues.

2. Attitudes towards drug testing may be somewhat affected by gender and grade level, but less so than by what sport they play or how many seasons they participate in yearly.

3. Many student-athletes believe that the use of performance-enhancing drugs is wrong, and that those caught should be punished. The attitudes are less decisive as the proposed-punishments grow harsher.

4. Many student-athletes believe that the use of performance-enhancing drugs is wrong, and do not justify the potential rewards.

The analysis of the collected data provided the following results which were used to answer the thirteen research questions posed in this study.


Research Question One:


Were high school athletes in favor of mandatory drug testing?  The respondents demonstrated that they were somewhat split in their attitudes towards mandatory drug testing.  A greater percentage was in favor of testing for all athletes, than those who opposed it (38.1 percent to 25.4 percent), but more than a third (36.0 percent) were neutral, displaying a level of uncertainty.  Respondents were less enthusiastic about mandatory testing for all students, including athletes.  36.4 percent disagreed with this idea, compared to 30.7 percent supporting the idea.  A full third (33.0 percent) still remained neutral.  This split suggests that while some athletes may see a need for testing, others may not believe that it should be mandatory, especially for those who do not participate in sport.  The high level of neutrals suggest that this question represents a clearly divided split in the attitudes of athletes as a whole.


Research Question Two:


Are high school athletes in favor of random drug testing? Athletes were a bit more supportive of random testing than they were of mandatory testing.  When referring strictly to testing athletes, 40.7 percent agreed, compared to 27.7 percent who disagreed. 31.8 percent remained neutral, or uncertain.  The result for random testing of all students was similar in nature to the earlier question of mandatory testing. Students were generally less open to testing non-athletes, with 36.4 percent disagreeing, compared to 31.6 percent who agreed.  An equal percentage were neutral as who agreed.  This demonstrates that athletes still do not have a clearly defined attitude towards testing, with nearly a third still not certain.  The pattern shows though that athletes are more inclined to support testing for athletes, but less inclined to support testing for all students, including those who do not participate in athletics.


Research Question Three:


Do high school athletes consider drug testing to be an invasion of privacy? This question did not give a clear idea of the attitudes of the athletes, although it did suggest that athletes probably did not consider invasion of privacy as a real reason for not supporting testing.  44.1 percent of respondents did not think that testing was an invasion of their privacy, compared to 19.9 percent who did.  The large percentage of neutral responses (35.5 percent) still clouds the true nature of the attitudes.  That being said, the research would suggest that this issue probably would not be a reason for athletes to oppose testing in general.


Research Question Four:


Do high school athletes consider drug testing to be a deterrent against drug use?  This question also showed a high level of indecision, but more athletes were inclined to believe that testing was a deterrent.  44.3 percent agreed that it was a deterrent, while only 18.6 percent disagreed.  The high level of neutral responses (37.1 percent) provides for the uncertainty of the strength of the attitudes, but the responses do suggest a positive, if not probable, acceptance by a majority of the athletes as being a form of deterrent. It was noted by the researcher that a small number of surveys had the word deterrent circled on the papers.  In retrospect, the researcher wonders if certain athletes may or may not have understood what this question truly meant.  While most people presumably did understand the question, the possibility exists that the terminology may have possibly added to the high level of neutrality in this question.


Research Question Five:

What penalties do high school athletes consider to be appropriate for positive drug tests? This question was addressed in survey questions 24, 25, 26, and 27. In analyzing all four questions together, the responses demonstrate that an overwhelming majority of the students definitely agree that students caught using performance-enhancing drugs were committing a serious offense, and deserved punishments.  The trend showed that as the penalties became more severe, fewer students were in favor of the punishment, and that while using drugs was clearly a punishable offense, most students did not believe that offenders should not be given a second chance, following a length of suspension. In analyzing the questions collectively, the level of acceptance ranged from 71.2 percent for the least severe punishment (short suspension) to 54.6 percent for a one year suspension. Only the final question, which calls for a complete ban from high school sports seems too severe for the respondents, as the disagreeing respondents outweighed those who agreed, 44.4 percent to 26.3 percent, with 29.3 percent still neutral.

It should be noted that these responses were given as individual responses, and do not measure which of the given responses was the most appropriate.  It is conceivable that certain students who answered in the negative could potentially have considered one of the punishments to be either the most appropriate, but may not consider one of the other ones to be inappropriate.  Given that a significant percentage of students for each response remained neutral demonstrates that some students may possibly have been considering these questions in relative terms, comparing the different potential punishments to decide which was most appropriate. The researcher acknowledges that a potential response to a given option may not signify the respondent’s top choice, rather a certain level of approval in general. As constructed, the researcher considers this format to be a limitation, although it does demonstrate a general attitude towards supporting certain punishments for drug use. Only Question 27 demonstrates a suggestion that a given penalty may not be appropriate to a majority of the respondents.

Research Question Six:


Should drug tests look for evidence of recreational drugs as well as performance enhancing drugs? Comparing the responses to these two questions (Survey Questions 22 and 23) does not give conclusive evidence towards the attitudes of student athletes.  While Question 22 gives a predominantly negative or uncertain response towards testing only for performance-enhancing substances, Question 23’s suggestion that athletes should be tested for a vaster array of substances, including those which may not have a performance-enhancing affect at all, like such depressants as alcohol or marijuana gave a much stronger positive response.  One could make the conclusion that schools should be testing for the purposes of keeping their athletes safe and monitoring their use of more social-types of abuses, even if they do not potentially enhance athletic performance. The researcher finds the most conclusive evidence in these two questions to be that an average of a third of these athletes were not certain whether given substances should be tested for, or indeed if there should be testing at all.  One can also conclude that a smaller percentage support some testing, while others are against testing in general.  These two tests do not provide concrete evidence as to what exactly most testing proponents consider the appropriate scope of testing.

Research Question Seven:


Do high school athletes’ attitudes differ between individual sports and team sports?  Using the previously stated standard of at least half of the survey questions showing statistical significance via the Chi-Square method, analysis suggests that attitudes may not be necessarily affected by whether or not they participate in an individual sport or a team sport.  Only 14 of the 30 questions showed statistical significance.  This figure is based strictly upon the teams on which respondents competed in the fall season. Table 4.18, in Chapter IV, demonstrated that a strong majority, 58.9 percent, participated in individual sports, with only 41.1 percent of respondents coming from a team sport.  The researcher considers this a limitation on the possible outcome of this question.  The researcher wonders if there were ideological reasons for coaches not responding to this study, or potentially practical and administrative reasons, such as having too many other things to manage, or not being willing to have to deal with collecting responses from so many student athletes.  

In order to get a possibly clearer understanding of how individual vs. team sport participation might possibly affect attitudes, the researcher performed another Chi-Square analysis on the responses, grouping the athletes by those who participated in just individual sports, just team sports, or a combination of both, over the course of the three-seasons during the school year. Table 5.1 shows the breakdown of these athletes, showing that while the highest percentage still lay in the individual sports (39.7 percent), a quarter of the athletes (25.7 percent) played just team sports, while 34.5 percent participated in both individual and team sport programs.  The researcher hypothesizes still that had more team sport athletes (i.e.: more football players) responded to this survey, this would be even more skewed.  With a high level of cross country runners participating, the researcher notes that many of them will follow up their fall seasons by running track in the winter and/or spring, which accounts for a high level of individual sport athletes.  

Table 5.1
Frequency and Percentage of Athletes participating in Individual vs. Team Sports vs. Both During the Entire School Year





Frequency


Percent

Just Individual Sports
 

    383



  39.7

Just Team Sports


    248



  25.7

Team and Individual Sports

    333



  34.5

Total




    964



100.0
Appendix P demonstrates a complete Chi-Square analysis with this grouping, and found that there seemed to be even less of a probably level of significant in the relationship between attitudes and the type of sport in which one participates.  With this analysis, only 12 out of the thirty questions showed statistical significance.

Table 5.2

Chi-Square Value, Degrees of Freedom, and Level of Probability of Response based on Participation in  only Individual Sports, only Team Sports, or Both during the school year
	Q#
	Chi-Square
	df
	p
	

	1
	7.924
	10
	.636
	

	2
	23.126
	8
	    .003**
	

	3
	7.459
	10
	.682
	

	4
	15.607
	10
	.111
	

	5
	17.456
	8
	  .026*
	

	6
	25.125
	10
	    .005**
	

	7
	15.764
	8
	  .046*
	

	8
	25.860
	10
	    .004**
	

	9
	14.126
	8
	.079
	

	10
	15.720
	10
	.108
	

	11
	11.135
	10
	.347
	

	12
	15.528
	10
	.114
	

	13
	13.707
	10
	.187
	

	14
	13.421
	8
	.084
	

	15
	18.049
	12
	.114
	

	16
	19.678
	8
	  .012*
	

	17
	7.009
	8
	.536
	

	18
	6.497
	8
	.592
	

	19
	6.477
	8
	.594
	

	20
	20.882
	8
	    .007**
	

	21
	26.294
	10
	    .003**
	

	22
	15.933
	8
	    .043**
	

	23
	19.094
	10
	    .039**
	

	24
	11.590
	8
	.170
	

	25
	21.513
	10
	  .018*
	

	26
	13.244
	8
	.104
	

	27
	18.198
	10
	.052
	

	28
	14.616
	10
	.147
	

	29
	13.378
	8
	.100
	

	30
	18.387
	8
	  .019*
	


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001


It is interesting to note that between these two sets of groupings, there were ten questions which shared statistical significance.  These included survey questions 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 30.  Eight of them showed distinct differences in opinion between groups.  

Question 2 showed that individual sport athletes were more strongly in favor of random testing than team sport athletes.  Athletes who did both types of sports had a percentage in the middle. Question 5 showed that all three groups agreed with the idea of volunteering to testing, although individuals were much more willing. 65 percent of individuals agreed with this question, while approximately 52 percent of team sport athletes would consent.  58 percent of athletes who did both agreed with the question.  In Question 6, which asked if athletes thought that performance-enhancing drugs helped sporting performance, the responses where nearly inverted.  Individual sport athletes mainly disagreed, with approximately 46 percent agreeing, when comparing the two sets of data, and approximately 35 percent disagreeing that they did help.  Approximately 34 percent of team sport athletes agreed, while approximate 42 percent disagreed.  Athletes who did both sports agreed 36 percent of the time, and disagreed 42 percent of the time.  Question 8 asked if respondents believed professional athletes to be role models.  The responses were fairly positive.  Approximately 54 percent of individual athletes agreed, with an additional 29 percent neutral.  Team sport athletes agreed 67 percent of the time, with 21 percent neutral.  Athletes who did both sports agreed approximately 60 percent of the time.  
For Question 20, when asked if testing represented an invasion of privacy, the  responses for all groups was generally in support of testing, with a significant percentage of neutral responses.  Individual athletes disagreed that testing was an invasion of privacy approximately 50 percent of the time, with an additional 28 percent neutral.  Team sport athletes disagreed with the question 39 percent of the time, with approximately 43 percent neutral.  Athletes who did both sports disagreed 44 percent of the time, with an additional 33 percent neutral.  Question 23 asked the respondents their attitudes regarding testing for all drugs including performance-enhancing drugs, recreational drugs, and harder drugs.  Approximately 51 percent of individual sport athletes agreed with this idea, with a similar ratio of neutral and disagreeing responses.  Team sport athletes agreed approximately 43 percent of the time, with a much higher level of neutral responses (approximately 36 percent).  Athletes who did both types of sport fell in between these two averages, with approximately 45 percent agreeing, and 27 percent neutral, and 27 percent disagreeing. Question 30 asked if respondents believed that Fairfax County Public Schools should implement a drug testing program.  This drew responses which were highly neutral in nature, although leaning towards acceptance generally.  Individual athletes were most accepting, with an average of 36 percent of them agreeing, with 41 percent neutral.  Team sport athletes agreed the least, with only 25 percent agreeing (and disagreeing), with 49 percent neutral.  Athletes  who did both sports agreed 30 percent of the time, responded neutrally 43.6 percent of the time, and disagreed 23 percent of the time.

Research Question Eight:


What is the perceived level of sports enhancing drug use of high school athletes?  The researcher emphasizes that of all of the questions on the survey, numbers 16, 17, 18, and 19 are probably the least likely to provide a reliable understanding of the respondents’ true opinions.  Because of the extremely sensitive nature of the questions, asking if respondents know or suspect they know of others using performance-enhancing drugs can lead to questions which may or may not be honest.  Respondents may or may not be willing to be very honest for various reasons. In addition, they may not be willing to be completely honest in making distinctions between actually knowing someone who uses as compared to someone who they think might use due to various stereotypical reasons.  In addition, despite the anonymous nature of the survey, they may not wish to divulge their personal opinions in this matter for fear that their coaches or teammates might somehow see their responses. As alluded to previously in this chapter, a smaller percentage of the respondents were from team sports, particularly football.  While the researcher absolutely does not wish to stereotype football players as drug users, the researcher would have been interested in getting a greater response from athletes who play a sport which has a much greater association with a probability of using drugs than such sports as volleyball, golf or field hockey.


Despite the questionable reliability of this issue, the sampling remained fairly on the negative side.  Approximately two-thirds of the respondents did not know of anyone who uses performance-enhancing drugs personally, and a slightly higher percentage did not know anyone at their own school who had used such substances.  Over 91 percent responded that they did not know anyone on their own team who has used performance enhancing drugs.  These figures are fairly comforting, from the standpoint that a vast majority of student athletes did not concede to using or acknowledge knowing users, but the researcher also acknowledges that not only could these responses be questionably reliable, the existence of even a smaller, minority percentage is still a cause for concern from the standpoint of schools, administrators and coaches.


Question 19 is probably the most questionable of all of them. It asked the respondents if they believe that they have competed against athletes who have enhanced their performance with illegal substances.  While approximately half of the athletes responded negatively, and only a quarter of them agreed with the question, there is no true way of measuring accuracy.  For an athlete to suggest that they probably have competed against a drug user, they have no real way of knowing the truth. Their response could have been based upon various stereotypes of appearance or behavior, or perhaps based upon the relationship between their own level of play compared to the performance.  In addition, student-athletes may not be well enough educated about drugs and their effects to make an educated opinion in this regard. 


Research Question Nine:


Would the hypothetical chance of winning, getting a scholarship, or getting drafted by a professional sport entice high school athletes to use sports enhancing drugs, with or without drug testing? This question was supported by the survey questions 12, 13, 14, and 15.  The overwhelming majority disagreed with each of these questions, ranging from 83.4 percent to 88.8 percent disagreeing with the idea that the rewards justify the use of performance-enhancing drugs, which represents a form of cheating.  On average for the four questions, 10.9 percent were neutral, and only 4.6 percent believed that the rewards justified the use of performance enhancing drugs.

The researcher was a bit surprised by just how strongly athletes responded against the use of performance-enhancing drugs, despite the enticement of potential thousands, if not millions of dollars in rewards.  The researcher acknowledges that it is feasible that some athletes may have responded in such a fashion because that is what they have been taught to believe their entire career, having heard anti-drug messages from parents, teachers and coaches for years.  The researcher concedes that some students may have responded this way more out of guilt or feeling of expectation than complete sincerity, but also believes that the percentage that may not have been completely honest is probably minimal, and would not drastically have changed the overall level of response one way or another. The level of response is comforting in terms of the general attitudes from the vast majority of the athlete population, with the hope that younger athletes today actually do understand t hat the use of illegal performance enhancing drugs represents a form of cheating.
Research Question Ten:


Do high school athletes consider drug testing to be worth the cost? The researcher concedes that cost may not be an issue that many students have either considered much, or really understand, in terms of actual numbers.  Strong supporters or opponents of testing may have responded in the affirmative or negative regardless of what the cost may be, while the large percentage of neutral responses suggests that this is an aspect of drug testing which is clearly divided, and one which has no clear indication of support for or against, at least by the student-athletes, most of whom do not pay taxes, nor probably have much concept of school and county budgeting issues. In analyzing this issue through survey Question 11, the athlete population was actually fairly evenly divided, and thus gave no real indication of their probably attitudes for or against testing based upon cost.  The population was almost evenly split, with 32.5 disagreeing with the question, 34.1 percent remaining neutral, and 33.4 agreeing that testing was worth the cost.


Research Question Eleven:


Are there significant differences in attitudes between male and female students? Of all of the demographic variables analyzed in this study, gender proved to be the have the greatest probable statistical difference in attitudes. In the thirty questions, Chi Square analysis demonstrated a probability of difference in 18 of the 30 questions.  Appendix M lists the responses for each question according as it relates to gender.  It also provides the level of significance between the genders according to the questions. In computing the differences, the researcher acknowledges that responses may refer as much to degree of attitude, (i.e.: strongly agree vs. agree), and not necessarily complete difference in attitude (agree vs. disagree).
Question 4 asked if the athlete was in favor of random drug testing for all high school students, including athletes. Analysis showed a level of significance of .015 percent.  While athletes were slightly more against the idea, 36.8 percent to 31.5 percent, the responses showed that females were more neutral.  Males were more against random testing for all athletes, 38.3 percent to 33.9 percent, while females showed a 35.2 percent to 28.2 percent preference towards disagreeing, but the neutral scores were 27.8 percent to 35.8 percent in favor of females. This type of responses demonstrates that while the male and female athletes shared similar preferences, one gender was less certain about their attitudes.


Question 6 asked if respondents believed that illegal supplements could help their sports performance.  Males and females were clearly divided on this issue.  48.8 percent of male respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that drugs could help performance, while 48.7 percent of females either disagreed or strongly disagreed.  A comparable number were neutral (22.2 percent of males vs. 20 percent of females). In a related question though, Question 7 asked if athletes considered performance-enhancing drugs as an acceptable part of sport.  Both genders agreed that they were not.  Statistical significance was noted at a .005 level, though, due to degree of intensity.  While 84.9 percent of males either disagreed or strongly disagreed, compared to 89.4 percent of females, males were slightly less defined in their opinions.  Females strongly disagreed 75.3 percent of the time, while only 65.3 percent of males felt equally strong.  Males outnumbered the females 19.6 percent to 14.1 percent with responses of disagree, and 10.2 percent of males were neutral, as compared to 5.5 percent of females.  Males and females were equal with only 5 percent either agreeing or strongly agreeing.



Questions 9 and 10 showed a similar pattern, where overall opinions did not differ strongly between genders, although statistical significance was demonstrated based upon level of intensity.  Question 9 asked if the respondent believed that if some professional athletes have been caught or accused of using drugs, the most of them were using them.  Analysis showed a .003 level of significance between responses.  Females were more clear in their response, with 63.9 percent disagreeing, while only 53.1 percent of males disagreed.  More males were neutral (31.1 percent vs. 20.9 percent).  They were nearly equal in terms of either agreeing or strongly agreeing (15.8 percent of males to 15.2 percent of females). Along similar lines, Question 10 asked if athletes believed that if professional athletes used drugs, then it is acceptable for high school athletes to use them as well.  Analysis showed a level of significance of .004 between the responses.  Like Question 9, females were stronger in their denial of this perception.  92.9 percent of females either strongly disagreed or agreed, while only 85.5 percent of males felt the same.  With comparable responses for the other responses, it is notable that the major difference in this question existed with the strongly disagree response, where 10.4 percent more of females strongly disagreed than males, 76.7 percent to 66.3 percent.

Questions 12, 13, 14 and 15 all focused on the various rewards which could be gained through the use of performance-enhancing drugs.  Respectively, they asked if  winning a competition, earning a partial scholarship, earning a full scholarship, or getting drafted or offered a professional contract justified using performance enhancing drugs.  The responses were similar, in that for each of them, both genders clearly disagreed with the questions.  For the four questions, between 86.7 percent and 94.4 percent of the total responses either strongly disagreed or disagreed. Dissected, females showed a higher level of strongly disagreeing, with responses ranging between 70.7 percent and 73 percent, while males strongly disagreed 59.1 percent to 63 percent of the time. The statistical significance was noted, though, in that as the responses shifted away from the strongly disagreeing answer, males had higher percentages.  As the rewards grew higher, males demonstrated that they were not as strongly opposed as females.  The neutral responses most clearly demonstrated this indecision, as males were neutral between 12.4 percent and 16.4 percent of the time, while females were neutral only 5.9 to 7.7 percent of the time.  It is noted that these responses are still strongly similar in nature, and that the degree of statistical significance is found in the strength of conviction of the responses, and not in the nature of the response itself.

Questions 16 through 19 focused on whether or not the athletes actually knew anyone who used performance enhancing drugs, including on their own team, in their school, or in competition.  The researcher wishes to emphasize that more so than other questions, these rely upon the honesty of the respondent.  All four of these questions demonstrated a level of significance at <.01 percent.  For Questions 16 and 17, which respectively asked if the respondent actually knew anyone who uses performance-enhancing drugs, and if they knew anyone in their school who did the same, more males suggested that they did than females.  With this in mind, approximately three-quarters of females for both questions did not know of anyone, compared with only two-thirds of males.  Question 18 was more personal to the respondent, asking if they knew anyone on their team who used performance-enhancing drugs.  This answer was closer in response, with 95.9 percent of females denying knowing any females who used performance-enhancing drug, as compared with only 89.3 percent of males. Question 19 allowed for a bit more interpretation of perception, as it could potentially be based more on suspicion or rumor or personal bias than on any level of fact. Males showed more of a willingness to believe that they had competed against athletes who had used performance-enhancing drugs.  28.6 percent of males thought that they might have competed against drug users, compared to only 15.8 percent of females.  61.0 percent of females either disagreed or strongly disagreed, compared to only 40.7 percent of males.  Males were also more uncertain, with 30.8 percent neutral, compared to 23.2 percent of females.

Questions 22 through 26 all dealt with the need to test, and the perceived levels of punishment for positive tests.  Each of these questions demonstrated statistical levels of difference.  Question 22 asked if the respondents believed that high school athletes should be tested only for performance-enhancing drugs.  Results showed a statistical level of significance of .03.  While those athletes who disagreed or strongly disagreed were similar, 37.5 percent of males vs. 37.3 percent of females, the differences appeared in those athletes who were either uncertain or agreed/strongly agreed.  More females were neutral (40.6 percent vs. 32.5 percent), while more males either agreed or strongly agreed (30.0 percent vs. 22.1 percent).  Question 23 showed a similar trend, asking if respondents believe that high school athletes should be tested for all drugs, including performance-enhancing drugs, recreational drugs, and harder drugs.  A slightly higher percent of athletes agreed or strongly agreed, with 48.5 percent of males vs. 45.7 percent of females. In comparison, 26.4 percent of males and 21.0 percent of females either disagreed or strongly disagreed.  The greatest variance was found in the neutral responses, where 33.1 percent of females were uncertain, compared with 25.0 percent of males.  The level of significance was measured at .019.

Questions 24 and 25 focused on proposed penalties for positive tests.  Question 24 asked if athletes believed that positive tests deserved a suspension for part of the season, similar to the current county policy.  An overwhelming majority of males and females either agreed or strongly agreed with this, although females had stronger opinions, 78.0 percent compared with 64.8 percent of males.  Males were more uncertain, with 23.1 percent neutral responses vs. 12.7 percent of females.  A small number of athletes either disagreed or strongly disagreed, 12.0 percent of males vs. 9.2 percent of females. The level of significance was measured at less than 0.01. Question 25 asked if respondents believed that athletes who tested positive should be removed for the team.  While the responses were slightly weaker than Question 24, a strong majority of both genders agreed or strongly agreed, with 68.4 percent of females vs. 63.3 percent of males.  12.4 males either disagreed or strongly disagreed, compared with 13.4 percent of females.  Males were more uncertain, with 24.4 percent neutral, compared with 18.0 percent of females.  The statistical level of significance was .006.  It is interesting to note that for Questions 26 and 27, which proposed a suspension of one year and a ban from all high school sports respectively also brought responses that were similar in nature.  Question 26 showed a slight majority of approval, whereas Question 27 showed a higher level of disapproval.  As the penalties grew harsher, though, the level of uncertainty grew.  Neither of these questions showed a statistical level of significance.

The final survey question which showed statistical difference between genders was Question 29.  This question asked if the respondent believes that scientific drug testing methods are trustworthy.  The responses showed a statistical level of difference of .015.  Results showed that the majority of both genders (54.0 percent of males and 59.9 percent of females) were neutral.  Slightly more males either disagreed or strongly disagreed (15.4 percent vs.13.2 percent), but they also showed a higher level of agreeing (30.7 percent to 26.9 percent).  If anything, this question shows that there is a distinct level of uncertainty regarding the process of drug testing.

Overall, while more than half of the survey questions demonstrated that a statistical significance may exist between the responses of males and females, the researcher concludes that the major differences exist in the degrees of uncertainty and neutrality, and in the strength of conviction of responses.  Most of the levels of agreement vs. disagreement were similar in nature to suggest that attitudes and perceptions were not altogether in conflict, although there may be subtle differences in terms of how strongly males vs. females felt about various issues.


Research Question Twelve:


Are there significant differences in attitudes between grade levels (9-12)? Chi square analysis of this question demonstrated that grade level may play a role in the development of the attitudes of student-athletes.  Statistical significance was found in sixteen of the thirty survey questions.  Appendix N displays the breakdown of the frequencies and percentages of the attitudes for each grade level, for each question, as well as the level of probability of statistical significance.


In looking at most of the questions, there were some trends that one could detect.  As student-athletes got older, for many of the questions, the level of neutrality decreased.  Also, the level of agreement vs. disagreement between grade levels increased, and was generally most pronounced when comparing 9th graders and 12th graders. In analyzing the sixteen questions which reveal statistical significance, the researcher can come to the following conclusions.


In the first four questions, asking about attitudes towards mandatory and random testing for athletes, and mandatory testing for all students, there were clear trends within the classes.  Ninth graders were primarily leaning in favor of testing, with 38.7 percent agreeing to mandatory testing, 44.7 percent for random testing, 36.5 for mandatory testing of all athletes, and 37.4 percent favoring random testing for all athletes.  The level of neutrality for each was 43.2 percent, 36.0 percent, 37.4 percent, and 34.2 percent  respectively.  The trend shifted though, as students got older.  For mandatory testing, 44.6 percent of 10th graders agreed, with 34.3 percent neutral., 31.9 percent of 11th graders agreed, with 39.1 neutral, and 36.1 percent of 12th graders agreed, with 27.4 neutral.  The clearest evidence in this question lay in the percentage of disagreement. Going through the four grade levels, the percentage of disagreement rose from 18.1, to 21.1, to 28.9 to 36.0 percent.  A similar trend was evident regarding random testing.  The percentage of disagreement rose from 19.8 percent, to 23.5, to 31.3 to 35.7 percent respectively. For the third question, relating to mandatory testing of all students, the level of disagreement rose from 26.1 percent, to 31.0 percent, to 39.9 and 49.7 percent respectively.  For each of the second and third questions, the level of neutrality and agreement with the question also shifted in a similar pattern reflecting the growing level of disagreement.  In the fourth question, the trend continued. Ninth graders disagreed 27.9 percent of the time, 10th graders 29.6 percent, to 42.0 percent of 11th graders, and 49.3 percent of 12th graders. Evidently, as students grew older and more experienced, their opinions towards testing became more defined.  The researcher could hypothesize that the potential could exist that older athletes might have more to hide than younger ones, but there is an equal possibility that attitudes could be linked towards higher levels of education regarding personal rights and individual liberties which might be violated by testing. 


Question 6 asked if the respondents believed that illegal drugs helped athletic performance.  There was a clear trend which suggested that as athletes grew older and more experienced, their faith in the effectiveness of illegal drugs grew. The researcher notes that this does not necessarily suggest that as students grew older they had necessarily tried drugs, but that as they grew more experienced, they may have had more opportunities to hear stories or be educated about various forms of illegal drugs.  In this study, 49.8 percent of 9th graders did not believe that drugs helped.  This level of disagreement decreased through the grades, to 39.0 percent, 37.8 percent and 26.6 of seniors.  Comparatively, the level of agreement grew from 25.8 percent of 9th graders, to 41.5 percent, 43.7 percent, and 50 percent of seniors.


Question 11, regarding the cost of the testing, reveals that 9th and 10th graders have nearly identical ideals, with approximately 36 percent of both groups agreeing the testing is worth the cost, 37 percent neutral, and 26 percent disagreeing.  It is conceivable that due to their relative youth, they are unclear about the high costs of testing, especially as compared to other budgetary issues affecting education, and more importantly, scholastic sports.  There is a distinct shift in the attitudes of the upperclassmen, which averaged 39.0 percent disagreement, and a nearly equal level in neutrality and agreement, at almost 31 percent.  This could be a result of greater understanding of budgetary issues, or it could be an opinion reflecting other issues.


For Questions 16, 17 and 19, it is clear that as athletes grew older, and particularly more socialized in the athletic scene, the chance of them knowing someone personally, in their school, or the possibility of competing against a potential user also increased.  For 16 and 17, the average range of stating that they knew a user grew from 11.0 of freshmen, to 26.4 percent of sophomores, 27.4 percent of juniors, to an acknowledged 40.8 percent of seniors.  Question 19 produced ranges of 16.3 percent of freshman suspecting that they had competed against performance-enhancing drug users, to 20.3 percent of sophomores, 23.8 of juniors, and 30.1 percent of seniors.  This is logical, as with the more experience an athlete has, the greater chance that they may experience an opportunity to compete against someone who may be chemically-enhanced, just as their level of education may lead them to potentially understand and recognize some of the symptoms of behaviors of someone who uses drugs.


Question 20 demonstrated a shift in formation of distinct opinions.  The level of disagreement over the question of testing being an invasion of one’s privacy remained fairly even.  All four classes were close to an average of 45.0 percent disagreement. 9th graders were 43.4 neutral, and only 11.3 percent agreed that it was an invasion of privacy.  For the other three classes, approximately a third of them remained neutral, while an average of 22.0 agreed with the question.


Question 21 demonstrated a trend which showed that as one got older, they agreed more that testing was indeed a deterrent.  Of the 9th graders, 38.5 percent agreed that testing served as a deterrent, and this grew consistently to 53.0 percent of seniors agreeing.  Those who disagreed ranged from 16.9 percent to 21.3 percent, while the levels of neutrality shift from an average of 42 percent for underclassmen, and shrinking to 31 percent average for upperclassmen. 


Question 23 demonstrated a pattern that as students got older, they were more reluctant to support testing for all substances, including recreational drugs as well as performance enhancing drugs. Of the 9th graders, 51.4 percent agreed with this idea, followed by a strong 54.7 percent of 10th graders.  This percentage shrank to 39.9 percent of 11th graders, and 41.1 percent of juniors. The level of disagreement mirrored the agreement, where it shifted from 11.8 percent of 9th graders, to 19.7 percent of 10th graders, 30.1 percent of 11th graders, and 33.8 percent of 12th graders.  It is conceivable that this could be a result of a higher use of recreational drugs, especially alcohol, by upperclassmen, than for younger students, or it could also potentially represent a higher respect for ethical standards by younger athletes, who are potentially less exposed to chemical methods of cheating.

In analyzing Questions 25 and 27, concerning potential removal for a season or a permanent ban for those caught using drugs, the reactions between classes displayed even less of a distinct trend.  It was clear that all four classes were strongly in favor of removing athletes for a season as punishment, with a range of 58.6 (juniors) percent agreement to 74.6 (seniors) percent.  Disagreement over the question ranged from 10.7 percent (seniors) to 15.4 (juniors).  The levels of uncertainty (neutrality) ranged from 14.8 (seniors) to 20.3 (freshmen), 23.6 (sophomores) and to 25.5 (juniors).  Question 27, which proposed a permanent ban from high school sports also brought about a varying distribution.  Ninth graders were the closest to being evenly split in their decisions, with a split of 35.3 percent disagreeing, 35.7 neutral, and 28.9 agreeing.  Seniors disagreed 39.5 percent, with 27.5 neutral and 33 percent agreeing.  Forty-nine percent of sophomores disagreed, with 26.4 neutral and 23.6 in agreement, and juniors disagreed 50.6 percent of the time, with 28 percent neutral and only 20.9 percent in agreement.  While there are similar trends in the levels of agreement vs. disagreements, there are no clear patterns in these questions to suggest why certain classes feel differently than others on each of these two questions.


Question 28, questioning the risk level of drug testing, due to the potential chance of a false-positive result also showed a statistical significance between grade levels.  The most telling feature, when analyzing the results,  was the high level of  neutral responses. 55.7 percent of 9th graders were neutral, followed by 46.8 percent of 10th graders, 50.2 percent of 11th graders, and 49.1 percent of 12th graders.  With an average of half of each class displaying a sense of uncertainty, there is only a slight leaning of disagreement than agreement for those who did not answer neutrally.  26.0 percent of freshmen disagreed with the statement, compared to 34.6 percent of sophomores, 26.8 percent of juniors and 27.0 percent seniors.  Upon examining the data, there does not appear to be a strong trend which makes this statistically significant, although the Chi-Square analysis does so indicate.  In essence, the data does demonstrate a strong sense of uncertainty amongst all classes.


The final question which demonstrated a statistical difference between grade levels was survey Question 30.  The key statistic in analyzing the question over the need for Fairfax County Public Schools to implement a drug testing was in the level of neutrality.  As students grew older, the study showed that they clarified their opinions. 52.7 of freshmen were neutral, compared to 47.1 percent of sophomores, 41.8 percent of juniors, and 44.3 percent of seniors.  This was combined with a level of agreement which increased from 32.0 of 9th graders, to 34.3 of 10th graders, but lowered to only 28.0 percent of 11th graders and 31.8 percent of 12th graders.  



Research Question Thirteen:


Do those athletes who participate in more than one sport in the school year have different attitudes than those athletes who only compete during one season?  In Chapter IV, the researcher established that following a Chi-Square analysis, only 5 of the 30 survey questions showed any statistical significance, thus suggesting that the number of seasons probably did not play a major role in determining the attitudes of student athletes.

The researcher notes that the study, however, included a population in which only 15.8 percent consisted of athletes who only participated in one season, in the fall.  For comparison purposes, the research sought to determine if there was any statistical significance in breaking down the sampling further.


Table 5.3 shows the frequency and percentage of athletes who participate one season vs. multiple seasons, but it also divides the multiple seasons into the following categories: athletes who participate in the fall and winter seasons, in the fall and spring seasons, and in all three seasons.  An overwhelming majority of the student athletes participate in more than one season (84.2 percent). Interestingly, while 15.8 percent only participate in the fall, more than half of the population (54.4 percent) compete in all three seasons.  10.8 percent compete just in the fall and winter, and 19.0 percent participate in the just the fall and spring seasons. 
Table 5.3
Frequency and Percentage of Athletes who Participate in Just the Fall Season, in Fall and Winter Seasons, in Fall and Spring Seasons, and in All-Three Seasons during the school year.






Frequency


Percent

Just Fall Season


    152



  15.8

Fall and Winter Seasons

    104



  10.8

Fall and Spring Seasons

    183



  19.0

All Three Seasons


    523



  54.4

Total




    962



100.0

A Chi-Square analysis still demonstrated that there was no significant relationship between the number of seasons and the attitudes of the athlete.  Only twelve of the thirty survey questions showed any statistical comparison (See Appendix Q). Table 5.4 lists the Chi-square value, the degrees of freedom, and the level of probability for each survey question.  All five questions which showed a probability in the original analysis (See Appendix O) showed a probability of statistical significance in the further analysis:  Questions 5, 6, 16, 19 and 27. The further analysis showed a higher level of statistical probability of a correlation, but still did not meet the researcher’s level of statistical correlation to suggest that this is a probable factor in the attitudes of student athletes.
Table 5.4
Chi-Square Value, Degrees of Freedom, and Level of Probability for Participation in the Fall Season, vs. Fall & Winter, Fall & Spring, or All Three Seasons
	Q#
	Chi-Square
	df 
	p 
	

	1
	12.230
	15
	.662
	

	2
	14.582
	12
	.265
	

	3
	14.612
	15
	.480
	

	4
	10.684
	15
	.775
	

	5
	32.327
	12
	      .001***
	

	6
	27.345
	15
	  .026*
	

	7
	9.796
	12
	.634
	

	8
	8.963
	15
	.879
	

	9
	7.767
	12
	.803
	

	10
	24.539
	15
	  .014*
	

	11
	25.772
	15
	  .040*
	

	12
	9.422
	15
	.859
	

	13
	19.106
	15
	.209
	

	14
	18.885
	12
	.091
	

	15
	13.903
	18
	.735
	

	16
	33.764
	12
	      .001***
	

	17
	25.047
	12
	  .015*
	

	18
	12.858
	12
	.379
	

	19
	21.696
	12
	  .041*
	

	20
	25.237
	12
	  .014*
	

	21
	19.570
	15
	.189
	

	22
	28.544
	12
	  .012*
	

	23
	23.569
	12
	.073
	

	24
	19.181
	12
	.084
	

	25
	46.110
	15
	      .000***
	

	26
	27.734
	12
	    .006**
	

	27
	35.668
	15
	    .002**
	

	28
	13.527
	15
	.562
	

	29
	14.570
	12
	.266
	

	30
	17.090
	12
	.146
	


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001

Question 5 demonstrated that single season athletes were primarily in favor of committing to a voluntary drug testing program, with 56.7 percent in favor, and 32.7 percent neutral, and only 10.6 percent disagreeing.  Multiple season athletes shared a similar pattern, with 60.4 percent in agreement, but fewer were neutral (23.2) and more athletes were against it (16.4 percent).  It should be noted that there was a difference between the three groups of multiple season athletes.  Of the three-season athletes, 63.6 percent agreed, compared to 60.8 of fall-winter athletes, and 53.3 percent of fall-spring athletes.  Only 13.5 percent of three-season athletes disagreed, compared to 18.6 percent of fall-winter athletes and 23.0 percent of fall-spring athletes.


Of the single season athletes, 44.4 percent disagreed with Question 6’s suggestion that illegal supplements can help one’s athletic performance, compared with 32.5 percent who agreed, and 23.2 percent who remained neutral.  For multiple season athletes, 37.2 percent disagreed, 20.7 percent were neutral, and 41.9 percent were in agreement. Breaking this down further, three-season athletes disagreed 36.0 percent of the time, remained neutral 19.7 percent, and agreed on 44.1 percent of responses.  Fall-winter athletes gave responses of 44.6 percent disagreeing, 15.8 neutral, and 39.6 percent agreeing, while fall-spring athletes answered 36.5 percent in disagreement, 26.5 neutral, and 37.0 percent in agreement.

Another question which both analyses found statistical significance in was Question 19.  Of  the single season athletes, 59.8 percent did not believe that they had competed against someone who had benefited from the use of illegal supplements, while 20.4 percent remained neutral, and 19.8 percent agreed with the statement.  Multiple season athletes gave a combined response of 48.4 percent disagreement, 28.5 percent neutral, and 23.1 percent in agreement.  This was broken down to 49.5 percent disagreement, 28.5 percent neutral, and 22.0 percent agreement for three season athletes, 54.4 percent disagreement, 24.8 percent neutral and 20.8 percent agreement for fall-winter athletes and 41.7 disagreement, 30.8 neutral and 17.4 percent agreement for fall-spring athletes.

The final question which showed statistical significance in was Question 27, which suggested that any player who tested positive for performance enhancing drugs should be banned from all future high school sport participation. 36.9 percent of fall-only athletes disagreed, with 41.4 percent neutral, and 21.7 percent in agreement. Multiple season athletes tended to be a bit more decisive, with lower rates of neutrality, and higher rates of disagreement.  Disagreement for the other groups included 57.4 percent of fall-winter athletes, 48.9 percent of fall-spring athletes, and 42.4 percent of three-season participants.   Their respective rates of neutrality were 26. percent, 28.0 percent, and 26.5 percent, while their rates of agreement were 15.9 percent, 22.5 percent and 27.5 percent.

The researcher notes that while no real patterns could be established to demonstrate a significant correlation between attitudes and the number of seasons participated in, the researcher also emphasizes the disparity between the sizes of the groups.  An interesting possibility for future study could be made to use similar levels of each group, and also to possibly have a great level of equality between the different types of sports.  It is the contention that between the number of individual sports, along with the number of seasons played, in this survey (i.e.: the high number of cross-country, indoor and outdoor track athletes), there may not be a vast enough survey to accurately depict the relationship, if one exists between these variables.

Discussion


As a result of this study corresponded with the level of attention presented in the media regarding performance-enhancing drugs in sport.  While it may be a very negative issue, it is very much a part of the athletic culture today, and its emphasis is clearly having an effect on youth athletes at the high school level. Athletes clearly have attitudes and have thought about a number of different issues, including those testing in the survey instrument.


While there is evidence that attention has been given to attempt to inform, if not educate, athletes on drug use and the ethical and practical issues that accompany them, it is also evident through the high level of neutrality on a number of issues, that a greater and continued effort must be made to help in clarifying some of these positions.  It is a fair point to make that a large majority of athletes seem to have had the ethical and moral aspects of drug use engrained in them, and that they would agree that it is bad.  It is clear that many of them would support a form of drug testing, although there is still a significant portion who might have problems if testing were mandatory vs. random, or if it included all students or just athletes.  It is clear that athletes believe that most rewards, whether it is winning, getting a scholarship or getting a pro contract do not justify using drugs. 

What this type of study does not show is why student athletes believe as they do, or where their attitudes come from.  Are they generated at home from their parents, from the school system, from their coaches, from their peers, or perhaps from the media?  Is the school system doing enough to combat drug use and promote clean, healthy and ethical sporting practices?  When balanced with a budget as a whole, should the school system implement drug testing?  The question of punishment was not adequately answered, although the student primarily believed that a harsh punishment was warranted?  Who should make such decisions, how harsh should they be, and should a school system make them more punitive or more rehabilitative in nature?  These are all questions for future study.  The researcher feels strongly that given the limited student athlete population, some positive data was obtained, and hopes that it may influence further research, and potential guide future decisions made in this area by the school system.

Recommendations


The following recommendations were made.

1. There should be a focus of future research to determine what possible sources help to formulate the attitudes of the student athletes, and to determine what the school system can do to enhance or reinforce such methods.

2. Another area of investigation could be made into the potential attitudes which might entice student athletes to use performance-enhancing drugs, and compare them with reasons why they might not use them.

3. An additional issue to research is to determine what forms of drug testing would be most effective as a deterrent, would be most practical to implement, and would be most cost-effective for a school system.

4. A study could be made regarding the differences in specific sports, and how they specifically compare in terms of attitudes.  This could potentially be done to see changes in attitudes as they progress from one level to more elite levels (i.e.: high school, collegiate, elite).

5. For comparison purposes, a study could be done of the parents and coaches themselves, and how they reflect the ideas of their own children or student athletes.

6. Comparative studies could be made for athletes based upon their length of experience, and/or how elite their level of competition reaches.

7. A comparative study might be made on attitudes between athletes and non-athletes, especially as it pertains to questions of legal and ethical matters, such as right to privacy, scope of testing, and potential punishments for violators.

8. A study may be made on the influence of the media as it pertains to the attitudes of student-athletes.

9. A comparative study could be made on students in other counties, or settings (urban vs. rural), or perhaps during other seasons, to note differences.

10. An attitudinal study might also be made of teachers, coaches, administrators and school board members to determine where drug testing, or drug-related problems rate in comparison to other issues relating to education and/or scholastic sports today.

11. The survey options could be modified in the future to a six-point Likert scale with:  Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Slightly Disagree, Slightly Agree, Agree, or Strongly Agree.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

World Anti-Doping Agency 

2007 PROHIBITED LIST- WORLD ANTI-DOPING CODE

(Valid 1 January 2007)

“The use of any drug should be limited to medically justified indications”

SUBSTANCES AND METHODS PROHIBITED AT ALL TIMES

(IN-AND OUT-OF-COMPETITION

PROHIBITED SUBSTANCES

S1. ANABOLIC AGENTS

Anabolic agents are prohibited.

1. Anabolic Androgenic Steroids (AAS)

a.  Exogenous AAS, including:

i. Androstendiol; androstendione; bolandiol; bolasterone; boldenone; boldione; calusterone; clostebol; danazol; dehhydrocholormethyl-testosterone; desoxymethyltestosterone; drostanolone; ethylestrenol; flusxymesterone; formebolone; furzazbol; gestrinone; hydroxytestosterone; mestanolone; mesterolone; metenolone; methandienone; methandriol; methasterone; methyldiendolone; methyl-1-testosterone; methylcortestosterone; methyltrienolone; methyltestosterone; mibolerone; nandrolone; 19-norandrostenedione; norboletone; norclostebol; norethandrolone; oxabolone; oxandrolone; oxymesterone; oxymetholone; prostanozol; quinbolone; stanozolol; stenbolone; 1-testosterone; tetrahydrogestrinone; trenbolone and other substances with a similar chemical structure or similar biological effects.

b. Endogenous AAS:

i. Androstenediol; androstenedione; dihydrotestosterone; prasterone; testosterone and the following metboletes and isomers:

5a-androstane-3a, 17a-diol; 5a-androstane-3a, 17B-diol; 5a-androstane-3B, 17-B-diol; androst-4-ene-3a, 17a-diol; androst-4-ene-3a, 17B-diol; androst-5-ene-3B, 17a-diol; 4-androstenediol; ; 5-androstenedione; epi-dihydrotestosterone; 3a-hydroxy-5a-androstan-17-one; 3B-hydroxy-5a-androstan-17-one; 19-norandrosterone; 19-noretiocholanolone.

Where an anabolic androgenic steroid is capable of being produced endogenously,  a Sample will be deemed to contain such Prohibited Substance where the concentration of such Prohibited Substance or its metabolites or markers and/or any other relevant ratio(s) in the Athlete’s Sample so deviates from the range of values normally found in humans that it is unlikely to be consistent with normal endogenous production.  A Sample shall not be deemed to contain a Prohibited Substance in any such case where an Athlete proves that the concentration of the Prohibited Substance or its metabolites or markers and/or the relevant ratio(s) in the Athlete’s Sample is attributable to a physiological or pathological condition.

In all cases, and at any concentration, the Athlete’s sample will be deemed to contain a Prohibited Substance and the laboratory will report an Adverse Analytical Finding if, based on any reliable analytical method (e.g. IRMS), the laboratory can show that the Prohibited Substance is of exogenous origin.  In such case, no further investigation is necessary.

If a value in the range of levels normally found in humans is reported and the reliable analytical method (e.g. IRMS) has not determined the exogenous origin of the substance, but if there are indications, such as a comparison to endogenous reference steroid profiles, of a possible Use of a Prohibited Substance, further investigation shall be conducted by the relevant Anti-Doping Organization by reviewing the results of any previous test(s) or by conducting subsequent test(s), in order to determine whether the result is due to a physiological or pathological condition, or has occurred as a consequence of the exogenous origin of a Prohibited Substance.

When a laboratory has reported a T/E ration greater than four (4) to one (1) and any reliable analytical method (e.g. IRMS) applied has not determined the exogenous origin of the substance, further investigation may be conducted by a review of previous tests or by conducting subsequent test(s), in order to determine whether the result is due to a physiological or pathological condition, or has occurred as a consequence of the exogenous origin of a Prohibited Substance.  If a laboratory reports, using an additional reliable analytical method  (e.g. IRMS), that the Prohibited Substance is of exogenous origin, no further investigation is necessary and the Sample will be deemed to contain such Prohibited Substance. When an additional reliable analytical method (e.g. IRMS) has not been applied and a minimum of three previous test results are not available, a longitudinal profile of the Athlete shall be established by performing a minimum of three no advance notice tests in a period of three months by the relevant Anti-Doping Organization.  If the longitudinal profile of the Athlete established by the subsequent tests is not physiologically normal, the results shall be reported as an Adverse Analytical Finding.

In extremely rare individual cases, boldenone of endogenous origin can be consistently found at very low nanograms per milliliter (ng/mL) levels in urine.  When such a very low concentration of boldenone is reported by a laboratory and the application of any reliable analytical method (e.g. IRMS) has not determined the exogenous origin of the substance, further investigation may be conducted by subsequent tests.  When an additional reliable analytical method (e.g. IRMS) has not been applied, a longitudinal profile of the athlete shall be established by performing a minimum of three no advance notice tests in a period of three months by the relevant Anti-Doping Organization.  If the longitudinal profile of the Athlete established by the subsequent tests is not physiologically normal, the results shall be reported as an Adverse Analytical Finding.

For 19-norandrosterone, an Adverse Analytical Finding reported by a laboratory is considered to be scientific and valid proof of exogenous origin of the Prohibited Substance.  In such case, no further investigation is necessary.

Should an Athlete fail to cooperate in the investigations, the Athlete’s Sample shall be deemed to contain a Prohibited Substance.

2. Other Anabolic Agents, including by not limited to:

Clenbuterol, tibolone, zeranol, zilpaterol.

For purposes of this section:

  * “exogenous” refers to a substance which is not ordinarily capable of being produced by the body naturally.

** “endogenous” refers to a substance which is capable of being produced by the body naturally. 

S2. HORMONES AND RELATED SUBSTANCES

The following substances, including other substances with a similar chemical structure or similar biological effect(s), and their releasing factors, are prohibited:

1. Erythropoietin (EPO);

2. Growth Hormone (hGH), Insulin-like Growth Factors (e.g. IGF-1), Mechano Growth Factors (MGFs); 

3. Gonadotrophins (LH, hCG), prohibited in males only;

4. Insulin; 

5. Corticotrophins.

Unless the Athlete can demonstrate that the concentration was due to a physiological or pathological condition, a Sample will be deemed to contain a Prohibited Substance (as listed above) where the concentration of the Prohibited Substance or its metabolites and/or relevant ratios or markers in the Athlete’s Sample so exceeds the range of values normally found in humans that it is unlikely to be consistent with normal endogenous production.

If a laboratory reports, using a reliable analytical method, that the Prohibited Substance is of exogenous origin, the Sample will be deemed to contain a Prohibited Substance and shall be reported as an Adverse Analytical Finding.

The presence of other substances with a similar chemical structure or similar biological effect(s), diagnostic marker(s) or releasing factors of a hormone listed above or of any other finding which indicate(s) that the substance detected is of exogenous origin, will be deemed to reflect the use of a Prohibited Substance and shall be reported as an a Adverse Analytical Finding.

S3. BETA-2 AGONISTS

All beta-s agonists including their D- and L-isomers are prohibited.

As an exception, formoterol, salbutamol, slmeterol and terbutaline when administered by inhalation, require an abbreviated Therapeutic Use Exemption.

Despite the granting of any form of Therapeutic Use Exemption, a concentration of salbutabol (free plus glucuronide) greater than 1000 ng/mL will be considered an Adverse Analytical Finding unless the Athlete proves that the abnormal result was the consequence of the therapeutic use of inhaled salbutamol.

S4.  AGENTS WITH ANTI-ESTROGENIC ACTIVITY

The following classes of anti-estrogenic substances are prohibited:

1. Aromatase inhibitors including, but not limited to, anastrozole, letrozole, aminoglutethimide, exemestane, formestane, testolactone.

2. Selective Estrogen Receptor Modulators (SERMs) including, but not limited to,  raloxifene, tamoxifen, toremifene.

3. Other anti-estrogenic substances including, but not limited to, clomiphene, cuclofenil, fulvestrant.

S5. DIRUETICS AND OTHER MASKING AGENTS

Masking agents are prohibited. They include:

Diuretics*, epistestosterone, probenecid, alpha-reductase inhibitors (e.g. finasteride, dutasteride), plasma expanders (e.g. albumin, dextran, hydroxyethyl starch) and other substances with similar biological effect(s).

Diuretics include:

Acetazolamide, amiloride, bumetanide, canrenone, chlorthalidone, etacrynic acid, furosemide, indapamide, metolazone, spironolactone, thiazides (e.g.bendroflumethiazide, chlorothiazide, hydrochlorothiazide), triamterene, and other substances with a similar chemical structure or similar biological effect(s) (except for drosperinone, which is not prohibited).

* A Therapeutic Use Exemption is not valid if an Athlete’s urine contains a diuretic in association with threshold or sub-threshold levels of a Prohibited Substance(s).

PROHIBITED METHODS

M1. ENHANCEMENT OF OXYGEN TRANSFER

The following are prohibited:

1. Blood doping, including the use of autologous, homologous or heterologous blood or red blood cell products of any origin.

2. Artificially enhancing the uptake, transport or delivery of oxygen, including but not limited to perfluorochemicals, efaproxiral (RSR13) and modified haemoglobin products (e.g. haemoglobin-based blood substitutes, microencapsulated haemoglobin products).

M2.  CHEMICAL AND PHYSICAL MANIPULATION

1. Tampering, or attempting to tamper, in order to alter t he integrity and validity of Samples collected during Doping Controls is prohibited.  These include but are not limited to catheterization, urine substitution and/or alteration.

2. Intravenous infusions are prohibited, except as a legitimate medical treatment.

M3. GENE DOPING

The non-therapeutic use of cells, genes, genetic elements, or of the modulation of gene expression, having the capacity to enhance athletic performance, is prohibited.

SUBSTANCES AND METHHODS 

PROHIBITED IN-COMPETITION

In addition to the categories S1 to S5 and M1 to M3 defined above, the following categories are prohibited in competition:

PROHIBITED SUBSTANCES

S6.  STIMULANTS

All stimulants (including both their (D- & L0) optical isomers where relevant) are prohibited, except imidazole derivatives for topical use and those stimulants included in the 2007 Monitoring Program *.

Stimulants include:

Adrafinil, adrenaline **, amfepramone, amipenazole, amphetamine, amphetaminil, benzphetamine, benaylpiperazine, bromantan, cathine***, clobenzorex, cocaine, cropropamide, crotetamide, cyclazodone, dimethylamphetamine, ephedrine****, etamivan, etilamphetamine, etilefrine, famprofazone, fenbutrazate, fencamfamin, fencamine, fenetylline, fenfluramine, fenproporex, furfenore, heptaminol, isometheptetene, levmethamfetamine, meclofenoxate, mefenorex, mephentermine, mesocarb, methamphetamine (D-), methylenedioxyamphetamine, methylephedrine****, methylphenidate, modafinil, nikethamide, norfenefrine, norfenfluamine, octopamine, ortetamine, oxilofrine, parahydroxyamphetamine, pemoline, pentetrazol, phendimetrazine, phenmetrazine, phenpromethamine, phentermine, 4-phenylpiracetam (carphedon) prolintane, propylhexedine, selegiline, sibutramine, strychnine, tuaminoheptane and other substances with a similar chemical structure or similar biological effect(s).

* The following substances included in the 2007 Monitoring Program (bupropion, caffeine, phenylephrine, phenylpropranolamine, pipradol, pseudoephedrine, synephrine) are not considered as Prohibited Substances.

** Adrenaline associated with local anesthetic agents or by local administration (e.g. nasal, opthalomologic) is not prohibited.

*** Cathin is prohibited when its concentration in urine is greater than 5 micrograms per milliliter.

**** Each of Ephedrine and methylephedrine is prohibited when its concentration in urine is greater than 10 micrograms per milliliter.

A stimulant not expressly mentioned as an example under this section should be considered as a Specified Substance only if the Athlete can establish that the substance is particularly susceptible to unintentional anti-doping rule violations because of its general availability in medicinal products or is less likely to be successful abused as a doping agent.

S7. NARCOTICS

The following narcotics are prohibited:

Buprenorphine, dextromoramide, diamorphine (heroin), fentanyl and its derivatives, hydromorphone, methadone, morphine, oxydodone, oxymorphone, pentazocine, pethidine.

S8. CANNABINOIDS

Cannabinoids (e.g. hashish, marijuana) are prohibited.

All glucocorticosteriods are prohibited when administered orally, rectally, intravenously or intramuscularly.  Their use requires a Therapeutic Use Exemption approval.

Other routes of administration (intraarticular/perarticular/ peritendinous/epidural/ intradermal injections and inhalation) require an Abbreviated Therapeutic Use Exemption except as noted below.

Topical preparations when used for dermatological (including iontophoresis/ phonophoresis), auricular, nasal, ophthalmic, buccal, gingival, and perianal disorders are not prohibited and do not require any form of Therapeutic Use Exemption.

SUBSTANCES PROHIBITED IN PARTICULAR SPORTS

P1.  ALCOHOL

Alcohol (ethanol) is prohibited in-competition only, in the following sports.  Detection will be conducted by analysis of breath and/or blood.  The doping violation threshold (haematological values) for each Federation is reported in paranthesis.

· Aeronautic (FAI)
       (0.20 g/L)


· Archery (FITA, IPC    (0.10 g/L)

· Automobile (FIA)
       (0.10 g/L)          

· Boules (CMSB,           (0.10 g/L)

 IPC bowls)





· Karate (WKF) 

 (0.10 g/L)

· Modern Pentathlon(UIPM) (0.10g/L)

      for disciplines involving shooting

· Motorcycling (FIM)
(0.10 g/L)

· Powerboating (UIM)
(0.30 g/L)

P2. BETA-BLOCKERS

Unless otherwise specified, beta-blockers are prohibited in-competition only, in the following sports.

· Aeronautic (FAI)



· Archery (FITA, IPC (also prohibited out of competition)     

· Automobile (FIA)

· Billiards (WCBS)

· Bobsleigh (FIBT)

 

· Boules (CMSB, IPC bowls)

· Bridge (FMB)


· Curling (WCF)                                               

· Gymnastics (FIG)

· Motorcycling (FIM)

· Modern Pentathlon (UIPM) for disciplines involving shooting

· Nine-pin bowling (FIQ)

· Sailing (ISAF) for match race helms only

· Shooting (ISSF, IPC) (also prohibited out-of-competition)

· Skiing/Snowboarding (FIS) in ski jumping, freestyle aerials/halfpipe and snowboard halfpipe/big air

·  Wrestling

Beta-blockers include, but are not limited to, the following:

Acebutolol, alpreholol, betaxolol, bisoprolol, bunolol, carteolol, carvediolo, celiprolol, esmolol, labetalol, levobunolol, metipranolol, metoprolol, nadolol, oxprenolol, pindolol, propranolol, sotalol, timolol.

SPECIFIED SUBSTANCES*

“Specified Substances”* are listed below:

· All inhaled Beta-2 Agonists, except salbutamol (free plus glucuronide) greater than1000 ng/mL and clenbuterol;

· Probenecid;

· Cathine, cropropamide, crotetamide, ephedrine, etamivan, famprofazone, heptaminol, isometheptene, levmethamfetamine, meclofenoxate, p-methylamphetamine, methylephedrine, nikethamide, norfenefrine, octopamine, ortetamine, oxilofrine, penpromethamine, propylhexedrine, selegiline, sibutramine, tuaminojeptane, and any other stimulant not expressly listed under section S6 for which the  Athlete establishes that it fulfils the conditions described in section S6; 

· Cannabinoids;

· All Glucocoricosteroids;

· Alcohol;

· All Beta Blockers

* “The Prohibited List may identify specified substances which are particularly susceptible to unintentional anti-doping rule violations because of their general availability in medicinal products or which are less likely to be successfully abused as doping agents.” A doping violation involving such substance may result in a reduced sanction provided that the “…Athlete can establish that the Use of such a specified substance was not intended to enhance sport performance…”
APPENDIX B

Survey Questionnaire

Instructions:

There are no correct or incorrect answers, and please feel secure that all responses will remain completely confidential.  Please indicate your opinion about each of the following statements by placing an (X) in the appropriate column.  Please respond honestly to each question, and place only one (X) in the answers spaces for each question.

PART I: 

Demographic Data

1. Grade Level this school year:  ______ 9th ______ 10th ______ 11th ______ 12th
2.   Gender:  ______ Male
______ Female

3. What is your current sport (dependent upon season in which survey is conducted):

(Fall) _____Cross Country, _____Football, ______Field Hockey,  ______Volleyball, _____Golf
      4. What other school sports will you play/have you played in the current school year? 
          (You may place an (X) in one per season). 
             (Fall) _____Cross Country, _____Football, ______Field Hockey,  ______Volleyball, _____Golf
             (Winter) _____ Track, _____Basketball, ______Wrestling,  ______Swimming, ______Gymnastics

(Spring) _____ Track, _____Soccer, _____Lacrosse, _____Tennis,  _____Baseball, _____Softball

_______ I don’t participate in any sport in other season than the current one.

PART II:

For each of the following statements, please give your opinion by circling a response, based upon the following scale:

1- Strongly Disagree     2- Disagree     3- Neutral
    4- Agree
5- Strongly Agree

1. I am in favor of mandatory drug testing for all high   school athletes. ………………………………………
   
1          2          3          4          5      

2. I am in favor of random drug testing for all high school athletes……………………………………...
1          2          3          4          5
3. I am in favor of mandatory drug testing for  all high school students, including athletes……………...……
1          2          3          4          5
4. I am in favor of random drug testing for all  

       high school students, including athletes……………..
1          2          3          4          5
5. I would voluntarily submit to drug testing as  

              a means to deter cheating in sports…………………...
1          2          3          4          5
6. Illegal supplements can help your 
       performance in sports………………………………
1          2          3          4          5
7. Performance-enhancing drugs are an  

       acceptable part of sport………………………………

1          2          3          4          5
8.    I believe that professional athletes are role models. ..  
1          2          3          4          5
9. I believe that because some professional athletes have 
       been caught or accused of using drugs, most of them   

       use drugs……………………………………………...
1          2          3          4          5
10. I believe that if professional athletes use drugs, then 
      it is acceptable for high school athletes to do the same.
1          2          3          4          5
11. Drug testing of high school athletes is worth the  

       financial costs………………………………………
1          2          3          4          5
12. Winning a game/race/match justifies the taking of 
       performance-enhancing drugs………………………..
1          2          3          4          5
13. Getting a partial college scholarship justifies the 
       taking of performance-enhancing drugs……………
1          2          3          4          5
14. Getting a full college scholarship justifies the 
       taking of performance-enhancing drugs……………...
1          2          3          4          5
15. Getting drafted or offered a professional contract 
       justifies the taking of performance- enhancing drugs. 
1          2          3          4          5
1- Strongly Disagree     2- Disagree     3- Neutral
    4- Agree
5- Strongly Agree

16. I know at least one person who uses performance-
NO               

        YES

       enhancing drugs………………………………………
1          
                                   5
17. I know of at least one person in my school who uses 
NO                                             YES

       performance-enhancing drugs………………………..
1                                              5
18. I know at least one person on my team who uses 
NO                                             YES

       performance-enhancing drugs……………………….
1                                              5
19. I believe that I have competed against someone who 
        has enhanced their performance with the use of 

       illegal drugs………………………………………….
1          2          3          4          5
20. I believe drug testing to be an invasion of my 

       privacy………………………………………………
1          2          3          4          5






21. I believe drug testing to be a deterrent against drug 

       use………………………………………………….
1          2          3          4          5
22. I believe that high school athletes should be tested for 
       only performance-enhancing drugs (such as anabolic 
       steroids)………………………………………………
1          2          3          4          5
23. I believe that high school athletes should be tested for 
       all drugs (performance-enhancing drugs, recreational 
       drugs such as alcohol or marijuana, as well as harder 
       drugs such as cocaine or heroin)……………………..
1          2          3          4          5
24. I believe that any athlete caught using performance   

       enhancing drugs should be suspended for part of the  

       season, similar to the county policy for alcohol or 
       other substance use…………………………………..
1          2          3          4          5
25. I believe that any athlete caught using performance-
       enhancing drugs should be removed from the team….
1          2          3          4          5
26. I believe that any athlete caught using performance-
       enhancing drugs should be suspended from any sport 


       for one school year…………………………………
1          2          3          4          5
27. I believe that any athlete caught using performance-
       enhancing drugs should be banned from playing high 
       school sports again…………………………………
1          2          3          4          5
28.  Drug testing is too risky, because of the chances of a    

        false-positive result…………………………………..
1          2          3          4          5
29. Scientific drug testing methods are trustworthy……...
1          2          3          4          5
30. Fairfax County Public Schools needs to 
       implement an athletic drug testing program………….
1          2          3          4          5
APPENDIX C

Panel of Experts

Dr. Arnold Bradford: currently works as a Professor of English at the Loudoun Campus of Northern Virginia Community College , where he teaches courses in English composition and literature and the inter- disciplinary humanities. As a Professorial Lecturer at Georgetown University, he also teaches in the Liberal Studies Program, principally core courses that focus on human values. Dr. Bradford has earned his Doctoral degree in English Literature in 1967, from the University of Virginia.  He has also earned a Master of Arts degree in English Literature in 1963 from Cornell University, following his B.A. from Williams College.
Dr. Jay Bass: currently works as the Director of Student Services at Chantilly High School.  He has earned his Doctor of Education degree from Virginia Tech in 1989, with a focus on Educational Administration and a minor in counseling.  He has also earned two Masters of Arts degrees from Virginia Tech, in Curriculum and Instruction, and in Secondary School Counseling.  In his current position, he is responsible for coordinating the school curriculum, course offerings and school master schedule, graduation requirements, business partnerships, state and national assessment programs, intervention team, college and career transitions. Dr. Bass also serves as an adjunct professor for the Graduate School of Counseling at George Mason University.

Jeremy Shughart: currently works at Chantilly High School as the school Assessment Coach/Test Coordinator. Mr. Shughart has earned a BSE in Secondary Education- Social Studies and a B.A. in Political Science from Clarion University, and is scheduled to earn his M.S. in Education- Instructional Technology in May, 2007.  He has worked as a teacher for six years in Fairfax County, Virginia, prior to undertaking his current position in 2005.  His current position entails the coordination of student standardized testing within the school, as well as assessing the data provided to make recommendations to the administration on how to help assist in future instruction.

APPENDIX D

Cover Letter to Principals

Date

Name

Address

Dear Principal ______________:


With the increased visibility of sports in the media, many prominent athletes serve as role models to many of our young scholastic athletes today. There are certainly pros and cons to this, but one of the concerns regards the increase attention that is being paid to the use and abuse of performance-enhancing drugs, many of which are both illegal and dangerous.  Many states, including Virginia have debated over how serious a drug problem we may have in our school systems, and as such, whether we might benefit from implementing a drug testing program for public school athletes.


As a doctoral student in the field of sports management, I am performing research into the attitudes towards drug testing from the perspective of the high school athlete.  Some of the issues I am seeking to analyze includes the need for testing, their opinions regarding privacy and cost of testing, for whom testing should apply and what types of drugs tests should seek to detect, and what penalties might be applied under a drug testing program. Indirectly, I am also attempting to analyze attitudes as to how widespread drug use may be perceived to be, and indeed, if the perceived benefits outweigh the risks of using them.


I am not asking for an endorsement for or against drug testing.  As a researcher, I am asking your support by granting permission to conduct a short survey within your teams this season.  It will remain confidential, and will only be used for academic purposes. Participation within your school will be up to the individual coaches and athletes.


Please let me know if I have your permission no later than July 15, 2006, so that I might have ample time to prepare for the survey at the beginning of the fall season.  I appreciate your participation in this study.  Please feel free to contact me at the below listed email address and/or telephone number should you have any further need for clarification.

Yours in Sport,

Matthew T. Gilchrist

Doctoral Candidate

United States Sports Academy

Daphne, Alabama 36526

MTGilchrst@aol.com
(703) 861-9642 (cell)

(703) 803-2812 (home)

APPENDIX E

Letter to Coaches

Dear Coach/Director of Student Activities:


With the increased visibility of sports in the media, many prominent athletes serve as role models to many of our young scholastic athletes today. There are certainly pros and cons to this, but one of the concerns regards the increase attention that is being paid to the use and abuse of performance-enhancing drugs, many of which are both illegal and dangerous.  Many states, including Virginia have debated over how serious a drug problem we may have in our school systems, and as such, whether we might benefit from implementing a drug testing program for public school athletes.


As a doctoral student in the field of sports management, I am performing research into the attitudes towards drug testing from the perspective of the high school athlete.  Some of the issues I am seeking to analyze includes the need for testing, their opinions regarding privacy and cost of testing, for whom testing should apply and what types of drugs tests should seek to detect, and what penalties might be applied under a drug testing program. Indirectly, I am also attempting to analyze attitudes as to how widespread drug use may be perceived to be, and indeed, if the perceived benefits outweigh the risks of using them. This study has been screened, and given endorsement by the FCPS Department of Accountability, the Assistant Superintendent for the Department of Special Services, Dr. Pat Murphy, and by Paul Jansen, the FCPS Director of Student Activities and Athletics.


I am not asking for an endorsement for or against drug testing.  As a researcher, I am asking your support by granting permission to conduct a short survey within your teams this season.  It will remain confidential, and will only be used for academic purposes. No specific school, team or individual will be mentioned in the final publication, but the greater the sample, the more accurate I hope the findings to reflect upon our county. Participation within your school will be up to the individual coaches and athletes.


Please let me know if I have your permission no later than August 16, 2006, so that I might have ample time to prepare for the survey at the beginning of the fall season.  I appreciate your participation in this study. I will provide you with all materials and instructions, including a letter to parents who may wish to either review the questionnaire or opt their students out of participation. A pilot study performed demonstrated that the entire process, including giving directions and completing the survey took approximately 10-15 minutes on a group of thirty students.  Should you agree to participate in this study, please indicate this via the below-listed email address.  Please indicate your school, sport, level (Varsity, JV &/or Freshman), approximately how many athletes on your team (so I can send ample questionnaires) and  the best way to contact you.  At that time, I will provide all logistics. I do appreciate your interest in helping me with this research project.

Please feel free to contact me at the below listed email address and/or telephone number should you have any further need for clarification.

Yours in Sport,

Matthew T. Gilchrist

Doctoral Candidate, United States Sports Academy

MTGilchrst@aol.com
(703) 861-9642 (cell)
APPENDIX F

Follow-Up Email to Coaches

Dear Coach _______________

A few weeks ago, I sent out a request for assistance with my doctoral study, entitled The Attitudes towards Drug Testing by Northern Virginia High School Athletes.  I realize that this can be a hectic time of year, and perhaps you were too busy to read or respond to my initial email.  I am contacting you now to know if you might be willing to assist me in my research by agreeing to administer a short survey to your team.  It requires approximately 10-15 minutes maximum on one day of practice.  It is completely anonymous, and I would send you all necessary materials.

I am hoping to get as comprehensive a sampling as possible.  If you would be willing to help me out, I would be very appreciative.  As a coach myself, I realize that there are always a ton of things going on, and with this knowledge, I am even more appreciative of your willingness to participate.  If you would be so inclined, please respond to this email at MTGilchrst@aol.com, with your school, sport, and gender/level, and how many surveys I would need to send you. (i.e.: boys and girls JV/Varsity cross country, or Girls Freshman Volleyball),  All materials will be sent via PONY for easy delivery.

Thank you so much for your participation and support in this project.

Matt Gilchrist

Doctoral Candidate

United States Sports Academy

(703) 861-9642

APPENDIX G

Letter to Parents

Dear Parent of Student-Athlete:


With the increased visibility of sports in the media, many prominent athletes serve as role models to many of our young scholastic athletes today. There are certainly pros and cons to this, but one of the concerns regards the increase attention that is being paid to the use and abuse of performance-enhancing drugs, many of which are both illegal and dangerous.  Many states, including Virginia have debated over how serious a drug problem we may have in our school systems, and as such, whether we might benefit from implementing a drug testing program for public school athletes.


As a doctoral student in the field of sports management, I am performing research into the attitudes towards drug testing from the perspective of the high school athlete.  Some of the issues I am seeking to analyze includes the need for testing, their opinions regarding privacy and cost of testing, for whom testing should apply and what types of drugs tests should seek to detect, and what penalties might be applied under a drug testing program. Indirectly, I am also attempting to analyze attitudes as to how widespread drug use may be perceived to be, and indeed, if the perceived benefits outweigh the risks of using them. This study has been screened, and given endorsement by the FCPS Department of Accountability, the Assistant Superintendent for the Department of Special Services, Dr. Pat Murphy, and by Paul Jansen, the FCPS Director of Student Activities and Athletics.


I am not asking for an endorsement for or against drug testing.  As a researcher, I am asking your support by granting permission to your student-athlete to participate.  It will remain fully confidential, and will only be used for academic purposes. No specific school, team or individual will be mentioned in the final publication, but the greater the sample, the more accurate I hope the findings to reflect upon our county. Participation within your school will be up to the individual coaches and athletes.


You do have to option to opt your student out of this survey, by indicating as such below.  Should you wish to see a copy of the survey in advance, you may do so either by emailing me at the address listed below, or by contacting your coach, to whom I have sent an electronic copy as well.  Again, I must stress that this will remain completely confidential.  My only request, should you wish to screen the survey in advance, is that it is not shared with any athletes, so as not to affect the potential responses to the survey.

Please feel free to contact me at the below listed email address and/or telephone number should you have any further need for clarification.

Yours in Sport,

Matthew T. Gilchrist

Doctoral Candidate, United States Sports Academy

MTGilchrst@aol.com
(703) 861-9642 (cell)

I DO  / DO NOT (circle one) grant permission to my son/daughter to participate in the research survey, entitled The Attitudes and Perceptions of Drug Testing by Northern Virginia High School Athletes, as referenced above, and administered by my team’s coaching staff.  I understand that all survey results will remain completely confidential, and that no individual athlete, team or school will be mentioned in the final report.

APPENDIX H

SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS
Coaches, please use the following instructions, in order to create uniformity of administration. In the envelope sent, you should have found:

· Parent/Athletes permission letters (white)

· Survey Questionnaires (purple)

· Return Envelope
· 1 Dozen Pencils
As mentioned previously, this survey has taken approximately 15 minutes to complete for a group of 30 students. Thank you again for assisting me in this process.

1).  Ask students to bring a writing implement. I am enclosing a dozen pencils if some athletes do not have something to write with. Distribute questionnaires to all students. Ask them to keep them turned over until the instructions are read.

2).  Say “ This is a survey being used for doctoral research, studying your attitudes, as student-athletes, towards drug testing and related issues.  Please DO NOT put your names on this.  It will remain completely anonymous, and the results will be confidential.  No one will know who answered each questionnaire, and there will be no penalty for any response.  As your coach, I will not see your responses; they will only be read by the researcher.  Please be as open and honest as you can be. If you do not understand a question, you may leave it blank, if you wish.”

“ There are two parts to this survey.  The first page is Part I- it consists solely of demographic information, relating to your gender, grade, current sport, and other sports you participate in.  The second part- pages two and three, consist of thirty statements.  For each of the statements, please give your opinion by circling a response, based upon the following scale:

1- Strongly Disagree     2- Disagree     3- Neutral
    4- Agree
5- Strongly Agree

 Or 1- NO or 5- YES where appropriate.

3).  Say “There is no time limit, so please take your time to read each statement thoroughly.  Upon completion, please bring your completed survey and put it in the folder in the front of the room. When everyone is finished, the last person should seal  the envelope by removing the adhesive tab, sealing the envelope, and initialing across the seal, in order to ensure that the seal is not broken. While the survey is being administered, there should be no discussion between athletes, or any other talking of another kind.” (The coach may wish to assign someone to seal the envelope when completed.)

4).  Coaches- during the survey, you should position yourself either in the back of the room, or in another position whereby you cannot exchange eye contact with any athlete, nor will they feel pressured to respond in a manner which matches your expectations.  You should still maintain a presence in the testing area, to ensure that athletes do not talk amongst themselves until the survey is completed.

5).  Once the survey is administered, please take the sealed envelope and send it back to me, via the FCPS PONY, to:  Chantilly High School, c/o Matt Gilchrist.  You may also wish to send back extra surveys/letters using the original envelope, if this applies.

Once again, I really do appreciate your willingness to help me out with this project.  I do stress that no individual results will be shared, and that all answers will only be compiled into aggregate data.  I will send you a copy of the results upon completion of my study, hopefully in late-2006/early 2007.

Please feel free to contact me with questions or concerns at MTGilchrst@aol.com or (703) 861-9642.
APPENDIX I

Dear Coaches,

Thank you for agreeing to help me with my doctoral research survey.  I really do appreciate it.  As a fellow teacher/coach, I realize how busy times must be right now.  I hope this message finds you and your teams in the midst of a successful season.

I am writing, however, to ask that if you have completed your surveys, that you please send them back to me via the FCPS PONY.  If you still need time to complete them, I understand, and do not wish to hurry you.  With this in mind, I am hoping to wind up my research in the next couple weeks, and if you have finished the survey, and find it sitting on your desk or in your coaching bag, I would appreciate it if you could drop in the mail in the next day or two. I do understand that you all are extremely busy, and adding yet one more thing to your list of things do is significant, and not under-estimated. If there is anything more you require of me, please let me know.

Thank you again for assisting in my doctoral program.  I wish you the best for the remainder of your season.

Matt Gilchrist

(703) 861-9642

APPENDIX J

Breakdown of Fairfax County Public School Sports- Fall, 2006

Distribution of All Fairfax County Public School Sports by Level, Fall, 2006

Fall Sport



Frequency


Percent

Varsity Football


1308



17.8

JV Football



  789



10.7

Freshman Football


1234



16.7

Boys Cross Country


  899



12.2

Girls Cross Country


  649



  8.8

Boys Golf



  286



  3.9

Girls Golf



  104



  1.4

Varsity Field Hockey


  973



  6.4

JV Field Hockey


  931


       
  5.9

Freshman Field Hockey

  154



  2.5

Varsity Volleyball


  308



  4.2

JV Volleyball                            
  308



  4.2

Freshman Volleyball


  305



  4.1

Boys Varsity Volleyball

    83



  1.1

Boys JV                                                  11



  0.2

Total




7372



100.0

Distribution of All Fairfax County Public School Sports by Sport, Fall, 2006

Fall Sport



Frequency


Percent

Cross Country



   1548



  21.0

Football



   3331



  45.1

Field Hockey



   1088



  14.8

Volleyball



   1015



  14.8

Golf




     390



    5.3


Total




   7372



100.0

APPENDIX K

Frequencies, Percentages, Means and Median for each Survey Question

	Q#
	N
	Strongly Disagree F(%)
	Disagree F(%)
	Neutral  F(%)
	Agree    F(%)
	Strongly Agree F(%)
	Mean
	Median

	1
	959
	111

(11.6)
	136 (14.2)
	345 (36.0)
	216 (22.5)
	150 

(15.6)
	3.2
	3.0

	2
	960
	132 (13.8)
	133 (13.9)
	305 (31.8)
	230 (24.0)
	160 

(16.7)
	3.2
	3.0

	3
	957
	171 (17.9)
	177 (18.5)
	315 (32.9)
	169 (17.7)
	124 

(13.0)
	2.9
	3.0

	4
	959
	187 (19.5)
	166 (17.3)
	303 (31.6)
	179 (18.7)
	123 

(12.8)
	2.9
	3.0

	5
	954
	79 

(8.3)
	68 

(7.1)
	236 (24.7)
	273 (28.6)
	298 

(31.2)
	3.7
	4.0

	6
	954
	272 (28.5)
	94 

(9.9)
	202 (21.2)
	205 (21.5)
	180 

(18.9)
	2.9
	3.0

	7
	955
	669 (70.1)
	162 (17.0)
	26 

(8.0)
	31 (3.2)
	17 

(1.8)
	1.5
	1.0

	8
	955
	58 

(6.1)
	83 

(8.7)
	246 (25.8)
	342 (35.8)
	225 

(23.6)
	3.7
	4.0

	9
	953
	192 (20.1)
	363 (38.1)
	250 (26.2)
	105 (11.0)
	43 

(4.5)
	2.4
	2.0

	10
	956
	681 (71.2)
	165 (17.3)
	59 

(6.1)
	32 

(3.3)
	18 

(1.9)
	1.5
	1.0

	11
	954
	154 (16.1)
	156 (16.4)
	325 (34.1)
	217 (22.7)
	101 

(10.6)
	3.0
	3.0

	12
	954
	636 (66.7)
	191 (20.0)
	96 (10.1)
	13 

(1.4)
	17 

(1.8)
	1.5
	1.0

	13
	955
	613 (64.2)
	182 (19.1)
	117 (12.3)
	26 

(2.7)
	16 

(1.7)
	1.6
	1.0

	14
	956
	628 (65.7)
	179 (18.7)
	98 (10.3)
	35 

(3.7)
	16

 (1.7)
	1.6
	1.0

	15
	955
	624 (65.3)
	172 (18.0)
	105 (11.0)
	24 

(2.5)
	28 

(2.9)
	1.6
	1.0

	16
	950
	662 (69.7)
	13 

(1.4)
	15 

(1.6)
	13 

(1.4)
	247 

(26.0)
	2.1
	1.0

	17
	951
	676 (71.1)
	15 

(1.6)
	19 

(2.0)
	14 

(1.5)
	227 

(23.9)
	2.1
	1.0

	18
	957
	872 (91.1)
	12 

(1.3)
	19 

(2.0)
	11 

(1.1)
	43 

(4.5)
	1.3
	1.0

	19
	960
	299 (31.1)
	184 (19.2)
	261 (27.2)
	119 (12.4)
	97 

(10.1)
	2.5
	2.0

	Q#
	N
	Strongly Disagree F(%)
	Disagree F(%)
	Neutral  F(%)
	Agree    F(%)
	Strongly Agree F(%)
	Mean
	Median

	20
	958
	191 (19.9)
	240 (25.1)
	340 (35.5)
	107 (11.2)
	80

 (8.4)
	2.6
	3.0

	21
	955
	92 

(9.6)
	86 

(9.0)
	353 (37.0)
	269 (28.2)
	154 

(16.1)
	3.4
	3.0

	22
	960
	136 (14.2)
	223 (23.2)
	349 (36.4)
	155 (16.1)
	97 

(10.1)
	2.8
	3.0

	23
	959
	130 (13.6)
	99 (10.3)
	277 (28.9)
	244 (25.4)
	208 

(21.7)
	3.3
	3.0

	24
	958
	56 

(5.8)
	46 

(4.8)
	174 (18.2)
	321 (33.5)
	361 

(37.7)
	3.9
	4.0

	25
	957
	54 

(5.6)
	69 

(7.2)
	204 (21.3)
	243 (25.4)
	386 

(40.3)
	3.9
	4.0

	26
	957
	68 

(7.1)
	122 (12.7)
	245 (25.6)
	241 (25.2)
	281 

(29.4)
	3.6
	4.0

	27
	958
	185 (19.3)
	240 (25.1)
	280 (29.2)
	111 (11.6)
	141 

(14.7)
	2.8
	3.0

	28
	956
	90 

(9.4)
	187 (19.6)
	480 (50.2)
	143 (15.0)
	55 

(5.8)
	2.9
	3.0

	29
	959
	50 

(5.2)
	87 (9.1)
	543 (56.8)
	209 (21.9)
	67 

(7.0)
	3.2
	3.0

	30
	959
	98 (10.2)
	131 (13.7)
	425 (44.3)
	200 (20.9)
	105 

(10.9)
	3.1
	3.0

	Avg.
	956.3
	
	
	
	
	
	2.7
	2.5


APPENDIX L

Frequency, Percentage, and Level of Probability of Response based on Participation in Individual vs. Team Sports

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	1
	Individual
	567
	63 (11.1)
	76 (13.4)
	206 (36.3)
	133 (23.5)
	89 (15.7)
	
	

	
	Team
	392
	48 (12.2)
	60 (15.3)
	139 (35.5)
	83 (21.2)
	61 (15.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	111 (11.6)
	136 (14.2)
	345 (36.0)
	216 (22.5)
	150 (15.6)
	2.883
	.718

	2
	Individual
	567
	70 (12.3)
	74 (13.1)
	168 (29.6)
	155 (27.3)
	100 (17.6)
	
	

	
	Team
	393
	62 (15.8)
	59 (15.0)
	137 (34.9)
	75 (19.1)
	60 (15.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	132 (13.8)
	133 (13.9)
	305 (31.8)
	230 (24.0)
	160 (16.7)
	12.01
	.017*

	3
	Individual
	565
	98 (17.3)
	101 (17.9)
	187 (33.1)
	99 (17.5)
	79 (14.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	392
	73 (18.6)
	76 (19.4)
	128 (32.7)
	70 (17.9)
	45 (11.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	171 (17.9)
	177 (18.5)
	315 (32.9)
	169 (18.0)
	124 (13.0)
	2.338
	.801

	4
	Individual
	566
	109 (19.2)
	101 (12.8)
	168 (29.6)
	114 (20.1)
	74 (13.1)
	
	

	
	Team
	392
	78 (19.9)
	65 (16.6)
	135 (34.4)
	65 (16.6)
	49 (12.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	187 (19.5)
	166 (17.3)
	303 (31.6)
	179 (18.7)
	123 (12.8)
	4.242
	.515

	5
	Individual
	565
	46 

(8.1)
	33 

(5.8)
	116 (20.5)
	169 (29.9)
	201 (35.6)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	33 

(8.5)
	35 

(9.0)
	120 (30.8)
	104 (26.7)
	97 (24.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	79 

(8.3)
	68 

(7.1)
	236 (24.7)
	273 (28.6)
	298 (31.2)
	22.328
	.000***

	6
	Individual
	564
	151 (26.7)
	38 

(6.7)
	118 (20.9)
	126 (22.3)
	131 (23.2)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	121 (31.1)
	56 (14.4)
	84 (21.6)
	79 (20.3)
	49 (12.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	272 (28.5)
	94 

(9.9)
	202 (21.2)
	205 (21.5)
	180 (18.9)
	30.167
	.000***

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Individual
	566
	416 (73.5)
	83 (14.7)
	38
(6.7)
	18
(3.2)
	11
(1.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	253 (65.0)
	79 (20.3)
	38
(9.8)
	13
(3.3)
	6
(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	669 (70.1)
	162 (17.0)
	76
(8.0)
	31
(3.2)
	17
(1.8)
	9.615
	.047*

	8
	Individual
	565
	42 

(7.4)
	51
(9.0)
	163 (23.8)
	175 (30.9)
	134 (23.7)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	16
(4.1)
	32
(8.2)
	83 (21.3)
	167 (42.9)
	91 (23.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	58 

(6.1)
	83
(8.7)
	246 (25.8)
	342 (35.8)
	225 (23.6)
	19.283
	.002**

	9
	Individual
	565
	100 (17.7)
	220 (38.9)
	145 (25.7)
	69 (12.2)
	31
(5.5)
	
	

	
	Team
	398
	92 (23.7)
	143 (36.9)
	105 (27.1)
	36
(9.3)
	12
(3.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	192 (20.1)
	363 (38.1)
	250 (26.2)
	105 (11.0)
	43
(4.5)
	9.279
	.054

	10
	Individual
	566
	418 (73.7)
	88 (15.5)
	33
(5.8)
	16
(2.8)
	11
(1.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	263 (67.6)
	77 (19.8)
	26
(6.7)
	16
(4.1)
	7
(1.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	681 (71.2)
	165 (17.3)
	59
(6.2)
	32
(3.3)
	18
(1.9)
	5.790
	.327

	11
	Individual
	566
	93 (16.4)
	82 (14.5)
	200 (35.3)
	120 (21.2)
	71 (12.5)
	
	

	
	Team
	387
	61 (15.8)
	74 (19.1)
	125 (32.3)
	97 (25.1)
	30 

(7.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	154 (16.1)
	156 (16.4)
	325 (34.1)
	217 (22.7)
	101 (10.6)
	10.873
	.054

	12
	Individual
	565
	390 (69.0)
	102 (18.1)
	58 (10.3)
	7
(1.2)
	7
(1.2)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	246 (63.2)
	89 (22.9)
	38 (9.8)
	6 (1.5)
	10 

(2.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	636 (66.7)
	191 (20.0)
	96 (10.1)
	13
(1.4)
	17 

(1.8)
	7.031
	.218

	13
	Individual
	565
	376 (66.4)
	99 (17.5)
	68 (12.0)
	12
(2.1)
	10
(1.8)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	237 (60.9)
	83 (21.3)
	49 (12.6)
	14
(3.6)
	6
(1.5)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Overall
	954
	613 (64.2)
	182 (19.1)
	117 (12.3)
	26
(2.7)
	16
(1.7)
	5.550
	.352

	14
	Individual
	567
	384 (67.7)
	99 (17.5)
	56 (9.9)
	18 

(3.2)
	10
(1.8)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	244 (62.7)
	80 (20.6)
	42 (10.8)
	17
(4.4)
	6
(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	628 (65.7)
	179 (18.7)
	98 (10.3)
	35 (3.7)
	16 

(1.7)
	3.225
	.521

	15
	Individual
	565
	385 (67.9)
	96 (16.9)
	54 (9.5)
	12
(2.1)
	18
(3.2)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	239 (61.6)
	76 (19.6)
	51 (13.1)
	12
(3.1)
	10 (26.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	624 (65.3)
	172 (18.0)
	105 (11.0)
	24
(2.5)
	28
(2.9)
	7.573
	.271

	16
	Individual
	565
	388 (68.7)
	6
(1.1)
	11
(1.9)
	8
(1.4)
	152 (26.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	385
	274 (71.2)
	7
(1.8)
	4
(1.0)
	5
(1.3)
	95 (24.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	950
	662 (29.7)
	13
(1.4)
	15 (1.6)
	13 (1.4)
	247 (26.0)
	2.817
	.584

	17
	Individual
	565
	391 (69.2)
	7
(1.2)
	12
(2.1)
	8
(1.4)
	147 (26.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	386
	285 (73.8)
	8
(2.1)
	7
(1.8)
	6
(1.6)
	80 (20.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	951
	676 (71.1)
	15 

(1.6)
	19
(2.0)
	14
(1.5)
	227 (23.9)
	4.534
	.339

	18
	Individual
	566
	514 (90.8)
	6
(1.1)
	15
(2.7)
	7
(1.2)
	24
(4.2)
	
	

	
	Team
	391
	358 (91.6)
	6
(1.5)
	4
(1.0)
	4
(1.0)
	19
(4.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	872 (91.1)
	12
(1.3)
	19
(2.0)
	11
(1.1)
	43
(4.5)
	3.802
	.433

	19
	Individual
	568
	179 (31.5)
	103 (18.1)
	150 (26.4)
	70 (12.3)
	66 (11.6)
	
	

	
	Team
	392
	120 (30.6)
	81 (20.7)
	111 (28.3)
	49 (12.5)
	31 

(7.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	299 (31.1)
	184 (19.2)
	261 (27.2)
	119 (12.4)
	97 (10.1)
	4.313
	.365

	20
	Individual
	567
	126 (22.2)
	152 (26.8)
	178 (31.4)
	60 (10.6)
	51
(9.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	391
	65 (16.6)
	88 (22.5)
	162 (41.4)
	47 (12.0)
	29
(7.4)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Overall
	958
	191 (19.9)
	240 (25.1)
	340 (35.5)
	107 (11.2)
	80 
(8.4)
	13.037
	.011*

	21
	Individual
	566
	54 

(9.5)
	43 

(7.6)
	191 (33.7)
	169 (29.9)
	109 (19.3)
	
	

	
	Team
	388
	38
(9.8)
	43 (11.1)
	162 (41.6)
	100 (25.7)
	45 (11.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	92 

(9.6)
	86 

(9.0)
	353 (37.0)
	269 (28.2)
	154 (16.1)
	18.284
	.003**

	22
	Individual
	568
	88 (15.5)
	132 (23.2)
	199 (35.0)
	79 (13.9)
	70 (12.3)
	
	

	
	Team
	392
	48 (12.2)
	91 (23.2)
	150 (38.3)
	76 (19.4)
	27
(6.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	136 (14.2)
	223 (23.2)
	349 (36.4)
	155 (16.1)
	97 (10.1)
	13.489
	.009**

	23
	Individual
	566
	85 (15.0)
	57 (10.1)
	138 (24.3)
	142 (25.0)
	144 (25.4)
	
	

	
	Team
	391
	45 (11.5)
	42 (10.7)
	139 (35.5)
	102 (26.0)
	64 (16.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	130 (13.6)
	99 (10.3)
	277 (28.9)
	244 (25.4)
	208 (21.7)
	21.699
	.001***

	24
	Individual
	567
	33
(5.8)
	20 

(3.5)
	94 (16.6)
	194 (34.2)
	226 (39.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	391
	23 

(5.9)
	26 

(6.6)
	80 (20.5)
	127 (32.5)
	135 (34.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	56 

(5.8)
	46
(4.8)
	174 (18.2)
	321 (33.5)
	361 (37.7)
	8.574
	.073

	25
	Individual
	567
	31 

(5.5)
	26 

(4.6)
	115 (20.3)
	132 (23.3)
	263 (46.4)
	
	

	
	Team
	389
	23 

(5.9)
	43 (11.0)
	89 (22.8)
	111 (28.5)
	123 (31.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	54 

(5.6)
	69
(7.2)
	204 (21.3)
	243 (25.4)
	386 (40.3)
	30.589
	.000***

	26
	Individual
	567
	39 

(6.9)
	58 (10.2)
	128 (22.6)
	144 (25.4)
	198 (34.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	390
	29 

(7.4)
	64 (16.4)
	117 (30.0)
	97 (24.9)
	83 (21.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	68 

(7.1)
	122 (12.7)
	245 (25.6)
	241 (25.2)
	281 (29.4)
	26.665
	.000***

	27
	Individual
	566
	96 (16.9)
	141 (24.9)
	156 (27.5)
	67 (11.8)
	106 (18.7)
	
	

	
	Team
	391
	89 (22.8)
	99 (25.3)
	124 (31.7)
	44 (11.3)
	35
 (9.0)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Overall
	957
	185 (19.3)
	240 (25.1)
	280 (29.2)
	111 (11.6)
	141 (14.7)
	21.170
	.001***

	28
	Individual
	565
	61 (10.8)
	104 (18.4)
	295 (52.1)
	73 (12.9)
	32
 (5.7)
	
	

	
	Team
	390
	29 

(7.4)
	83 (21.3)
	185 (47.4)
	70 (17.9)
	23 

(5.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	90 

(9.4)
	187 (19.6)
	480 (50.2)
	143 (15.0)
	55
(5.8)
	9.397
	.094

	29
	Individual
	566
	36
(6.4)
	46
(8.1)
	302 (53.4)
	136 (2.4)
	46 
(8.1)
	
	

	
	Team
	390
	14 

(3.6)
	41 (10.5)
	241 (61.8)
	73 (18.7)
	21 

(5.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	50
(5.2)
	87 

(9.1)
	543 (56.8)
	209 (21.9)
	67
(7.0)
	13.184
	.010**

	30
	Individual
	568
	62 (10.9)
	68 

(1.2)
	234 (41.2)
	133 (23.4)
	71 (12.5)
	
	

	
	Team
	391
	36 

(9.2)
	63 (16.1)
	191 (48.8)
	67 (17.1)
	34 

(8.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	98 (10.2)
	131 (13.7)
	425 (44.3)
	200 (20.9)
	105 (10.9)
	14.068
	.007**


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001

APPENDIX M

Frequency, Percentage, and Level of Probability of Response by Gender

	Q#
	Gender
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	1
	Male
	503
	61 (12.1)
	62 (12.3)
	183 (36.3)
	111 (22.0)
	86 (17.1)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	50 (11.0)
	74 (16.3)
	162 (35.6)
	105 (23.1)
	64 (14.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	111 (11.6)
	136 (14.2)
	345 (36.0)
	216 (22.5)
	150 (15.6)
	4.631
	.327

	2
	Male
	504
	76 (15.0)
	61 (12.1)
	148 (29.3)
	125 (24.8)
	95 (18.8)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	56 (12.3)
	72 (15.8)
	157 (34.5)
	105 (23.1)
	65 (14.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	132 (13.8)
	133 (13.9)
	305 (31.8)
	230 (24.0)
	160 (16.7)
	8.862
	.065

	3
	Male
	501
	95 (18.9)
	92 (18.3)
	153 (30.5)
	88 (17.5)
	73 (14.5)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	76 (16.7)
	85 (18.7)
	162 (35.6)
	81 (17.8)
	51 (11.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	171 (17.9)
	177 (18.5)
	315 (32.9)
	169 (17.7)
	124 (13.0)
	4.536
	.338

	4
	Male
	503
	113 (22.4)
	80 (15.9)
	140 (27.8)
	101 (20.0)
	70 (13.9)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	74 (16.3)
	86 (18.9)
	163 (35.8)
	78 (17.1)
	53 (11.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	187 (19.5)
	166 (17.3)
	303 (31.6)
	179 (18.7)
	123 (12.8)
	12.351
	.015*

	5
	Male
	503
	46 

(9.1)
	36 

(7.2)
	108 (21.5)
	152 (30.2)
	161 (32.0)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	33
(7.3)
	32
(7.1)
	128 (28.4)
	121 (26.8)
	137 (30.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	79 

(8.3)
	68
(7.1)
	236 (24.7)
	273 (28.6)
	298 (31.2)
	6.480
	.166

	6
	Male
	499
	106 (21.2)
	39 

(7.8)
	111 (22.2)
	120 (24.0)
	124 (24.8)
	
	

	
	Female
	455
	166 (36.6)
	55 (12.1)
	91 (20.0)
	85 (18.7)
	56 (12.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	272 (28.5)
	94 (9.9)
	202 (21.2)
	205 (21.5)
	180 (18.9)
	47.685
	.000***

	7
	Male
	500
	327 (65.3)
	98 (19.6)
	51 (10.2)
	15 

(3.0)
	10
(2.0)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Gender
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Female
	455
	342 (75.3)
	64 (14.1)
	25
(5.5)
	16
(3.5)
	7
(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	669 (70.1)
	162 (17.0)
	76
(8.0)
	31
(3.2)
	17
(1.8)
	14.937
	.005**

	8
	Male
	499
	36 

(7.2)
	44
(8.8)
	144 (28.8)
	161 (32.2)
	115 (23.0)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	22
(4.8)
	39
(8.6)
	102 (22.4)
	181 (39.8)
	110 (24.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	58
(6.1)
	83
(8.7)
	246 (25.8)
	342 (35.8)
	225 (23.6)
	9.202
	.056

	9
	Male
	498
	95 (19.0)
	170 (34.1)
	155 (31.1)
	59 (11.8)
	20
(4.0)
	
	

	
	Female
	455
	97 (21.4)
	193 (42.5)
	95 (20.9)
	46 (10.1)
	23 

(5.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	192 (20.1)
	363 (38.1)
	250 (26.2)
	105 (11.0)
	43
(4.5)
	16.054
	.003**

	10
	Male
	500
	332 (66.3)
	96 (19.2)
	39 

(7.8)
	23
(4.6)
	11
(2.2)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	349 (76.7)
	69 (15.2)
	20
(4.4)
	9
(2.0)
	7
(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	681 (71.2)
	165 (17.3)
	59 (6.2)
	32 (3.3)
	18 

(1.9)
	15.403
	.004**

	11
	Male
	499
	88 (17.6)
	89 (17.8)
	167 (33.4)
	108 (21.6)
	48 

(9.6)
	
	

	
	Female
	455
	66 (14.5)
	67 (14.8)
	158 (34.8)
	109 (24.0)
	53 (11.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	154 (16.1)
	156 (16.4)
	325 (34.1)
	217 (22.7)
	101 (10.6)
	4.734
	.316

	12
	Male
	499
	315 (63.0)
	103 (20.6)
	62 (12.4)
	8
(1.6)
	11
(2.2)
	
	

	
	Female
	455
	321 (70.7)
	88 (19.4)
	34 (7.5)
	5
(1.1)
	6
(1.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	636 (66.7)
	191 (20.0)
	96 (10.1)
	13 (1.4)
	17 

(1.8)
	9.755
	.045*

	13
	Male
	500
	293 (58.5)
	101 (20.2)
	82 (16.4)
	15 (3.0)
	10
(2.0)
	
	

	
	Female
	455
	320 (71.0)
	81 (17.8)
	35 (7.7)
	11
(2.4)
	6
(1.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	613 (64.2)
	182 (19.1)
	117 (12.3)
	26
(2.7)
	16 

(1.7)
	22.088
	.000***

	14
	Male
	500
	296 (59.1)
	101 (20.2)
	69 (13.8)
	26
(5.2)
	9
(1.8)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Gender
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Female
	456
	332 (73.0)
	78 (17.1)
	29 (6.4)
	9 (2.0)
	7
(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	628 (65.7)
	179 (18.7)
	98 (10.3)
	35 (3.7)
	16 (1.7)
	28.123
	.000***

	15
	Male
	500
	297 (59.3)
	87 (17.4)
	78 (15.6)
	16 (3.2)
	21 

(4.2)
	
	

	
	Female
	455
	327 (72.0)
	85 (18.7)
	27
(5.9)
	8
(1.8)
	7
(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	624 (65.3)
	172 (18.0)
	105 (11.0)
	24
(2.5)
	28
(2.9)
	34.714
	.000***

	16
	Male
	502
	326 (64.8)
	3
(0.6)
	6
(1.2)
	4
(0.8)
	164 (32.6)
	
	

	
	Female
	448
	336 (75.2)
	10 

(2.2)
	9 

(2.0)
	9
(2.0)
	83 (18.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	950
	662 (69.7)
	13
(1.4)
	15
(1.6)
	13
(1.4)
	247
(26.0)
	30.100
	.000***

	17
	Male
	502
	339 (67.4)
	4
(0.8)
	6
(1.2)
	6
(1.2)
	148 (29.4)
	
	

	
	Female
	449
	337 (75.2)
	11 

(2.5)
	13
(2.9)
	8
(1.8)
	79 (17.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	951
	676 (71.1)
	15
(1.6)
	19
(2.0)
	14
(1.5)
	227 (23.9)
	24.226
	.000***

	18
	Male
	503
	443 (87.9)
	7
(1.4)
	11
(2.2)
	5
(1.0)
	38
(7.5)
	
	

	
	Female
	454
	429 (94.7)
	5 

(1.1)
	8
(1.8)
	6
(1.3)
	5
(1.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	872 (91.1)
	12
(1.3)
	19
(2.0)
	11
(1.1)
	43
(4.5)
	23.943
	.000***

	19
	Male
	503
	125 (24.8)
	80 (15.9)
	155 (30.8)
	76 (15.1)
	68 (14.5)
	
	

	
	Female
	457
	174 (38.2)
	104 (22.8)
	106 (23.2)
	43 (9.4)
	29
 (6.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	299 (31.1)
	184 (19.2)
	261 (27.2)
	119 (12.4)
	97 (10.1)
	43.631
	.000***

	20
	Male
	501
	112 (22.3)
	125 (24.9)
	166 (33.1)
	54
(10.8)
	45
(9.0)
	
	

	
	Female
	457
	79 (17.3)
	115 (25.2)
	174 (38.2)
	53 (11.6)
	35
(7.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	191 (19.9)
	240 (25.1)
	340 (35.5)
	107 (11.2)
	80 

(8.4)
	5.406
	.248

	21
	Male
	501
	49 

(9.8)
	47 

(9.4)
	173 (34.5)
	143 (28.5)
	90 (17.9)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Gender
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Female
	454
	43 

(9.5)
	39 

(8.6)
	180 (39.7)
	126 (27.8)
	64 (14.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	92 

(9.6)
	86 

(9.0)
	353 (37.0)
	269 (28.2)
	154 (16.1)
	4.580
	.333

	22
	Male
	503
	75 (14.9)
	114 (22.6)
	164 (32.5)
	91 (18.1)
	60 (11.9)
	
	

	
	Female
	457
	61 (13.4)
	109 (23.9)
	185 (40.6)
	64 (14.0)
	37 

(8.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	136 (14.2)
	223 (23.2)
	349 (36.4)
	155 (16.1)
	97 (10.1)
	10.722
	.030*

	23
	Male
	502
	81 (16.2)
	52 (10.3)
	126 (25.0)
	127 (25.2)
	117 (23.3)
	
	

	
	Female
	457
	49 (10.7)
	47 (10.3)
	151 (33.1)
	117 (25.7)
	91 (20.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	130 (13.6)
	99 (10.3)
	277 (28.9)
	244 (25.4)
	208 (21.7)
	11.750
	.019*

	24
	Male
	502
	34 

(6.8)
	26
(5.2)
	116 (23.1)
	152 (30.2)
	175 (34.8)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	22
(4.8)
	20
(4.4)
	58 (12.7)
	169 (37.1)
	186 (40.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	56
(5.8)
	46
(4.8)
	174 (18.2)
	321 (33.5)
	361 (37.7)
	21.989
	.000***

	25
	Male
	500
	35 

(7.0)
	27 

(5.4)
	122 (24.4)
	117 (23.4)
	200 (39.9)
	
	

	
	Female
	457
	19 

(4.2)
	42 

(9.2)
	82 (18.0)
	126 (27.6)
	186 (40.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	54 

(5.6)
	69 

(7.2)
	204 (21.3)
	243 (25.4)
	386 (40.3)
	14.524
	.006**

	26
	Male
	502
	39 

(7.8)
	61 (12.1)
	141 (28.0)
	113 (22.5)
	149 (29.6)
	
	

	
	Female
	455
	29 

(6.4)
	61 (13.4)
	104 (22.9)
	128 (28.2)
	132 (29.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	68 

(7.1)
	122 (12.7)
	245 (25.6)
	241 (25.2)
	281 (29.4)
	6.139
	.189

	27
	Male
	502
	90 (17.9)
	128 (25.4)
	143 (28.4)
	65 (12.9)
	77 (15.3)
	
	

	
	Female
	456
	95 (20.9)
	112 (24.6)
	137 (30.1)
	46 (10.1)
	64 (14.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	185 (19.3)
	240 (25.1)
	280 (29.2)
	111 (11.6)
	141 (14.7)
	3.671
	.452

	28
	Male
	501
	47
(9.4)
	100 (19.9)
	248 (49.4)
	74 (14.7)
	33
(6.6)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Gender
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Female
	455
	43 

(9.5)
	87 (19.2)
	232 (51.1)
	69 (15.2)
	22
(4.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	90 

(9.4)
	187 (19.6)
	480 (50.2)
	143 (15.0)
	55
(5.8)
	1.598
	.809

	29
	Male
	501
	35
(7.0)
	42 

(8.4)
	271 (54.0)
	111 (22.1)
	43
(8.6)
	
	

	
	Female
	455
	15
(3.3)
	45
(9.9)
	272 (59.9)
	98 (21.6)
	24
(5.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	50 

(5.2)
	87 

(9.1)
	543 (56.8)
	209 (21.9)
	67
(7.0)
	12.301
	.015*

	30
	Male
	502
	55 (10.9)
	66 (13.1)
	207 (41.2)
	115 (22.9)
	60 (11.9)
	
	

	
	Female
	457
	43
(9.4)
	65 (14.3)
	218 (47.8)
	85 (18.6)
	45
(9.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	98 (10.2)
	131 (13.7)
	425 (44.3)
	200 (20.9)
	105 (10.9)
	6.420
	.170


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001

APPENDIX N

Frequency, Percentage, and Level of Probability of Response by Grade Level
	Q#
	Grade Level
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	1
	9th
	222
	17
(7.7)
	23 (10.4)
	96 (43.2)
	50 (22.5)
	36 (16.2)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	23 

(8.2)
	36 (12.9)
	96 (34.3)
	74 (26.4)
	51 (18.2)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	37  (15.5)
	32 (13.4)
	93 (39.1)
	51  (21.4)
	25 (10.5)
	
	

	
	12th
	219
	34 (15.5)
	45 (20.5)
	60 (27.4)
	41 (18.7)
	38 (17.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	111 (11.6)
	136 (14.2)
	345 (36.0)
	216 (22.5)
	150 (15.6)
	39.136
	.000***

	2
	9th
	222
	16
(7.2)
	28 (12.6)
	80 (36.0)
	59 (26.6)
	39 (17.6)
	
	

	
	10th
	281
	34 (12.1)
	32 (11.4)
	92 (32.7)
	71 (25.3)
	52 (18.5)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	42 (17.6)
	35 (14.7)
	76 (31.9)
	57 (23.9)
	28 (11.8)
	
	

	
	12th
	219
	40 (18.3)
	38 (17.4)
	57 (26.0)
	43 (19.6)
	41 (18.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	132 (13.8)
	133 (13.9)
	305 (31.8)
	230 (24.0)
	160 (16.7)
	27.722
	.006**

	3
	9th
	222
	22 

(9.9)
	36 (16.2)
	83 (37.4)
	48 (21.6)
	33 (14.9)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	33 (11.9)
	53 (19.1)
	91 (32.7)
	56 (20.1)
	45 (16.2)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	52 (21.8)
	43 (18.1)
	87 (36.6)
	33 (13.9)
	22
(9.2)
	
	

	
	12th
	219
	64 (29.2)
	45 (20.5)
	54 (24.7)
	32 (14.6)
	24 (11.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	171 (17.9)
	177 (18.5)
	315 (32.9)
	169 (17.7)
	124 (13.0)
	51.736
	.000***

	4
	9th
	222
	24 (10.8)
	38 (17.1)
	76 (34.2)
	48 (21.6)
	35 (15.8)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	44 (15.7)
	39 (13.9)
	98 (35.0)
	55 (19.6)
	44 (15.7)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	57 (23.9)
	43 (18.1)
	77 (32.4)
	41 (17.2)
	20
 (8.4)
	
	

	
	12th
	219
	62 (28.3)
	46 (21.0)
	52 (23.7)
	35 (16.0)
	24 (11.0)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Grade Level
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Overall
	959
	187 (19.5)
	166 (17.3)
	303 (31.6)
	179 (18.7)
	123 (12.8)
	41.535
	.000***

	5
	9th
	221
	12
(5.4)
	13
(5.9)
	56
(25.3)
	69 (31.2)
	71 (32.1)
	
	

	
	10th
	277
	22 

(7.9)
	18 

(6.5)
	73 (26.4)
	81 (29.2)
	83 (30.0)
	
	

	
	11th
	237
	17
(7.2)
	26 (11.0)
	62 (26.2)
	61 (25.7)
	71 (30.0)
	
	

	
	12th
	219
	28 (12.8)
	11
(5.0)
	45 (20.5)
	62 (28.3)
	73 (33.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	79
(8.3)
	68
(7.1)
	236 (24.7)
	273 (28.6)
	298 (31.2)
	18.791
	.094

	6
	9th
	221
	88 (39.8)
	22 (10.0)
	54 (24.4)
	27 (12.2)
	30 (13.6)
	
	

	
	10th
	277
	78 (28.2)
	30 (10.8)
	54 (19.5)
	64 (23.1)
	51 (18.4)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	68 (28.6)
	22
(9.2)
	44 (18.5)
	60 (25.2)
	44 (18.5)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	38 (17.4)
	20 

(9.2)
	50 (22.9)
	54 (24.8)
	55 (25.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	272 (28.5)
	94 

(9.9)
	202 (21.2)
	205 (21.5)
	180 (18.9)
	42.837
	.000***

	7
	9th
	222
	161 (72.5)
	29 (13.1)
	19
(8.6)
	8
(3.6)
	5
(2.3)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	191 (68.7)
	52 (18.7)
	23 (8.3)
	10
(3.6)
	2
(0.7)
	
	

	
	11th
	237
	164 (69.2)
	52 (21.9)
	15 (6.3)
	4
(1.7)
	2
(0.8)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	153 (70.2)
	29 (13.3)
	19 (8.7)
	9 (4.1)
	8
(3.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	669 (70.1)
	162 (17.0)
	76 (8.0)
	31
(3.2)
	17
(1.8)
	19.109
	.086

	8
	9th
	221
	12
(5.4)
	20
(9.0)
	66
(29.9)
	79 (35.7)
	43 (19.5)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	20 

(7.2)
	28 (10.1)
	65 (23.4)
	101 (36.3)
	64 (23.0)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	13 

(5.5)
	13 

(5.5)
	59 (24.8)
	92 (38.7)
	61 (25.6)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	13
(6.0)
	22
(10.1)
	56 (25.7)
	70 (32.1)
	57 (26.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	58
(6.1)
	83 

(8.7)
	246 (25.8)
	342 (35.8)
	225 (23.6)
	11.390
	.496

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Grade Level
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	9
	9th
	222
	44 (19.8)
	80 (36.0)
	57 (25.7)
	27 (12.2)
	14 

(6.3)
	
	

	
	10th
	277
	53 (19.1)
	104 (37.5)
	82 (29.6)
	28 (10.1)
	10
(3.6)
	
	

	
	11th
	236
	56 (23.7)
	94 (39.8)
	55 (23.3)
	24 (10.2)
	7
(3.0)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	39 (17.9)
	85 (39.0)
	56 (25.7)
	26 (11.9)
	12
(5.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	192 (20.1)
	363 (38.1)
	250 (26.2)
	105 (11.0)
	43
(4.5)
	9.329
	.675

	10
	9th
	222
	166 (74.8)
	31 (14.0)
	12
(5.4)
	8
(3.6)
	5
(2.3)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	197 (70.9)
	55 (19.8)
	15
(5.4)
	8
(2.9)
	3
(1.1)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	174 (73.1)
	40 (16.8)
	15
(6.3)
	6
(2.5)
	3
(1.3)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	144 (66.1)
	39 (17.9)
	17
(7.8)
	10
(4.6)
	7
(3.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	681 (71.2)
	165 (17.3)
	59
(6.2)
	32
(3.3)
	18
(1.9)
	10.478
	.574

	11
	9th
	221
	28 (12.7)
	31 (14.0)
	83 (37.6)
	52 (23.5)
	27 (12.2)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	38 (13.7)
	36 (12.9)
	102 (36.7)
	64 (23.0)
	37 (13.3)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	47 (19.7)
	41 (17.2)
	76 (31.9)
	53 (22.3)
	21 

(8.8)
	
	

	
	12th
	217
	41 (18.9)
	48 (22.1)
	64 (29.5)
	48 (22.1)
	16 

(7.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	154 (16.1)
	156 (16.4)
	325 (34.1)
	217 (22.7)
	101 (10.6)
	21.794
	.040*

	12
	9th
	221
	148 (67.0)
	41 (18.6)
	27 (12.2)
	2
(0.9)
	3
(1.4)
	
	

	
	10th
	277
	186 (67.1)
	56 (20.2)
	23
(8.3)
	6
(2.2)
	6
(2.2)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	162 (68.1)
	47 (19.7)
	23 (9.7)
	2
(0.8)
	3
(1.3)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	140 (64.2)
	47 (21.6)
	23 (10.6)
	3 (1.4)
	5 

(2.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	636 (66.7)
	191 (20.0)
	96 (10.1)
	13 (1.4)
	17 

(1.8)
	6.000
	.916

	13
	9th
	221
	141 (63.8)
	42 (19.0)
	31 (14.0)
	6
(2.7)
	1
(0.0)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Grade Level
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	10th
	278
	176 (63.3)
	58 (20.9)
	30 (10.8)
	8 

(2.9)
	6
(2.2)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	161 (67.6)
	44 (18.5)
	25 (10.5)
	6 (2.5)
	2
(0.8)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	135 (61.9)
	38 (17.4)
	31 (14.2)
	6 

(2.8)
	7
(3.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	613 (64.2)
	182 (19.1)
	117 (12.3)
	26
(2.7)
	16
(1.7)
	10.224
	.596

	14
	9th
	222
	150 (67.6)
	36 (16.2)
	29 (13.1)
	5
(2.3)
	2
(0.9)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	181 (65.1)
	57 (20.5)
	22 (7.9)
	15 (5.4)
	3
(1.1)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	161 (67.6)
	46 (19.3)
	19 (8.0)
	8 (3.4)
	4
(1.7)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	136 (62.4)
	40 (18.3)
	28 (12.8)
	7
(3.2)
	7
(3.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	628 (65.7)
	179 (18.7)
	98 (10.3)
	35
(3.7)
	16
(1.7)
	15.856
	.198

	15
	9th
	221
	150 (67.9)
	36 (16.3)
	27 (12.2)
	7
(3.2)
	1
(0.5)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	179 (64.4)
	52 (18.7)
	31 (11.2)
	7
(2.5)
	8
(2.9)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	160 (67.2)
	45 (18.9)
	22 (9.2)
	4
(1.7)
	6
(2.5)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	135 (61.9)
	39
(17.9)
	25
(11.5)
	6
(2.8)
	13
(6.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	624 (65.3)
	172 (18.0)
	105 (11.0)
	24
(2.5)
	28
(2.9)
	14.733
	.256

	16
	9th
	219
	182 (83.1)
	7
(3.2)
	6
(2.7)
	2
(0.9)
	22 (10.0)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	194 (69.8)
	2 

(0.7)
	2
(0.7)
	6
(2.2)
	74 (26.6)
	
	

	
	11th
	236
	163 (69.1)
	1
(0.4)
	5
(2.1)
	4
(1.7)
	63 (26.7)
	
	

	
	12th
	217
	123 (56.7)
	3
(1.4)
	2
(0.9)
	1
(0.5)
	88 (40.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	950
	662 (69.7)
	13
(1.4)
	15
(1.6)
	13
(1.4)
	247 (26.0)
	65.170
	.000***

	
	10th
	279
	205 (73.5)
	2
(0.7)
	5
(1.8)
	4
(1.4)
	63 (22.6)
	
	

	
	11th
	235
	165 (70.2)
	2
(0.9)
	6
(2.6)
	4
(1.7)
	58
(24.7)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Grade Level
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	12th
	218
	124 (56.9)
	2
(0.9)
	4
(1.8)
	1
(0.5)
	87 (39.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	951
	676 (71.1)
	15
(1.6)
	19
(2.0)
	14
(1.5)
	227 (23.9)
	70.492
	.000***

	18
	9th
	221
	206 (93.2)
	4
(1.8)
	5
(2.3)
	2
(0.9)
	4
(1.8)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	254 (90.7)
	2
(0.7)
	5
(1.8)
	6
(2.1)
	13
(4.6)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	220 (92.4)
	2
(0.8)
	7
(2.9)
	1
(0.4)
	8
(3.4)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	192 (88.1)
	4 

(1.8)
	2
(0.9)
	2
(0.9)
	18
(8.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	872 (91.1)
	12
(1.3)
	19
(2.0)
	11
(1.1)
	43
(4.5)
	19.803
	.071

	19
	9th
	222
	98 (44.1)
	49 (22.1)
	39 (17.6)
	25  (11.3)
	11
(5.0)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	76 (27.1)
	63 (22.5)
	84 (30.0)
	34 (12.1)
	23 

(8.2)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	70 (29.3)
	44 (18.4)
	68 (28.5)
	33 (13.8)
	24 (10.0)
	
	

	
	12th
	219
	55 (25.1)
	28 (12.8)
	70 (32.0)
	27 (12.3)
	39 (17.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	299 (31.1)
	184 (19.2)
	261 (272)
	119 (12.4)
	97 (10.1)
	54.291
	.000***

	20
	9th
	221
	55 (24.9)
	45 (20.4)
	96 (43.4)
	15 (6.8)
	10  

(4.5)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	52 (18.6)
	78 (27.9)
	93 (33.2)
	34 (12.1)
	23
 (8.2)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	38 (15.9)
	65 (27.2)
	76 (31.8)
	33 (13.8)
	27 (11.3)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	46 (21.1)
	52 (23.9)
	75 (34.4)
	25 (11.5)
	20 

(9.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	191 (19.9)
	240 (25.1)
	340 (35.5)
	107 (11.2)
	80 

(8.4)
	25.882
	.011*

	21
	9th
	221
	25 (11.3)
	17
(7.7)
	94 (42.5)
	55 (24.9)
	30 (13.6)
	
	

	
	10th
	278
	19
(6.8)
	28 (10.1)
	116 (41.7)
	63 (22.7)
	52 (18.7)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	29 (12.1)
	22
(9.2)
	79 (33.1)
	74 (31.0)
	34 (14.2)
	
	

	
	12th
	217
	19 

(8.8)
	19
(8.8)
	64 (29.5)
	77  (35.5)
	38 (17.5)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Grade Level
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	Overall
	955
	92
(9.6)
	86
(9.0)
	353 (37.0)
	269 (28.2)
	154 (16.1)
	24.488
	.017*

	22
	9th
	222
	31 (14.0)
	48 (21.6)
	95 (42.8)
	26 (11.7)
	22 

(9.9)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	35 (12.5)
	74 (26.4)
	102 (36.4)
	43 (15.4)
	26
(9.3)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	36 (15.1)
	52 (21.8)
	85 (35.6)
	41  (17.2)
	25 (10.5)
	
	

	
	12th
	219
	34 (15.5)
	49 (22.4)
	67 (30.6)
	45 (20.5)
	24 (11.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	136 (14.2)
	223 (23.2)
	349 (36.4)
	155 (16.1)
	97 (10.1)
	13.293
	.348

	23
	9th
	222
	17
(7.7)
	9
(4.1)
	81
(36.5)
	61 (27.5)
	53 (23.9)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	26
(9.3)
	29 (10.4)
	72 (25.7)
	82 (29.3)
	71 (25.4)
	
	

	
	11th
	238
	40 (16.8)
	34 (14.3)
	69 (29.0)
	51 (21.4)
	44 (18.5)
	
	

	
	12th
	219
	47 (21.5)
	27 (12.3)
	55 (25.1)
	50 (22.8)
	40 (18.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	130 (13.6)
	99 (10.3)
	277 (28.9)
	244 (25.4)
	208 (21.7)
	49.607
	.000***

	24
	9th
	221
	14
(6.3)
	9
(4.1)
	25 (11.3)
	76 (34.4)
	97 (43.9)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	14 

(5.0)
	17
(6.1)
	62 (22.1)
	92 (32.9)
	95 (33.9)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	15 

(6.3)
	8
(3.3)
	54 (22.6)
	83 (34.7)
	79 (33.1)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	13
(6.0)
	12
(5.5)
	33 (15.1)
	70 (32.1)
	90 (41.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	56
(5.8)
	46
(4.6)
	174 (18.2)
	321 (33.5)
	361 (37.7)
	20.548
	.057

	25
	9th
	222
	10 

(4.5)
	20
(9.0)
	45 (20.3)
	44 (19.8)
	102 (45.9)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	16
(5.7)
	16
(5.7)
	66 (23.6)
	82 (29.3)
	100 (35.7)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	17 

(7.1)
	21
(8.8)
	61 (25.5)
	54 (22.6)
	86 (36.0)
	
	

	
	12th
	216
	11
(5.1)
	12
(5.6)
	32 (14.8)
	63 (29.2)
	98 (45.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	54
(5.6)
	69
(7.2)
	204 (21.3)
	243 (25.4)
	386 (40.3)
	24.016
	.020*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Grade Level
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	26
	9th
	220
	17 

(7.7)
	26 (11.8)
	46 (20.9)
	58 (26.4)
	73 (33.2)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	14
(5.0)
	45 (16.1)
	81 (28.9)
	74 (26.4)
	66 (23.6)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	23 

(9.6)
	29 (12.1)
	64 (26.8)
	57 (23.8)
	66 (27.6)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	14
(6.4)
	22 (10.1)
	54 (24.8)
	52 (23.9)
	76 (34.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	68 

(7.1)
	122 (12.7)
	245 (25.6)
	241 (25.2)
	281 (29.4)
	18.687
	.096

	27
	9th
	221
	36 (16.3)
	42 (19.0)
	79 (35.7)
	27 (12.2)
	37 (16.7)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	60 (21.4)
	80 (28.6)
	74 (26.4)
	30 (10.7)
	36 (12.9)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	59 (24.7)
	62 (25.9)
	67 (28.0)
	22
(9.2)
	28 (11.7)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	30 (13.8)
	56 (25.7)
	60 (27.5)
	32 (14.7)
	40 (18.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	185 (19.3)
	240 (25.1)
	280 (29.2)
	111 (11.6)
	141 (14.7)
	25.599
	.012*

	28
	9th
	219
	27 (12.3)
	30 (13.7)
	122 (55.7)
	33 (15.1)
	7
(3.2)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	23
(8.2)
	74 (26.4)
	131 (46.8)
	37 (13.2)
	15 

(5.4)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	26
(10.9)
	38 (15.9)
	120 (50.2)
	38 (15.9)
	17
(7.1)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	14 

(6.4)
	45 (20.6)
	107 (49.1)
	35 (16.1)
	16 (7.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	90 

(9.4)
	187 (19.6)
	480 (50.2)
	143 (15.0)
	55
(5.8)
	24.549
	.017*

	29
	9th
	219
	10 

(4.6)
	26 (11.9)
	125 (57.1)
	45 (20.5)
	13
(5.9)
	
	

	
	10th
	280
	15 

(5.4)
	25
(8.9)
	165 (58.9)
	57 (20.4)
	18 

(6.4)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	18
(7.5)
	20
(8.4)
	128 (53.6)
	54 (22.6)
	19
(7.9)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	7
(3.2)
	16
(7.3)
	125 (57.3)
	53 (24.3)
	17
(7.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	50
(5.2)
	87
(9.1)
	543
(56.8)
	209 (21.9)
	67
(7.0)
	9.844
	.630

	30
	9th
	222
	11
(5.0)
	23
(10.4)
	117 (52.7)
	43 (19.4)
	28
(12.6)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	Grade Level
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	10th
	280
	20 

(7.1)
	32
(11.4)
	132 (47.1)
	68 (24.3)
	28 (10.0)
	
	

	
	11th
	239
	37 (15.5)
	35 (14.6)
	100 (41.8)
	43 (18.0)
	24 (10.0)
	
	

	
	12th
	218
	30 (13.8)
	41 (18.8)
	76 (34.9)
	46 (21.1)
	25 (11.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	98 (10.2)
	131 (13.7)
	425 (44.3)
	200 (20.9)
	105 (10.9)
	37.495
	.000***


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001

APPENDIX O

Frequency, Percentages, and Level of Probability of Response by Fall Athletes Only vs. Athletes who participate in Multiple Seasons
	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	1
	Fall Only
	151
	20 (13.2)
	23 (15.2)
	50 (33.1)
	35 (23.2)
	22 (14.6)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	806
	91 (11.3)
	113 (14.0)
	293 (36.4)
	181 (22.5)
	128 (15.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	111 (11.6)
	136 (14.2)
	343 (35.8)
	216 (22.6)
	150 (15.7)
	6.429
	.267

	2
	Fall Only
	151
	26 (17.2)
	17 (11.3)
	51 (33.8)
	34 (22.5)
	23 (15.2)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	807
	106 (13.1)
	116 (14.4)
	252 (31.2)
	196 (24.3)
	137 (17.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	132 (13.8)
	133 (13.9)
	303 (31.6)
	230 (24.0)
	160 (16.7)
	3.088
	.543

	3
	Fall Only
	151
	29 (19.2)
	29  (19.2)
	56 (37.1)
	19 (12.6)
	18 (11.9)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	804
	142 (17.7)
	148 (18.4)
	257 (32.0)
	150 (18.7)
	106 (13.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	171 (17.9)
	177 (18.5)
	313 (32.8)
	169 (17.7)
	124 (13.0)
	4.224
	.518

	4
	Fall Only
	151
	32 (21.2)
	21 (13.9)
	54  (35.8)
	27 (17.9)
	17 (11.3)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	806
	155 (19.2)
	145 (18.0)
	247 (30.6)
	152 (18.9)
	106 (13.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	187 (19.5)
	166 (17.3)
	301 (31.5)
	179 (18.7)
	123 (12.9)
	3.138
	.679

	5
	Fall Only
	150
	11 

(7.3)
	5
(3.3)
	49 (32.7)
	33 (22.0)
	52 (34.7)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	802
	68
(8.5)
	63
(7.9)
	186 (23.2)
	240 (29.9)
	245 (30.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	952
	79 

(8.3)
	68 

(7.1)
	235 (24.7)
	273 (28.7)
	297 (31.2)
	11.867
	.018*

	6
	Fall Only
	151
	43 (28.5)
	24 (15.9)
	35 (23.2)
	30 (19.9)
	19 (12.6)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	801
	229 (28.6)
	69 

(8.6)
	166 (20.7)
	175 (21.8)
	161 (20.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	952
	272 (28.6)
	93 

(9.8)
	201 (21.1)
	205 (21.5)
	180 (18.9)
	11.472
	.043*

	7
	Fall Only
	151
	106 (70.2)
	24 (15.9)
	12 

(7.9)
	4
(2.6)
	5
(3.3)
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	Multiple
	802
	563 (70.2)
	137 (17.1)
	63
(7.9)
	27
(3.4)
	12
(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	669 (70.2)
	161 (16.9)
	75
(7.9)
	31
(3.3)
	17
(1.8)
	2.655
	.617

	8
	Fall Only
	151
	11
(7.3)
	16
(10.6)
	36 (23.8)
	56 (37.1)
	32 (21.2)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	802
	47
(5.9)
	67
(8.4)
	209  (26.1)
	286 (35.7)
	192
(23.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	58
(6.1)
	83
(8.7)
	245 (25.7)
	342 (35.9)
	224 (23.5)
	2.069
	.840

	9
	Fall Only
	150
	26 (17.3)
	59 (39.3)
	40 (26.7)
	17  (11.3)
	8 

(5.3)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	801
	166 (20.7)
	302 (37.7)
	210 (26.2)
	88 (11.0)
	35 

(4.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	951
	192 (20.2)
	361  (38.0)
	250 (26.3)
	105 (11.0)
	43
(4.5)
	1.091
	.896

	10
	Fall Only
	151
	108 (71.5)
	24 (15.9)
	8 

(5.3)
	4 (2.6)
	6 

(4.0)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	803
	573 (71.4)
	139 (17.3)
	51
(6.4)
	28
(3.5)
	12
(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	681 (71.4)
	163 (17.1)
	59 (6.2)
	32
(3.4)
	18
(1.9)
	10.102
	.072

	11
	Fall Only
	150
	15 (10.0)
	29 (19.3)
	49 (32.7)
	41 (27.3)
	16 (10.7)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	802
	139 (17.3)
	126 (15.7)
	275 (34.3)
	176 (21.9)
	85 (10.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	952
	154 (16.2)
	155 (16.3)
	324 (34.0)
	217 (22.8)
	101 (10.6)
	7.112
	.212

	12
	Fall Only
	151
	100 (66.2)
	29 (19.2)
	16 (10.6)
	2 (1.3)
	4 
(2.6)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	801
	535 (66.8)
	161 (20.1)
	80 (10.0)
	11 (1.4)
	13 

(1.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	952
	635 (66.7)
	190 (20.0)
	96 (10.1)
	13 (1.4)
	17 

(1.8)
	1.043
	.959

	13
	Fall Only
	151
	95 (62.9)
	29 (19.2)
	16 (10.6)
	6 (4.0)
	4 

(2.6)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	802
	517 (64.5)
	152 (19.0)
	101 (12.6)
	20 (2.5)
	12
 (1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	612 (64.2)
	181 (19.0)
	117 (12.3)
	26
(2.7)
	16
(1.7)
	7.802
	.168

	14
	Fall Only
	151
	94 (62.3)
	30 (19.9)
	12 (7.9)
	10 (6.6)
	5
 (3.3)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	Multiple
	803
	533 (66.4)
	148 (18.4)
	86 (10.7)
	25
(3.1)
	11
(1.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	627 (65.7)
	178 (18.7)
	98 (10.3)
	35 (3.7)
	16 (1.7)
	8.536
	.074

	15
	Fall Only
	151
	93 (61.6)
	29 (19.2)
	15 (9.9)
	6 (4.0)
	8 

(5.3)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	802
	530 (66.1)
	142 (17.7)
	90 (11.2)
	18 (2.2)
	20 

(2.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	623 (65.4)
	171 (17.9)
	105 (11.0)
	24 (2.5)
	28 

(2.9)
	6.030
	.420

	16
	Fall Only
	150
	123 (82.0)
	2
(1.3)
	3
(2.0)
	1
(0.7)
	21
(14.0)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	798
	537 (67.3)
	11 

(1.4)
	12
(1.5)
	12
(1.5)
	226 (28.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	948
	660 (69.6)
	13
(1.4)
	15 (1.6)
	13 (1.4)
	247
(26.1)
	14.705
	.005**

	17
	Fall Only
	150
	120 (80.0)
	2 

(1.3)
	3
(2.0)
	3
(2.0)
	22
(14.7)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	799
	554 (69.3)
	13 

(1.6)
	16
(2.0)
	11
(1.4)
	205 (25.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	949
	674 (71.0)
	15 

(1.6)
	19 (2.0)
	14
(1.5)
	227
(23.9)
	8.801
	.066

	18
	Fall Only
	151
	140 (92.7)
	1
(0.7)
	2 

(1.3)
	2
(1.3)
	6
(4.0)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	804
	730 (90.8)
	11
(1.4)
	17 (2.1)
	9 (1.1)
	37 

(4.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	870 (91.1)
	12 

(1.3)
	19 (2.0)
	11 (1.2)
	43  

(4.5)
	1.112
	.892

	19
	Fall Only
	152
	61 (40.1)
	30  (19.7)
	31 (20.4)
	20 (13.2)
	10 

(6.6)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	806
	236 (29.3)
	154 (19.1)
	230 (28.5)
	99 (12.3)
	87 (10.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	297 (31.0)
	184 (19.2)
	261 (27.2)
	119 (12.4)
	97 (10.1)
	10.317
	.035*

	20
	Fall Only
	152
	27 (17.8)
	39 (25.7)
	64 (42.1)
	11 (7.2)
	11 

(7.2)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	804
	164 (20.4)
	201 (25.0)
	274 (34.1)
	96 (11.9)
	69 (8.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	191 (20.0)
	240 (25.1)
	338 (35.4)
	107 (11.2)
	80
(8.4)
	5.590
	.231

	21
	Fall Only
	149
	16 (10.7)
	18 (12.1)
	56 (37.6)
	34 (22.8)
	24 (16.1)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	Multiple
	804
	76 

(9.5)
	68 

(8.5)
	295 (36.7)
	235 (29.2)
	130 (16.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	92 

(9.7)
	86 

(9.0)
	351 (36.8)
	269 (28.2)
	154 (16.2)
	9.297
	.098

	22
	Fall Only
	152
	18 (11.8)
	37 (24.3)
	66 (43.4)
	23 (15.1)
	8
(5.3)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	806
	118 (14.6)
	186 (23.1)
	282 (35.0)
	132 (16.4)
	88 (10.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	136 (14.2)
	223 (23.3)
	348 (36.3)
	155 (16.2)
	96 (10.0)
	7.501
	.112

	23
	Fall Only
	152
	12 

(7.9)
	17 (11.2)
	46 (30.3)
	49 (32.2)
	28 (18.4)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	805
	118 (14.7)
	81 (10.1)
	230 (28.6)
	195 (24.2)
	180 (22.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	130 (13.6)
	98 (10.2)
	276 (28.8)
	244 (25.5)
	208 (21.7)
	8.912
	.113

	24
	Fall Only
	152
	8
(5.3)
	8
(5.3)
	22
(14.5)
	58 (38.2)
	56 (36.8)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	804
	48 

(6.0)
	38 

(4.7)
	151 (18.8)
	263 (32.7)
	304 (37.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	56 

(5.9)
	46 

(4.8)
	173 (18.1)
	321 (33.6)
	360 (33.7)
	2.657
	.617

	25
	Fall Only
	152
	7 

(4.6)
	10 

(6.6)
	27 (17.8)
	46 (30.3)
	62 (40.8)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	803
	47 

(5.9)
	59
(7.3)
	176 (21.9)
	197 (24.5)
	323 (40.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	54 

(5.7)
	69
(7.2)
	203 (21.3)
	243 (25.4)
	385 (40.3)
	3.343
	.647

	26
	Fall Only
	156
	9
(5.9)
	11
(7.2)
	45
(29.6)
	41
(27.0)
	46
(30.3)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	803
	59 

(7.3)
	111 (13.8)
	199 (24.8)
	200 (24.9)
	234 (29.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	68 

(7.1)
	122 (12.8)
	244 (25.5)
	241 (25.2)
	280 (29.3)
	6.140
	.189

	27
	Fall Only
	152
	24 (15.8)
	32 (21.1)
	63 (41.4)
	19 (12.5)
	14
 (9.2)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	804
	161 (20.0)
	207 (25.7)
	216 (26.9)
	92 (11.4)
	127 (15.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	185 (19.4)
	239 (25.0)
	279 (29.2)
	111 (11.6)
	141 (14.7)
	15.696
	.008**

	28
	Fall Only
	150
	14 

(9.3)
	31 (20.7)
	74 (49.3)
	25 (16.7)
	6
(4.0)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	Multiple
	804
	76 

(9.5)
	156 (19.4)
	405 (50.4)
	117 (14.6)
	49 

(6.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	90 

(9.4)
	187 (19.6)
	479 (50.2)
	142 (14.9)
	55 

(5.8)
	1.660
	.894

	29
	Fall Only
	151
	7
(4.6)
	8
(5.3)
	89 (58.9)
	34 (22.5)
	13 
(8.6)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	803
	43
(5.4)
	79 

(9.8)
	452 (56.3)
	175 (21.8)
	54
(6.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	50 

(5.2)
	87 

(9.1)
	541 (56.7)
	209 (21.9)
	67 

(7.0)
	3.824
	.430

	30
	Fall Only
	152
	13 

(8.6)
	21 (13.8)
	75 (49.3)
	28 (18.4)
	15
 (9.9)
	
	

	
	Multiple
	865
	85 (10.6)
	110 (13.7)
	348 (43.2)
	172 (21.4)
	90 (11.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	98 (10.2)
	131 (13.7)
	423 (44.2)
	200 (20.9)
	105 (11.0)
	2.317
	.678


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001

APPENDIX P

Frequency, Percentage, and Level of Probability of Response based on Participation in  only Individual Sports, only Team Sports, or Both during the school year
	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport vs. Both
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	1
	Individual
	382
	44 (11.5)
	52  (13.6)
	132 (34.6)
	94 (24.6)
	60 (15.7)
	
	

	
	Team
	247
	32 (13.0)
	37 (15.0)
	81 (32.8)
	56 (22.7)
	40 (16.2)
	
	

	
	Both
	330
	35 (10.6)
	47 (14.2)
	132 (40.0)
	66 (20.0)
	50 (15.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	111 (11.6)
	136 (14.2)
	345 (36.0)
	216 (22.5)
	150 (15.6)
	7.924
	.636

	2
	Individual
	382
	50 (13.1)
	47 (12.3)
	106 (27.7)
	111 (29.1)
	68 (17.8)
	 
	

	
	Team
	247
	44 (17.8)
	27 (10.9)
	90 (36.4)
	44 (17.8)
	42  (17.0)
	 
	

	
	Both
	331
	38 (11.5)
	59 (17.8)
	109 (32.9)
	75 (22.7)
	50 (15.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	132 (13.8)
	133 (13.9)
	305 (31.8)
	230 (24.0)
	160 (16.7)
	23.126
	.003**

	3
	Individual
	380
	69 (18.2)
	68 (0.2)
	119 (31.3)
	67 (17.6)
	57 (15.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	48 (19.5)
	41 

(0.2)
	86 (35.0)
	40 (16.3)
	31 (12.6)
	
	

	
	Both
	331
	54 (16.3)
	68 

(0.2)
	110 (33.2)
	62 (18.7)
	36 (10.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	171 (17.9)
	177 (18.5)
	315 (315)
	169 (17.7)
	124 (13.0)
	7.459
	.682

	4
	Individual
	382
	73 (19.1)
	68 (17.8)
	110 (28.8)
	81  (21.2)
	50 (13.1)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	54 (22.0)
	30 (12.2)
	91 (37.0)
	37 (15.0)
	34  (13.8)
	
	

	
	Both
	331
	60 (18.1)
	68 (20.5)
	102 (30.8)
	61 (18.4)
	39 (11.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	187 (19.5)
	166 (17.3)
	303  (31.6)
	179 (18.7)
	123 (12.8)
	15.607
	.111

	5
	Individual
	381
	31 (8.1)
	20 (5.2)
	78 (20.5)
	112 (29.4)
	140 (36.7)
	
	

	
	Team
	244
	21 

(8.6)
	20
(8.2)
	75
(30.7)
	69
(28.3)
	59
(24.2)
	
	

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport vs. Both
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	Both
	329
	27 

(8.2)
	28 

(8.5)
	83 (25.2)
	92 (28.0)
	99 (30.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	79 

(8.3)
	68 

(7.1)
	236 (24.7)
	273 (28.6)
	298  (31.2)
	17.456
	.026*

	6
	Individual
	381
	99 (26.0)
	24 

(6.3)
	76 (19.9)
	90
(23.6)
	91 (23.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	68 (27.8)
	35 (14.3)
	57 (23.3)
	51 (20.8)
	34 (13.9)
	
	

	
	Both
	328
	105 (32.0)
	35 (10.7)
	69 (21.0)
	64 (19.5)
	55 (16.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	272 (28.5)
	94  

(9.9)
	202 (21.2)
	205 (21.5)
	180 (18.9)
	25.125
	.005**

	7
	Individual
	381
	283 (74.3)
	58 (15.2)
	21 (5.5)
	12 (3.1)
	7
(1.8)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	161 (65.7)
	54 (22.0)
	23
(9.4)
	5
(2.0)
	2
(0.8)
	
	

	
	Both
	329
	225 (68.4)
	50 (15.2)
	32 (9.7)
	14 (4.3)
	8 

(2.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	669 (70.1)
	162 (17.0)
	76
(8.0)
	31
(3.2)
	17
(1.8)
	15.764
	.046*

	8
	Individual
	381
	34
(8.9)
	36
(9.4)
	106
(27.8)
	115
(30.2)
	90 (23.6)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	7
(2.9)
	25
(10.2)
	48 (19.6)
	104 (42.4)
	61 (24.9)
	
	

	
	Both
	329
	17
(5.2)
	22
(6.7)
	92
(28.0)
	123
(37.4)
	74
(22.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	58
(6.1)
	83
(8.7)
	246 (25.8)
	342 (35.8)
	225 (23.6)
	25.860
	.004**

	9
	Individual
	381
	61 (16.0)
	148 (38.8)
	104 (27.3)
	49 (12.9)
	19 
(5.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	244
	47 (19.3)
	98 (40.2)
	68 (27.9)
	24
(9.8)
	7 

(2.9)
	
	

	
	Both
	328
	84 (25.6)
	117 (35.7)
	78
(23.8)
	32 

(9.8)
	17
(5.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	192 (20.1)
	363 (38.1)
	250 (26.2)
	105 (11.0)
	43
(4.5)
	14.126
	.079

	10
	Individual
	382
	295 (77.2)
	52 (13.6)
	17
(4.5)
	9
(2.4)
	8
(2.1)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	164 (66.9)
	51 (20.8)
	17 (6.9)
	10
(4.1)
	3
(1.2)
	
	

	
	Both
	329
	222 (67.5)
	62 (18.8)
	25  (7.6)
	13 (4.0)
	7 

(2.1)
	
	

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport vs. Both
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	
	Overall
	956
	681 (71.2)
	165 (17.3)
	59 (6.2)
	32 (3.3)
	18
(1.9)
	15.720
	.108

	11
	Individual
	382
	55 (14.4)
	58 (15.2)
	137 (35.9)
	84 (22.0)
	47 (12.3)
	
	

	
	Team
	244
	37 (15.2)
	47 (19.3)
	79 (32.4)
	63 (25.8)
	18
(7.4)
	
	

	
	Both
	328
	62 (18.9)
	51 (15.5)
	109 (33.2)
	70 (21.3)
	36 (11.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	154 (16.1)
	156 (16.4)
	325 (34.1)
	217 (22.7)
	101 (10.6)
	11.135
	.347

	12
	Individual
	381
	278 (73.0)
	63 (16.5)
	31 (8.1)
	4 

(1.0)
	4
(1.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	155 (63.3)
	57 (23.3)
	24 (9.8)
	3
(1.2)
	6
(2.4)
	
	

	
	Both
	328
	203 (61.9)
	71 (21.6)
	41 (12.5)
	6 (1.8)
	7 
(2.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	636 (66.7)
	191 (20.0)
	96 (10.1)
	13
(1.4)
	17
(1.8)
	15.528
	.114

	13
	Individual
	381
	268 (70.3)
	60 (15.7)
	40 (10.5)
	8
(2.1)
	4
(1.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	148 (60.4)
	54 (22.0)
	32 (13.1)
	7 

(2.9)
	4
(1.6)
	
	

	
	Both
	329
	197 (59.9)
	68 (20.7)
	45 (13.7)
	11
(3.3)
	8
(2.4)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	613 (64.2)
	182 (19.1)
	117 (12.3)
	26 (2.7)
	16 

(1.7)
	13.707
	.187

	14
	Individual
	382
	273 (71.5)
	62 (16.2)
	32 (8.4)
	11 (2.9)
	4
(1.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	151 (61.6)
	54 (22.0)
	25 (10.2)
	12 (4.9)
	3
(1.2)
	
	

	
	Both
	329
	204 (62.0)
	63 (19.1)
	41 (12.5)
	12 (3.6)
	9
(2.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	628 (65.7)
	179 (18.7)
	98  (10.3)
	35
(3.7)
	16
(1.7)
	13.421
	.084

	15
	Individual
	382
	273 (71.5)
	61 (16.0)
	32 (8.4)
	6 (1.6)
	8
 (2.1)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	144 (58.8)
	53 (21.6)
	31 (12.7)
	9 (3.7)
	8
(3.3)
	
	

	
	Both
	328
	207 (63.1)
	58 (17.7)
	42 (12.8)
	9
(2.7)
	12
(3.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	624 (65.3)
	172 (18.0)
	105 (11.0)
	24 (2.5)
	28
(2.9)
	18.049
	.114

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport vs. Both
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	16
	Individual
	381
	272 (71.4)
	3
(0.8)
	10
(2.6)
	4
(1.0)
	92
(24.1)
	
	

	
	Team
	242
	176 (72.7)
	4 

(1.7)
	4 

(1.7)
	0
0.0
	58
(24.0)
	
	

	
	Both
	327
	214 (65.4)
	6
(1.8)
	1
(0.3)
	9
(2.8)
	97
(29.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	950
	662 (69.7)
	13
(1.4)
	15
(1.6)
	13
(1.4)
	247
(26.0)
	19.678
	.012*

	17
	Individual
	381
	272 (71.4)
	5 

(1.3)
	9
(2.4)
	4
(1.0)
	91
(23.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	242
	179 (74.0)
	4 

(1.7)
	6
(2.5)
	2
(0.8)
	51
(21.1)
	
	

	
	Both
	328
	225 (28.6)
	6
(1.8)
	4
(1.2)
	8
(2.4)
	85
(25.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	951
	676 (71.1)
	15
(1.6)
	19
(2.0)
	14
(1.5)
	227 (23.9)
	7.009
	.536

	18
	Individual
	382
	347 (90.8)
	5
(1.3)
	9
(2.4)
	6
(1.6)
	15
(3.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	225 (91.8)
	4
(1.6)
	1
(0.4)
	2
0.8)
	13
(5.2)
	
	

	
	Both
	330
	300 (90.9)
	3
(0.9)
	9
(2.7)
	3
(0.9)
	15
(4.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	872 (91.1)
	12
(1.3)
	19
(2.0)
	11
(1.1)
	43
(4.5)
	6.497
	.592

	19
	Individual
	383
	125 (32.6)
	76 (19.8)
	108
(28.2)
	40
(10.4)
	34
(8.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	76 (30.9)
	47 (19.1)
	68 (27.6)
	34 (13.8)
	21
(8.5)
	
	

	
	Both
	331
	98 (29.6)
	61 (18.4)
	85 (25.7)
	45 (13.6)
	42
(12.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	299 (31.1)
	184 (19.2)
	261 (27.2)
	119 (12.4)
	97 (10.1)
	6.477
	.594

	20
	Individual
	382
	90 (23.6)
	101 (26.4)
	120 (31.4)
	37 (9.7)
	34 

(8.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	38 (15.4)
	57 (23.2)
	112 (45.5)
	23 (9.3)
	16
(6.5)
	
	

	
	Both
	330
	63 (19.1)
	82 (24.8)
	108 (32.7)
	47 (14.2)
	30 

(9.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	191 (19.9)
	240 (25.1)
	340 (35.5)
	107 (11.2)
	80 

(8.4)
	20.882
	.007**

	21
	Individual
	382
	35
(9.2)
	28
(7.3)
	124
(32.5)
	120
(31.4)
	75
(19.6)
	
	

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport vs. Both
	N
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Team
	244
	24 

(9.8)
	30
(12.3)
	110
(45.1)
	52 (21.3)
	27 (11.1)
	
	

	
	Both
	329
	33 (10.0)
	28 

(8.5)
	119 (36.2)
	97 (29.5)
	52
(15.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	92 

(9.6)
	86
(9.0)
	353
(37.0)
	269
(28.2)
	154 (16.1)
	26.294
	.003**

	22
	Individual
	383
	65 (17.0)
	84 (21.9)
	142 (37.1)
	51 (13.3)
	41 (10.7)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	25 (10.2)
	54 (22.0)
	98
(39.8)
	51 (20.7)
	18
(7.3)
	
	

	
	Both
	331
	46 (13.9)
	85 (25.7)
	109 (32.9)
	53 (16.0)
	38 (11.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	960
	136 (14.2)
	223 (23.2)
	349 (36.4)
	155 (16.1)
	97 (10.1)
	15.933
	.043*

	23
	Individual
	382
	54 (14.1)
	35 

(9.2)
	97
(25.4)
	103 (27.0)
	92 (24.1)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	24 

(9.8)
	25 (10.2)
	90 (36.6)
	66
(26.8)
	41
(16.7)
	
	

	
	Both
	331
	52 (15.7)
	39 (11.8)
	90 (27.2)
	75 (22.7)
	75
(22.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	130 (13.6)
	99 (10.3)
	277 (28.9)
	244 (25.4)
	208 (21.7)
	19.094
	.039*

	24
	Individual
	382
	20 

(5.2) 
	10 

(2.6)
	63 (16.5)
	136
(35.6)
	153
(40.1)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	12
(4.9)
	17
(6.9)
	50
(20.3)
	80
(32.5)
	87
(35.4)
	
	

	
	Both
	330
	24
(7.3)
	19
(5.8)
	61
(18.5)
	105 (31.8)
	121 (36.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	56 

(5.8)
	46 

(4.8)
	174 (18.2)
	321 

(33.5)
	361
(37.7)
	11.590
	.170

	25
	Individual
	382
	20
(5.2)
	18
(4.7)
	79
(20.7)
	91
(23.8)
	174
(45.5)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	15 

(6.1)
	20
(8.1)
	54
(22.0)
	78
(31.7)
	78
(31.7)
	
	

	
	Both
	329
	19
(5.8)
	31
(9.4)
	71
(21.6)
	74
(22.5)
	134
(40.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	54 

(5.6)
	69
(7.2)
	204
(21.3)
	243
(25.4)
	386
(40.3)
	21.513
	.018*

	26
	Individual
	382
	23
(6.0)
	41
(10.7)
	88
(23.0)
	100
(26.2)
	130
(34.0)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	17 

(6.9)
	32
(13.0)
	75
(30.5)
	63
(25.6)
	59
(24.0)
	
	

	Q#
	Individual vs. Team Sport vs. Both
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Both
	329
	28
(8.5)
	49
(14.9)
	82
(24.9)
	78
(23.7)
	92
(28.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	68 

(7.1)
	122
(12.7)
	245
(25.6)
	241
(25.2)
	281
(29.4)
	13.244
	.104

	27
	Individual
	382
	61 (16.0)
	91 (23.8)
	113
(29.6)
	49
(12.8)
	67
(17.5)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	48 (19.5)
	62 (25.2)
	85 (34.6)
	27 (11.0)
	24
(9.8)
	
	

	
	Both
	330
	76 (23.0)
	87
(26.4)
	82
(24.8)
	35
(10.6)
	50
(15.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	185 (19.3)
	240 (25.1)
	280 (29.2)
	111 (11.6)
	141 (14.7)
	18.198
	.052

	28
	Individual
	381
	38 (10.0)
	72
(18.9)
	204
(53.5)
	46
(12.1)
	21
(5.5)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	17
(6.9)
	59 (24.1)
	115
(46.9)
	43
(17.6)
	11
(4.5)
	
	

	
	Both
	330
	35 (10.6)
	56 (17.0)
	161 (48.8)
	54 (16.4)
	23
(7.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	90 (9.4)
	187 (19.6)
	480 (50.2)
	143 (15.0)
	55 

(5.8)
	14.616
	.147

	29
	Individual
	382
	24 

(6.3)
	30
(7.9)
	201 (52.6)
	97
(25.4)
	30
(7.9)
	
	

	
	Team
	245
	8
(3.3)
	22
(9.0)
	158
(64.5)
	42
(17.1)
	15
(6.1)
	
	

	
	Both
	329
	18 

(5.5)
	35 (10.6)
	184
(55.9)
	70
(21.3)
	22
(6.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	50
(5.2)
	87
(9.1)
	543
(56.8)
	209
(21.9)
	67
(7.0)
	13.378
	.100

	30
	Individual
	383
	46
(12.0)
	39
(10.2)
	158
(41.3)
	92
(24.0)
	48
(12.5)
	
	

	
	Team
	246
	18 

(7.3)
	43 (17.5)
	123 (50.0)
	40
(16.3)
	22
(8.9)
	
	

	
	Both
	330
	34 (10.3)
	49 (14.8)
	144 (43.6)
	68
(20.6)
	35
(10.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	959
	98 (10.2)
	131 (13.7)
	425 (44.3)
	200 (20.9)
	105 (10.9)
	18.387
	.019*


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001

APPENDIX Q

Frequency, Percentage, and Level of Probability of Response based on Participation in the Fall Season, vs. Fall & Winter, Fall & Spring, or All Three Seasons
	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	1
	Fall Only
	151
	20 (13.2)
	23 (15.2)
	50 (33.1)
	35 (23.2)
	22 (14.6)
	
	

	
	F&W
	104
	12 (11.5)
	11 (10.6)
	38 (36.5)
	25 (24.0)
	18 (17.3)
	
	

	
	F&S
	183
	27 (14.8)
	29 (15.8)
	66 (36.1)
	34 (18.6)
	27 (14.8)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	519
	52 (10.0)
	73 (14.1)
	189 (36.4)
	122 (23.5)
	83 (16.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	111 (11.6)
	136 (14.2)
	343 (35.8)
	216 (22.6)
	150 (15.7)
	12.230
	.662

	2
	Fall Only
	151
	26 (17.2)
	17 (11.3)
	51 (33.8)
	34 (22.5)
	23 (15.2)
	
	

	
	F&W
	104
	18 (17.3)
	20 (19.2)
	27  (26.0)
	24 (23.1)
	15 (14.4)
	
	

	
	F&S
	183
	32 (17.5)
	22 (12.0)
	61 (33.3)
	40 (21.9)
	28 (15.3)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	520
	56 (10.8)
	74  (14.2)
	164 (31.5)
	132 (25.4)
	94 (18.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	132 (13.8)
	133 (13.9)
	303 (31.6)
	230 (24.0)
	160 (16.7)
	14.582
	.265

	3
	Fall Only
	151
	29 (19.2)
	29 (19.2)
	56 (37.1)
	19 (12.6)
	18 (11.9)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	103
	19 (18.4)
	14 (13.6)
	31 (30.1)
	21 (20.4)
	18 (17.5)
	
	

	
	F&S
	183
	41 (22.4)
	34 (18.6)
	60 (32.8)
	32 (17.5)
	16 

(8.7)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	518
	82 (15.8)
	100 (19.3)
	166 (32.0)
	97 (18.7)
	72 (13.9)
	
	

	 
	Overall
	955
	171 (17.9)
	177 (18.5)
	313 (32.8)
	169 (17.7)
	124 (13.0)
	14.612
	.480

	4
	Fall Only
	151
	32 (21.2)
	21 (13.9)
	54 (35.8)
	27 (17.9)
	17 (11.3)
	
	

	
	F&W
	103
	21 (20.4)
	19 (18.4)
	29 (28.2)
	21 (20.4)
	13 (12.6)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	183
	46 (25.1)
	32 (17.5)
	55 (30.1)
	29 (15.8)
	21 (11.5)
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	F&W&S
	520
	88 (16.9)
	94 (18.1)
	163 (31.3)
	102 (19.6)
	72 (13.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	187 (19.5)
	166 (17.3)
	301 (31.5)
	179 (18.7)
	123 (12.9)
	10.684
	.775

	5
	Fall Only
	150
	11 

(7.3)
	5
(3.3)
	49
(32.7)
	33
(22.0)
	52
(34.7)
	
	

	
	F&W
	102
	9 

(8.8)
	10 

(9.8)
	21 (20.6)
	40 (39.2)
	22 (21.6)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	21 (11.5)
	21 (11.5)
	43  (23.6)
	53 (29.1)
	44 (24.2)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	518
	38
(7.3)
	32
(6.2)
	122 (23.6)
	147 (28.4)
	179 (34.6)
	
	

	
	Overall
	952
	79 

(8.3)
	68
(7.1)
	235  (24.7)
	273
(28.7)
	297 (31.2)
	32.327
	.001***

	6
	Fall Only
	151
	43 (28.5)
	24 (15.9)
	35 (23.2)
	30 (19.9)
	19 (12.6)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	101
	32 (31.7)
	13 (12.9)
	16 (15.8)
	17 (16.8)
	23  (22.8)
	
	

	
	F&S
	181
	45 (24.9)
	21 (11.6)
	48 (26.5)
	39 (21.5)
	28 (15.5)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	519
	152 (29.3)
	35 

(6.7)
	102 (19.7)
	119 (22.9)
	110 (21.2)
	
	

	 
	Overall
	952
	272 (28.6)
	93
(9.8)
	201 (21.1)
	205 (21.5)
	180 (18.9)
	27.345
	.026*

	7
	Fall Only
	151
	106 (70.2)
	24 (15.9)
	12 (7.9)
	4 (2.6)
	5 

(3.3)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	72 (71.3)
	15 (14.9)
	8 

(7.9)
	3
(3.0)
	3
(3.0)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	182
	116 (63.7)
	40 (22.0)
	17 (9.3)
	7 (3.8)
	2
(1.1)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	519
	375 (72.3)
	82  (15.8)
	38 (7.3)
	17 (3.3)
	7
(1.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	669 (70.2)
	161 (16.9)
	75 (7.9)
	31 (3.3)
	17 

(1.8)
	9.796
	.634

	8
	Fall Only
	151
	11 

(7.3)
	16 (10.6)
	36 (23.8)
	56 (37.1)
	32 (21.2)
	
	

	
	F&W
	100
	5
(5.0)
	9
(9.0)
	26
(26.0)
	33 (33.0)
	27 (27.0)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	11 

(6.0)
	14 

(7.7)
	38 (20.9)
	77 (42.3)
	42 (23.1)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	520
	31 

(6.0)
	44 

(8.5)
	145 (27.9)
	176 (33.8)
	123 (23.7)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	Overall
	953
	58
(6.1)
	83
(8.7)
	245
(25.7)
	342 (35.9)
	224 (23.5)
	8.963
	.879

	9
	Fall Only
	150
	26
(17.3)
	59 (39.3)
	40 (26.7)
	17 (11.3)
	8
(5.3)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	101
	20 (19.8)
	44 (43.6)
	28 (27.7)
	7
(6.9)
	2
(2.0)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	40 (22.0)
	61 (33.5)
	46 (25.3)
	25 (13.7)
	10 

(5.5)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	518
	106 (20.5)
	197 (38.0)
	136 (26.3)
	56 (10.8)
	23
(4.4)
	
	

	 
	Overall
	951
	192 (20.2)
	361 (38.0)
	250 (26.3)
	105 (11.0)
	43
(4.5)
	7.767
	.803

	10
	Fall Only
	151
	108 (71.5)
	24 (15.9)
	8
(5.3)
	4
(2.6)
	6
(4.0)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	81 (80.2)
	13 (12.9)
	4
(4.0)
	1
(1.0)
	2
(2.0)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	182
	109 (59.9)
	43 (23.6)
	15
(8.2)
	11
(6.0)
	4
(2.2)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	520
	383 (73.7)
	83 (16.0)
	32  (6.2)
	16 (3.1)
	6
(1.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	681 (71.4)
	163 (17.1)
	59 (6.2)
	32 (3.4)
	18
(1.9)
	24.539
	.014*

	11
	Fall Only
	150
	15
(10.0)
	29
(19.3)
	49 (32.7)
	41 (27.3)
	16 (10.7)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	17 (16.8)
	21 (20.8)
	27 (26.7)
	27 (26.7)
	9
(8.9)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	42 (23.1)
	36 (19.8)
	58  (31.9)
	31
(17.0)
	15
(8.2)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	519
	80 (15.4)
	69 (13.3)
	190 (36.6)
	118 (22.7)
	61 (11.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	952
	154 (16.2)
	155 (16.3)
	324 (34.0)
	217 (22.8)
	101 (10.6)
	25.772
	.040*

	12
	Fall Only
	151
	100 (66.2)
	29 (19.2)
	16 (10.6)
	2 (1.3)
	4 

(2.6)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	72 (71.3)
	18 (17.8)
	9 

(8.9)
	1
(1.0)
	1
(1.0)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	113 (62.1)
	35 (19.2)
	27 (14.8)
	3
(1.6)
	4
(2.2)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	518
	350 (67.6)
	108 (20.8)
	44  (8.5)
	7 (1.4)
	8 

(1.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	952
	635 (66.7)
	190 (20.0)
	96  (10.1)
	13 (1.4)
	17 

(1.8)
	9.422
	.854

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	13
	Fall Only
	151
	95 (62.9)
	29 (19.2)
	16 (10.6)
	6 (4.0)
	4
(2.6)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	101
	65 (64.4)
	14 (13.9)
	18 (17.8)
	3
(3.0)
	1
(1.0)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	106 (58.2)
	43 (23.6)
	28 (15.4)
	3 (1.6)
	2
(1.1)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	519
	346 (66.7)
	95  (18.3)
	55 (10.6)
	14 (2.7)
	9 

(1.7)
	
	

	 
	Overall
	953
	612 (64.2)
	181 (19.0)
	117 (12.3)
	26 (2.7)
	16
(1.7)
	19.106
	.209

	14
	Fall Only
	151
	94 (62.3)
	30 (19.9)
	12 (7.9)
	10 (6.6)
	5
(3.3)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	69 (68.3)
	17 (16.8)
	11 (10.9)
	1
(1.0)
	3
(3.0)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	182
	111 (61.0)
	35 (19.2)
	28 (15.4)
	7
(3.8)
	1
(0.5)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	520
	353 (67.9)
	96 (18.5)
	47 (9.0)
	17 (3.3)
	7
(1.3)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	627 (65.7)
	178 (18.7)
	98 (10.3)
	35 (3.7)
	16
(1.7)
	18.885
	.091

	15
	Fall Only
	151
	93 (61.6)
	29 (19.2)
	15 (9.9)
	6
(4.0)
	8
(5.3)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	67 (66.3)
	16 (15.8)
	14 (13.9)
	3
(3.0)
	1
(1.0)
	
	

	
	F&S
	181
	114 (63.0)
	35 (19.3)
	26 (14.4)
	3 (1.7)
	3
(1.7)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	520
	349 (67.1)
	91 (17.5)
	50 (9.6)
	12 (2.3)
	16
(3.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	623 (65.4)
	171 (17.9)
	105 (11.0)
	24
(2.5)
	28
(2.9)
	13.903
	.735

	16
	Fall Only
	150
	123 (82.0)
	2
(1.3)
	3
(2.0)
	1
(0.7)
	21
(14.0)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	99
	73 (73.7)
	2 

(2.0)
	0
(0.0)
	0
(0.0)
	24
(24.2)
	
	

	
	F&S
	180
	104 (57.8)
	4
(2.2)
	5
(2.8)
	1
(0.6)
	66
(36.7)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	519
	360 (69.4)
	5
(1.0)
	7
(1.3)
	11
(2.1)
	136
(26.2)
	
	

	 
	Overall
	948
	660 (69.6)
	13
(1.4)
	15
(1.6)
	13
(1.4)
	247
(26.1)
	33.764
	.001***

	17
	Fall Only
	150
	120 (80.0)
	2
(1.3)
	3
(2.0)
	3
(2.0)
	22
(14.7)
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	F&W
	99
	79 (79.8)
	2
(2.0)
	0
(0.0)
	0
(0.0)
	18
(18.2)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	180
	115 (63.9)
	6
(3.3)
	5
(2.8)
	1
(0.6)
	53
(29.4)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	520
	360 (69.2)
	5
(1.0)
	11
(2.1)
	10
(1.9)
	134 (25.8)
	
	

	
	Overall
	949
	674 (71.0)
	15 

(1.6)
	19
(2.0)
	14
(1.5)
	227
(23.9)
	25.047
	.015*

	18
	Fall Only
	151
	140 (92.7)
	1
(0.7)
	2
(1.3)
	2
(1.3)
	6
(4.0)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	98 (97.0)
	0
(0.0)
	0
(0.0)
	1
(1.0)
	2
(2.0)
	
	

	
	F&S
	181
	167 (92.3)
	3
(1.7)
	1
(0.6)
	1
(0.6)
	9
(5.0)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	522
	465 (89.1)
	8
(1.5)
	16
(3.1)
	7
(1.3)
	26
(5.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	870 (91.1)
	12
(1.3)
	19
(2.0)
	11
(1.2)
	43
(4.5)
	12.858
	.379

	19
	Fall Only
	152
	61 (40.1)
	30 (19.7)
	31 (20.4)
	20 (13.2)
	10
(6.6)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	101
	28 (27.7)
	27
(26.7)
	25
(24.8)
	15
(14.9)
	6
(5.9)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	47 (25.8)
	29 (15.9)
	56 (30.8)
	27 (14.8)
	23 (12.6)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	523
	161 (30.8)
	98 (18.7)
	149 (28.5)
	57 (10.9)
	58 (11.1)
	
	

	 
	Overall
	958
	297 (31.0)
	184 (19.2)
	261 (27.2)
	119 (12.4)
	97 (10.1)
	21.696
	.041*

	20
	Fall Only
	152
	27 (17.8)
	39 (25.7)
	64 (42.1)
	11 (7.2)
	11 

(7.2)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	19 (18.8)
	19 (18.8)
	45 (44.6)
	6 (5.9)
	12 (11.9)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	182
	28 (15.4)
	41 (22.5)
	69 (37.9)
	24 (13.2)
	20 (11.0)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	521
	117 (22.5)
	141 (27.1)
	160 (30.7)
	66 (12.7)
	37 

(7.1)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	191 (20.0)
	240 (25.1)
	338 (35.4)
	107 (11.2)
	80 (8.4)
	25.237
	.014*

	21
	Fall Only
	149
	16 (10.7)
	18 (12.1)
	56 (37.6)
	34 (22.8)
	24 (16.1)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	11 (10.9)
	4 

(4.0)
	46 (45.5)
	26 (25.7)
	14  (13.9)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p

	
	F&S
	182
	17 

(9.3)
	22 (12.1)
	65 (35.7)
	54 (29.7)
	24 (13.2)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	521
	48 

(9.2)
	42 

(8.1)
	184 (35.3)
	155 (29.8)
	92 (17.7)
	
	

	
	Overall
	953
	92 

(9.7)
	86 

(9.0)
	351 (36.8)
	269 (28.2)
	154 (16.2)
	19.570
	.189

	22
	Fall Only
	152
	18 (11.8)
	37 (24.3)
	66 (43.4)
	23 (15.1)
	8
(5.3)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	8
(7.9)
	18
(17.8)
	40
(39.6)
	21
(20.8)
	14
(13.9)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	17 (19.3)
	48 (26.4)
	62 (34.1)
	36 (19.8)
	19 (10.4)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	523
	93 (17.8)
	120 (22.9)
	180 (34.4)
	75 (14.3)
	55 (10.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	958
	136 (14.2)
	223 (23.3)
	348 (36.3)
	155 (16.2)
	96 (10.0)
	28.544
	.012*

	23
	Fall Only
	152
	12 

(7.9)
	17 (11.2)
	46 (30.3)
	49 (32.2)
	28 (18.4)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	101
	12 (11.9)
	14 (13.9)
	35 (34.7)
	18 (17.8)
	22 (21.8)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	33 (18.1)
	18 

(9.9)
	60 (33.0)
	40 (22.0)
	31  (17.0)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	522
	73 (14.0)
	49 

(9.4)
	135 (25.9)
	137 (26.2)
	127 (24.3)
	
	

	 
	Overall
	957
	130 (13.6)
	98 (10.2)
	276 (28.8)
	244 (25.5)
	208 (21.7)
	23.569
	.073

	24
	Fall Only
	152
	8
(5.3)
	8
(5.3)
	22 (14.5)
	58 (38.2)
	56 (36.8)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	6 

(5.9)
	8 

(7.9)
	19 (18.8)
	35 (34.7)
	33 (32.7)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	182
	17 

(9.3)
	13 

(7.1)
	39 (21.4)
	48 (26.4)
	65 (35.7)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	521
	25 

(4.8)
	17 

(3.3)
	93 (17.9)
	180 (34.5)
	206 (39.5)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	56 

(5.9)
	46 

(4.8)
	173 (18.1)
	321 (33.6)
	360 (37.7)
	19.181
	.084

	25
	Fall Only
	152
	7 

(4.6)
	10 

(6.6)
	27 (17.8)
	46 (30.3)
	62 (40.8)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	4 

(4.0)
	17 (16.8)
	29 (28.7)
	22 (21.8)
	28 (27.7)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	18 

(9.9)
	13 

(7.1)
	46 (25.3)
	40 (22.0)
	65 (35.7)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	 
	F&W&S
	520
	25 

(4.8)
	29 

(5.6)
	101 (19.4)
	135 (26.0)
	230 (44.2)
	
	

	
	Overall
	955
	54 

(5.7)
	69 

(7.2)
	203 (21.3)
	243 (25.4)
	385 (40.3)
	46.110
	.000***

	26
	Fall Only
	152
	9 

(5.9)
	11 

(7.2)
	45 (29.6)
	41 (27.0)
	46 (30.3)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	101
	5 

(5.0)
	20 (19.8)
	34 (33.7)
	22 (21.8)
	20 (19.8)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	18 

(9.9)
	31 (17.0)
	41 (22.5)
	50 (27.5)
	42 (23.1)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	520
	36 

(6.9)
	60 (11.5)
	124 (23.8)
	128 (24.6)
	172  (33.1)
	
	

	 
	Overall
	955
	68 

(7.1)
	122 (12.8)
	244 (25.5)
	241 (25.2)
	280 (29.3)
	27.734
	.006**

	27
	Fall Only
	152
	24 (15.8)
	32 (21.1)
	63 (41.4)
	19 (12.5)
	14 

(9.2)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	27 (26.7)
	31 (30.7)
	27 (26.7)
	5
(5.0)
	11
(10.9)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	521
	35 (19.2)
	54 (29.7)
	51 (28.0)
	18 (9.9)
	23 (12.6)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	956
	99 (19.0)
	122 (23.4)
	138 (26.5)
	69 (13.2)
	93 (17.9)
	
	

	
	Overall
	956
	185 (19.4)
	239 (25.0)
	279 (29.2)
	111 (11.6)
	141 (14.7)
	35.668
	.002**

	28
	Fall Only
	150
	14 

(9.3)
	31 (20.7)
	74 (49.3)
	25 (16.7)
	6
(4.0)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	9 

(8.9)
	18 (17.8)
	56 (55.4)
	12 (11.9)
	6
(5.9)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	13 

(7.1)
	37 (20.3)
	81 (44.5)
	39 (21.4)
	12 (6.6)
	
	

	 
	F&W&S
	521
	54 (10.4)
	101 (19.4)
	268 (51.4)
	66 (12.7)
	31
(6.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	954
	90 

(9.4)
	187 (19.6)
	479 (50.2)
	142 (14.9)
	55
(5.8)
	13.527
	.562

	29
	Fall Only
	151
	7 

(4.6)
	8 

(5.3)
	89 (58.9)
	34 (22.5)
	13
(8.6)
	
	

	 
	F&W
	101
	6 

(5.9)
	10 

(9.9)
	67 (66.3)
	16
(15.8)
	2
(2.0)
	
	

	
	F&S
	182
	8
(4.4)
	18
(9.9)
	109 (59.9)
	36 (19.8)
	11
(6.0)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	520
	29 

(5.6)
	51 

(9.8)
	276 (53.1)
	123 (23.7)
	41
(7.9)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q#
	One vs. Multiple Seasons
	N
	Strongly Disagree

F (%)
	Disagree

F (%)
	Neutral

F (%)
	Agree

F (%)
	Strongly Agree

F (%)
	Chi-Square
	p 

	 
	Overall
	954
	50
(5.2)
	87
(9.1)
	541 (56.7)
	209 (21.9)
	67
(7.0)
	14.570
	.266

	30
	Fall Only
	152
	13 

(8.6)
	21
(13.8)
	75 (49.3)
	28 (18.4)
	15
(9.9)
	
	

	
	F&W
	101
	12
(11.9)
	13
(12.9)
	49
(48.5)
	17
(16.8)
	10
(9.9)
	
	

	 
	F&S
	182
	22 (12.1)
	35 (19.2)
	79 (43.4)
	34 (18.7)
	12 

(6.6)
	
	

	
	F&W&S
	522
	51
(9.8)
	62
(11.9)
	220
(42.1)
	121 (23.2)
	68 (13.0)
	
	

	
	Overall
	957
	98 (10.2)
	131 (13.7)
	423 (44.2)
	200 (20.9)
	105 (11.0)
	17.090
	.146


    * p<.05

  ** p<.01

*** p<.001
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