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Abstract 

Basic values, defined as trans-situational goals that vary in importance and act as guiding 

principles in life (Schwartz, 1992), have been linked with unethical cognitions, emotions and 

actions. Their roles in doping, a form of cheating in sport, have yet to established. College 

athletes reported doping likelihood in hypothetical scenario-based situations and completed 

measures of basic values, moral disengagement, and anticipated guilt. Correlation analysis 

showed that doping likelihood was positively associated with self-enhancement values but 

negatively associated with self-transcendence values and conservation values. Moral 

disengagement correlated positively with self-enhancement values and negatively with self-

transcendence values, whereas guilt correlated positively conservation values and negatively 

with self-enhancement values and openness to change values. Regression analyses showed 

that self-enhancement values positively predicted doping likelihood directly, self-

transcendence values negatively predicted doping likelihood indirectly via moral 

disengagement and guilt, and conservation values negatively predicted doping likelihood 

indirectly via guilt. In line with theory and evidence concerning the relationship between 

basic value systems and moral thought and action, we found that the values of athletes are 

directly (self-enhancement) and indirectly (self-transcendence, conservation) linked with 

likely use of banned performance enhancing substances, an expression of cheating in sport. 
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Basic Values Predict Doping Likelihood 

Athletes today are faced with a choice. Either they can try and improve their chances of 

winning by illegitimately using substances and methods designed to enhance their 

performance (i.e., doping) or they can prepare and compete without such aids (i.e., clean). 

The problem of doping by athletes (WADA, 2015) is gaining increasing attention from 

politicians and policymakers, who wish to tackle its high prevalence in sport (e.g., de Hon, 

Kuipers, & van Bottenburg, 2015; Ulrich et al., 2018). For example, in early 2017 both the 

UK and US governments set up investigations into doping by athletes. Members of 

parliament sitting on a select committee of the Department for Digital, Culture, Media and 

Sport published a report entitled Combating Doping in Sport (2018) that paints a bleak 

picture of professional sport. Their report highlights a number of practices, including the 

supply of drugs and promotion of unnecessary medical procedures, which raise concerns 

about the ethics of athletes and members of their entourage. The report suggests that 

athletes might be motivated to engage in such practices to satisfy their desire to win at any 

cost (cf., Ring & Kavussanu, 2018b).  

The morality of doping in sport by athletes has attracted theoretical and empirical 

interest from academics (e.g., Donovan et al., 2002; Kavussanu, 2016; Mazanov, 2017; 

Ntoumanis et al., 2014). Moreover, the role of values in relation to motivational and moral 

constructs has received considerable attention too (e.g., Lee, Whitehead, Ntoumanis, & 

Hatzigeorgiadis, 2008; Stupuris, Sukys, & Tilindiene, 2013; Sukys & Jansoniene, 2012; 

Wandzilak, Carroll, & Ansorge, 1988). Surprisingly, the role of basic values in doping has yet 

to receive any attention from researchers. The current project, grounded on basic individual 

values theory (Schwartz, 1992) and moral thought and action theory (Bandura, 1991), was 

designed to address this gap in our understanding of the psychology of doping. 

Values Theory 
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 Basic values have been linked with attitudes, emotions and behaviours, with the 

importance ascribed to any given value playing a role in helping to foster its realization (Boer 

& Fischer, 2013; Kluckholm, 1951; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992; Tamir et al., 2016). 

According to Schwartz (1992), values are organized in a circumplex (i.e., circular) structure: 

opposing values exert conflicting influences on motivationally-relevant attitudes, emotions 

and behaviours, whereas adjacent values exert compatible influences. Schwartz’s (1992) 

values theory identifies ten basic categories of values organized into four higher-order 

dimensions (see Figure 1) that act as two opposing pairs of bi-polar dimensions: self-

enhancement (power, achievement, hedonism) versus self-transcendence (universalism, 

benevolence), and openness to change (stimulation, self-direction) versus conservation 

(conformity, tradition, and security). In terms of motivational goals, Schwartz proposes that 

self-enhancement values motivate people to promote their own interests and success at the 

expense of others, self-transcendence values motivate people to empathize with and show 

concern for others, openness to change values motivate people to approach and explore 

new and exciting experiences, and conservation values motivate people to maintain and 

preserve the current state of affairs. A considerable body of evidence demonstrates that 

values can influence people’s thoughts, feelings and actions (e.g., Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; 

Feather, 1995; Maio, 2010; Roccas & Sagiv, 2010; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz et al., 2017; 

Tamir et al, 2016, 2017). 

Values and Ethics 

 It has been suggested that values act like moral standards to help regulate moral 

cognitions and actions (Kristiansen & Hotte, 1996). According to Schwartz (1995; as cited in 

Schwartz, 2007) some values are linked to personal ethics. Specifically, he found that most 

(70-80%) people view self transcendence and conservation basic as moral values too. In 
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contrast, few (20-30%) people view self-enhancement and openness to change values as 

moral.  

Until recently, the literature on the relationship between basic values and morality has 

yielded mixed and contrasting outcomes, with some studies finding positive associations and 

others finding null or even negative associations between specific values and measures of 

morality (for review see Feldman, Chao, Farh, & Bardi, 2015). In contrast, a meta-analysis of 

the relationships between basic values and attitudes towards and likelihood of behaving 

unethically (e.g., cheating and deception) confirmed a circular arrangement of associations 

(Feldman et al., 2015). For instance, in 12 samples (N = 105,928) unethical attitudes and 

intentions were positively correlated with self-enhancement (r = .21) and openness to 

change (r = .13) values but negatively correlated with self-transcendence (r = –.16) and 

conservation (r = – .18) values. Feldman et al’s (2015) findings confirmed the existence of a 

circumplex structure connecting values with moral thought and action: self-enhancement 

and openness to change values were positively associated with unethicality, whereas self-

transcendence and conservation values were negatively associated with unethicality (cf., 

Boer & Fischer, 2013; Schwartz, 1995; 2007).  

 In the context of sport, values have been associated with unethical and antisocial 

behaviour (e.g., aggression, cheating, deception) by athletes (e.g., Danioni & Barni, 2017; Lee 

& Cockman, 1995; Lee, Whitehead, & Balchin, 2000; Lee et al., 2008; Lucidi et al., 2017; for 

reviews see Whitehead, Telfer, & Lambert, 2013; Spaaija & Schaillee, 2019). For example, a 

study of team sport athletes found that self-enhancement and openness to change values 

were positively correlated with antisocial behaviour, whereas self-transcendence and 

conservation values were negatively correlated with antisocial behaviour in sport (Danioni & 

Barni, 2017).  
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There is no published evidence, to our knowledge, concerning the relationship between 

basic values, as described by Schwartz (1992), and doping likelihood in athletes. It is clear 

that values are important to anti-doping organizations. According to the WADA Code 

(WADA, 2015), doping is contrary to the spirit of sport which attempts to capture what is 

intrinsically valuable about sport. Moreover, the WADA Code argues that the spirit of sport 

is reflected in values that athletes are expected to find in sport, including ethics, health, 

performance, character, fun, teamwork, dedication, respect, courage, and solidarity. Recent 

research by Mazanov and colleagues (Mazanov & Huybers, 2016; Mazanov, Huybers, & 

Barkoukis, 2018) has examined the relative importance of the values that characterize the 

spirit of sport. Across a number of different samples, in Australia and Greece, athletes 

identified “ethics, fair play and honesty” as well as “respect for self and other participants” 

to be the most important values for the spirit of sport concept. Unfortunately, they did not 

report the relationships between the spirit of sport values and doping intention or 

behaviour. Accordingly, the assumption that spirit of sport values are negatively correlated 

with doping has yet to be established. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that moral values have 

been found to be negatively correlated with doping likelihood (Ring & Hurst, 2019; Ring, 

Kavussanu, & Mazanov, 2019). In sum, there is patently a need to better understand the link 

between values and doping in sport, and the present study was designed to address this gap 

in the literature.   

Values, Morality, and Doping 

A concept similar to moral values is the concept of moral standards, which are guiding 

principles that help regulate ethical conduct. Bandura’s (1991, 2016) social cognitive theory 

of moral thought and action proposes that moral standards regulate behaviour via evaluative 

self-reactions. In other words, people feel guilty when their actual behaviour is incongruent 

with their expected behaviour. With time, self-conscious emotions, such as guilt, come to 
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regulate behaviour anticipatorily, such that people inhibit actions that could elicit self-

reproof. Thus, anticipated guilt about behaving badly helps keep behaviour congruent with 

moral standards. In the context of doping, there is considerable evidence to support this 

idea, with several studies reporting that feelings of guilt were negatively associated with 

doping intentions (e.g., Barkoukis, Lazuras, & Harris, 2015; Kavussanu & Ring, 2017; Lazuras, 

Barkoukis, & Tsorbatzoudis, 2015; Ring & Kavussanu, 2018a; Strelan & Boeckmann, 2006).  

The theory explains how use of self-exonerative cognitive maneuvers – collectively 

termed moral disengagement – uncouple self-sanctions, including affective sanctions such as 

feeling guilty, from unethical actions (Bandura, 2002). Put simply, we tell ourselves excuses 

to justify our actions that we know are wrong and that should make us feel bad. In line with 

the theory, moral disengagement has been consistently and positively associated with 

increased doping likelihood among athletes (e.g., Corrion et al., 2017; Hodge, Hargreaves, 

Gerrard, & Lonsdale, 2013; Kavussanu et al., 2016, Kavussanu & Ring, 2017; Lucidi et al., 

2008; 2013; Mallia et al., 2016; Ring & Kavussanu, 2018b; Ring et al., 2018). It is worth noting 

that some of these studies also demonstrated that doping moral disengagement was strongly 

and negatively associated with anticipated guilt over doping (e.g., Kavussanu & Ring, 2017; 

Ring & Kavussanu, 2017b), thereby providing evidence for a pathway connecting these two 

aspects of Bandura’s (1991, 2016) theory of morality. Importantly, an experiment showed 

that six individual mechanisms of moral disengagement make doping likelihood more likely 

compared to control, and, moreover, that most of these effects are mediated via anticipated 

guilt (Ring & Hurst, 2019). This evidence confirms that moral disengagement increases the 

likelihood of doping by attenuating feelings of anticipated guilt about potential doping. 

There is preliminary evidence concerning the relationship between basic values and moral 

disengagement (e.g., Gerbino, Alessandri, & Caprara, 2008; Paciello et al., 2013, 2017). 

Paciello and colleagues reported that self-enhancement values were positively correlated 
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with moral disengagement whereas self-transcendence values were negatively correlated 

with moral disengagement (Paciello et al., 2013, 2017). Moreover, values and moral 

disengagement both predicted aggression and rule-breaking behaviour (Paciello et al., 2017). 

Paciello and colleagues concluded that self-enhancement values help to encourage moral 

disengagement and facilitate antisocial behaviour whereas self-transcendence values help to 

discourage moral disengagement and inhibit antisocial behaviour. Finally, in the context of 

sport, evidence has established that moral values are negatively associated with moral 

disengagement (e.g., Albouza, d'Arripe-Longueville, & Corrion, 2017; Ring, et al, 2019; Sukys, 

& Jansoniene, 2012).  

Previous research has also connected basic values with emotions, including moral 

emotions such as guilt proneness (e.g., Silfver, Helkama, Lonnqvist, & Verkasalo, 2008; Tamir 

et al., 2016; Tarisa & Royanto, 2018) and feelings of guilt (e,g., Lonnqvist, Leikas, Paunonen, 

Nissinen, & Verkasalo, 2006; Roccas, Klar, & Liviatan, 2004). For example, Roccas et al. 

(2004) showed that guilt is positively linked with self-transcendence and openness to change 

values but negatively linked with conservation values. Moreover, the relationships between 

values and guilt were mediated, at least in part, by use of exonerating cognitions, which 

shares some similarities with the concept of moral disengagement. Importantly, the 

relationships between basic values and doping-specific moral disengagement and doping-

related guilt have yet to be examined.  

Current Study 

Grounded on values theory (Schwartz, 1992) and moral thought and action theory 

(Bandura, 1991, 2016) we investigated the role of basic values on doping likelihood in 

hypothetical situations and their relationships with cognitive and affective self-regulatory 

processes. We had three study purposes. The first study purpose was to examine the 

relationship between basic values and the likelihood of doping by athletes. Based on 
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previous research and theory concerning basic values and unethicality (Feldman et al., 2015), 

we hypothesized that self-enhancement values would have a strong positive relationship 

with doping likelihood, openness to change values would have a weak positive relationship 

with doping likelihood, whereas self-transcendence and conservation values would have a 

strong negative relationship with doping likelihood. The second study purpose was to 

examine the associations between basic values and both cognitive and affective self-

regulation processes. We hypothesized that self-enhancement and openness to change 

values would be positively related to doping moral disengagement and negatively related to 

feelings of guilt about doping, whereas self-transcendence and conservation values would be 

negatively related to moral disengagement and positively related to guilt. The final study 

purpose was to test a model linking values (Schwartz, 1992) with doping likelihood both 

directly and indirectly via moral disengagement and guilt (Bandura, 1991). We hypothesized 

that basic values would impact doping likelihood both directly and indirectly via moral 

disengagement and/or guilt. 

 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 190 (87 males, 103 females) college athletes competing in individual 

(n = 66, 35%) and team (n = 124, 65%) sports at a British university. The individual sports 

included athletics, boxing, cycling, golf, gymnastics, martial arts, squash and swimming. The 

team sports included basketball, cricket, football, hockey, lacrosse, netball and rugby. At the 

time of data collection, participants were between 18 and 22 years old and had competed in 

their respective sport for 8.58 (SD = 3.59) years. Their highest ever competitive standard in 

their sport was club (25%), regional (51%), national (16%), and international (9%). 

Measures 
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Values. The short portrait values questionnaire (ESS Round 5, 2010) was used to 

measure values. Participants were presented with descriptions of people and told to think 

about how much each person resembles them. They were asked to rate 21 descriptions 

(e.g., “It is important to him/her always to behave properly. He/she wants to avoid doing anything 

people would say is wrong”) using a 6-point scale, anchored by 1 (not like me at all) and 6 

(very much like me). The scale comprises items measuring 10 values categories: power, 

achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-direction, universalism, benevolence, conformity, 

tradition, and security. These were combined to compute four higher-order values 

dimensions: self-enhancement (power, achievement, hedonism; six items), openness to 

change (stimulation, self-direction; four items), self-transcendence (universalism, 

benevolence; five items), and conservation (conformity, tradition, and security; six items). 

These measures have demonstrated good validity and test-retest reliability in previous 

research (ESS Round 5, 2010; Sandy, Gosling, Schwartz, & Koelkebeck, 2016). 

Moral disengagement. The moral disengagement in doping scale (Kavussanu et al., 2016) 

was used to measure doping moral disengagement. Athletes were asked to indicate their 

level of agreement with six statements (e.g., “Athletes cannot be blamed for doping if their 

team/club-mates pressure them to do it”) using a 7-point scale, anchored by 1 (strongly 

disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). The scale has shown good internal consistency, test-retest 

reliability, and validity (Kavussanu et al., 2016). The mean of the six item ratings was 

computed as a measure of doping moral disengagement. 

Doping likelihood.  In line with previous research (Kavussanu et al., 2016; Kavussanu & 

Ring, 2017; Ring & Kavussanu, 2018a), participants were asked to imagine being in two 

hypothetical scenarios that described the use of a banned substance to enhance 

performance and to aid recovery from injury. Athletes were asked to indicate how likely it 

was that they would use the banned substance in each hypothetical situation, on a 7-point 
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scale, anchored by 1 (not at all likely) and 7 (very likely). The ratings of doping likelihood were 

highly correlated across the two scenarios (r = .73, p < .001), and so the average of the two 

ratings was used to measure doping likelihood.  

Anticipated guilt. In line with past research (e.g., Ring & Kavussanu, 2018a), after reading 

each hypothetical scenario and providing a rating of doping likelihood, participants were 

asked to rate the extent to which they would feel guilty if they were to use the banned 

substance described in the hypothetical scenario, on a 7-point scale, anchored by 1 (not at 

all guilty) and 7 (very guilty). The guilt ratings were highly correlated across scenarios (r = 

.75, p < .001), and the average of the two ratings was used to measure anticipated guilt 

about doping.  

Procedure 

After approval from our ethics committee, participants were recruited from university 

clubs. They were informed about the study, participation was voluntary, honesty in 

responses was vital, and data would be confidential. After consenting, they completed the 

measures described above using an online survey to ensure anonymity. 

Results 

Values and doping  

Our first study purpose was to examine the relationship between values and doping 

likelihood. Pearson correlations showed that doping likelihood, which was relatively low, 

was positively correlated with self-enhancement and negatively correlated with self-

transcendence and conservation values dimensions (Table 1).  

An analysis of variance on the four values dimensions scores yielded a main effect of 

dimension, F(3, 187) = 49.09, p < .001, ηp
2 = .44. The rank order of the importance of the 

values, from highest to lowest, was: self-transcendence, openness to change, self-

enhancement, and conservation (Table 1). Correlations among the values dimensions 
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confirmed that opposite values were strongly negatively correlated whereas adjacent values 

were either weakly negatively correlated or uncorrelated.  

Closer inspection of the underlying basic individual values categories revealed that all  

10 values were important to athletes and were associated with doping likelihood in pattern 

that resembles Feldman et al.’s (2015, p. 74) theorized unethicality pattern: power (M = 

3.66, SD = 0.95, r = .25, p = .001), achievement (M = 4.39, SD = 0.99, r = .12, p = .10), 

hedonism (M = 4.23, SD = 1.03, r = .20, p = .006), stimulation (M = 4.35, SD = 1.08, r = .06, 

p = .45), self-direction (M = 4.30, SD = 0.89, r = .10, p = .19), universalism (M = 4.17, SD = 

0.84, r = -.06, p = .45), benevolence (M = 4.84, SD = 0.95, r = –.22, p = .002), conformity (M 

= 3.71, SD = 1.25, r = –.25, p = .001), tradition (M = 3.91, SD = 0.98, r = –.01, p = .92), and 

security (M = 3.79, SD = 1.07, r = –.16, p = .03).  

We compared the observed pattern of correlation coefficients (see above), describing 

the relationships between values and doping likelihood, with three theoretical patterns 

(Boer & Fisher, 2013; Feldman et al., 2015). Specifically, in line with Feldman et al (2015), we 

computed a shape consistency index (Boer & Fisher, 2013) between the observed pattern of 

correlation coefficients and each of the three theoretical patterns of correlation coefficients: 

a self-enhancement versus self-transcendence pattern, a conservation versus openness to 

change pattern, and an unethicality pattern (for details see Feldman et al., 2015, p. 74). The 

computed shape consistency index coefficients were –.50, –.35, and .92, respectively. Shape 

consistency coefficients of .40, .60, and .80 indicate weak, moderate, and strong effect sizes, 

respectively (Boer & Fisher, 2013). Accordingly, the shape consistency between the 

observed pattern and the different theoretically expected patterns were weak-to-medium 

(self-enhancement versus self-transcendence pattern), weak (conservation versus openness 

pattern), and strong (unethicality pattern), respectively.  

Values, moral disengagement and guilt 
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Our second study purpose was to examine the relationships between values and 

measures of moral disengagement and guilt. We found that moral disengagement was 

positively correlated with self-enhancement but negatively correlated with self-

transcendence values, whereas anticipated guilt was negatively correlated with self-

enhancement and openness to change but positively correlated with conservation values 

(Table 1). The descriptive statistics show that the athletes were characterized by relatively 

low doping moral disengagement and high guilt about using banned substances (Table 1). 

Direct and indirect effects of values on doping likelihood 

Our third study purpose was to examine whether values predicted doping likelihood 

directly and indirectly via moral disengagement and/or anticipated guilt. We used the 

PROCESS 3.0 (Hayes, 2017) SPSS macro, with 10,000 bootstrap samples, and 95% bias-

corrected confidence intervals. We report the Completely Standardized Indirect Effect 

(CSIE), with values of .01, .09, and .25 representing small, medium, and large effect sizes, 

respectively (Preacher & Kelley, 2011).  

All effects are summarized in Figure 2 and Table 2. Self-enhancement values directly 

and positively predicted doping likelihood, self-transcendence values indirectly and negatively 

predicted doping likelihood via moral disengagement and guilt, and conservation values 

indirectly and negatively predicted doping likelihood via guilt. We also found that moral 

disengagement positively predicted doping likelihood directly and indirectly by inhibiting the 

thwarting influence of anticipated guilt. 

Discussion 

Our study is the first to examine the role of basic values in relation to the likelihood 

of doping in sport. We examined the extent to which values were associated with doping 

likelihood, doping moral disengagement and anticipated guilt over doping, and evaluated a 
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model of doping in sport that combined elements of value theory (Schwartz, 1992) and 

moral thought and action theory (Bandura, 1991). 

Values and doping 

Our first study purpose was to examine the relationship between values and doping 

likelihood. Schwartz’s (1992) values theory identifies basic values organized as two sets of 

motivationally-conflicting higher-order values categories in a circular continuum. We found 

evidence for this circumplex structure in our sample of college athletes. Specifically, we 

found that the values on the opposite side of the continuum were strongly negatively 

correlated, and, moreover, the direction and extent of the value-doping relationship varied 

depending on the spatial location of the value. The latter finding is similar to that reported 

by Danioni and Barni (2017) concerning the associations between the four values categories 

and antisocial behaviour in sport. Importantly, we replicated the research on values and 

unethicality (Feldman et al., 2015) and values and fairness-cheating (Boer & Fischer, 2013), 

and confirmed that the pattern of correlations between values and doping likelihood was 

best fitted by a sinusoidal function that captured the theoretical model of values and ethics 

proposed by Feldman and colleagues.  

Taken together these findings suggest that the phenomenon of intentional doping, a 

manifestation of cheating by athletes during competition, may represent just one example of 

unethical conduct that happens across the multiple domains of individuals’ lives, and that 

includes but is not exclusive to their life as an athlete competing in their chosen sport. This 

raises the interesting possibility that athletes who intentionally dope may also cheat in other 

domains of their life. It has been proposed that moral reasoning is less mature in sport than 

everyday life (e.g., Bredemeier & Shields, 1984), a phenomenon referred to as “game 

reasoning” and suggestive of “bracketed morality”. Although there is evidence that the 

frequency of morally-relevant behavior differs between sport and everyday life (e.g., 



Basic Values and Doping 

15 

 

Kavussanu, Boardley, Sagar & Ring, 2013; Kavussanu & Ring, 2016), the research findings 

indicate that the frequency of behaviours that reflect both proactive and inhibitive morality 

are sometimes higher and sometimes lower in sport compared to daily life. Accordingly, 

studies are needed that compare behaviour, including use of banned substances, in sport and 

other contexts to determine the extent to such behaviours are regulated by a universal 

value system operates and the extent to which the value-behaviour relationship is 

moderated by situational context.  

The pattern of our correlation coefficient findings was best described by a profile in 

which doping likelihood, a reflection of cheating in sport, was strongly and positively 

correlated with self-enhancement values and strongly and negatively correlated with self-

transcendence and conservation values. In other words, our study confirmed that self-

enhancement values (especially power and hedonism) were strong motivators for doping, 

whereas conservation (especially conformity and security) and self-transcendence (especially 

benevolence) values were strong motivators against doping. In contrast, the openness to 

change values (self-direction and stimulation) were weak motivators for doping. It remains 

to be confirmed whether this profile generalizes to other measures of doping in sport and 

other athletes who vary in experience, competitive level, and sport types. Future research 

could examine the effects of manipulations that prime (i.e., make values more salient) and 

change the importance of particular values on doping likelihood and thereby provide the 

evidence base for value-based anti-doping interventions (Bardi & Goodwin, 2011). Research 

could also examine the extent to which doping likelihood is associated with sport-specific 

values, that could be assessed using the instruments developed by Lee and colleagues (Lee 

et al., 2000, 2008), and that overlap in part with the Schwartz circumplex model (see 

Whitehead, Telfer & Lambert, 2013). 

Values and self-regulatory processes 
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Our second study purpose was to examine the relationships between values and 

measures of cognitive and affective self-regulatory processes in the context of doping. It is 

widely recognized that basic values are related to cognition and emotion (e.g., Bardi & 

Schwartz, 2003; Boer, & Fischer, 2013; Feather, 1995; Maio, 2010; Roccas & Sagiv, 2010; 

Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz et al., 2017; Silfver, et al., 2008; Tamir et al, 2016, 2017; Tarisa & 

Royanto, 2018). Indeed, previous research has found that guilt-proneness is positively 

related to self-transcendence and conservation values but unrelated to self-enhancement 

and openness to change values (Tarisa & Royanto, 2018). Moreover, guilt-proneness was 

found to be positively related to universalism, benevolence, tradition and conformity, 

negatively related to power, hedonism, stimulation and self-direction, but unrelated to 

security and achievement (Silfver, et al., 2008). Similarly, we showed that the value-cognition 

and value-emotion relationships were nuanced, with self-enhancement values positively 

related to doping moral disengagement only, openness to change values negatively related to 

guilt about doping only, and self-transcendence and conservation values related negatively to 

moral disengagement and positively to guilt.  

These novel findings provide insights into the role that values may play in cognitive and 

affective self-regulatory processes. Previous research has documented that moral identity, 

which is the importance of moral standards to the self concept, shows similar relationships 

to moral disengagement and guilt as self-transcendence and conservation values (Kavussanu 

& Ring, 2017; Ring & Kavussanu, 2018a). In contrast, the self-enhancement and openness to 

change values appeared to operate in a conflicting fashion, with these values linked to more 

use of mechanisms of moral disengagement and less experience of guilt. Taken together, 

these observations suggest that people’s systems of values and standards, including those 

with a moral dimension, act to influence their thoughts and feelings about unethical conduct, 

including intended doping behavior in sport.   
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A model of doping in sport 

Our third study purpose was to examine whether values predicted doping likelihood 

directly and indirectly via moral disengagement and/or anticipated. The process model 

provided evidence that self-enhancement values acted directly to predict doping whereas 

self-transcendence and conservation values acted indirectly via moral disengagement and 

guilt to predict doping (Figure 2, Table 2). These findings provide the basis for a model of 

doping that combines elements of Schwartz’s (1992) values theory and Bandura’s (1991) 

social cognitive theory of moral thought and action. Although Bandura describes how moral 

standards help to control our actions to minimize any unpleasant feelings that occur when 

there is a mismatch between expected and actual behaviour, there appears to be little or no 

evidence that establishes the nature of these moral standards. The current findings suggest 

the possibility that values may play a role in underpinning the self concept, which provides 

checks and balances to guide ethical decision making and conduct (cf. Boer & Fischer, 2013; 

Feldman et al., 2015). This possibility can be investigated in future studies that manipulate 

values, either on a short-term (e.g., priming, direct instruction) or medium-term (e.g., 

challenge and reflection) basis to experimentally evaluate the model connecting values to 

ethical conduct both directly and indirectly via self-regulatory processes, including the use of 

moral disengagement maneuvers and self-sanctioning activities (see Bandura, 1991, 2016). 

The current findings suggest some routes through which values may come to regulate 

unethical behavior. In terms of values, intended use of banned doping substances, was 

positively predicted by self-enhancement values, unpredicted by openness to change values, 

and negatively predicted by self-transcendence and conservation values. Given that the 

relative importance of conflicting values is considered to be key in determining whether a 

particular behavior is performed or not (e.g., Kluckholm, 1951; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 

1992), the intention to use doping substances should be explained by the importance 
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hierarchy of values in the circumplex structure. The ranking of basic values indicated that 

self-transcendence values were judged to be the most important value domain, and, crucially 

they were deemed to be considerably more important than the opposing quadrant in the 

circumplex structure, namely, self-enhancement values. Thus, the relative importance of self-

transcendence (a moral or ethical value) over self-enhancement may help explain the 

relatively low likelihood of doping in tempting situations reported by athletes in the current 

study. Interestingly, the current study also noted that the anti-doping function of self-

transcendence values may operate by indirectly decreasing the use of excuses justifying 

doping and thereby increasing self-exonerative feelings of guilt were the individual to decide 

to dope (see Figure 1). Accordingly, international anti-doping organizations, such as WADA 

(2015), as well as national anti-doping organizations, such as UKAD (2018), who wish to 

promote values as a way of encouraging clean competition, can increase their chances of 

success by promoting values that are compatible with self-transcendence values. Such 

interventions could emphasize the importance of ethical values, undermine the use of 

cognitive distortions about doping, and enhance self-exonerative operations such as moral 

emotions of guilt, regret and shame.  

Conclusion 

Our findings suggest that the basic values system (Schwartz, 1992) can improve our 

understanding of athletes’ likely use of banned substances. In line with the unethicality 

pattern of values-behaviour relationships (Feldman et al., 2015), our research suggests that 

unethical self-enhancement values are strong motivators of doping whereas unethical self-

transcendence and conservation values are strong ethical motivators against doping. Our 

model of doping suggests that self-enhancement values may act directly to promote doping 

whereas the self-transcendence and conservation values may act indirectly, via moral 

disengagement and anticipated guilt, to discourage doping. Our evidence identifies the values 
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that could be targeted for change by anti-doping interventions. For instance, interventions 

could try to promote self-transcendence values, such as benevolence and universalism.  
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Table 1   

Descriptive statistics, alpha coefficients, and zero-order correlations. 

Variable M 95% CI 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. Self-enhancement -0.09 -0.17, -0.01       

2. Openness to change 0.14 0.06, 0.23 -.22**      

3. Self-transcendence 0.33 0.26, 0.39 -.62*** -.04     

4. Conservation -0.38 -0.47, -0.29 -.23** -.72*** -.14*    

5. Moral disengagement 2.25 2.11, 2.38 .18** .10 -.19** -.12   

6. Anticipated guilt 5.97 5.77, 6.16 -.18** -.23*** .11 .29*** -.40***  

7. Doping likelihood 1.72 1.57, 1.86 .29*** .11 -.21** -.22** .50*** -.51*** 

 

Note: N = 190. Means and correlations for basic values dimensions are based on ipsatized scores, whereby each person’s grand mean score (M = 4.18, SD = 

0.54) was subtracted from their category scores (Schwartz, 2009). * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Table 2   

Direct and Indirect Effects on Doping Likelihood 

Note:  N = 190. Unstandardized coefficients are shown. MD = moral disengagement. Guilt = 

anticipated guilt. DL = doping likelihood. CSIE = completely standardized indirect effect, where .01 

= small, .09 = medium, and .25 = large.  * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

  

Pathways B 95% CI CSIE 95% CI 

Direct effects on DL of     

Self-enhancement .19* .02, .36   

Openness to change -.07 -.25, .11   

Self-transcendence -.10 -.31, .11   

Conservation -.15 -.32, .03   

MD .33*** .20, .47   

Guilt -.25*** -.34, -.15   

Direct effects on MD of     

Self-enhancement .10 -.10, .29   

Openness to change .06 -.15, .27   

Self-transcendence -.30*** -.53, -.06   

Conservation -.16 -.35, .04   

Direct effects on Guilt of     

Self-enhancement -.17 -.42, .09   

Openness to change -.16 -.43, .11   

Self-transcendence -.06 -.26, .37   

Conservation .41** .15, .66   

MD -.49*** -.68, -.30   

Indirect effects on DL via MD of     

Self-enhancement .03 -.04, .10 .02 -.03, .08 

Openness to change .02 -.05, .09 .02 -.04, .08 

Self-transcendence -.10* -.19, -.02 -.08* -.15, -.01 

Conservation -.05 -.14, .01 -.04 -.11, .01 

Indirect effects on DL via Guilt of     

Self-enhancement .04 -.03, .12 .03 -.02, .08 

Openness to change .04 -.03, .13 .03 -.03, .10 

Self-transcendence -.01 -.14, .08 -.01 -.11, .06 

Conservation -.10* -.19, -.02 -.08* -.16, -.02 

MD .12* .05, .24 .12* .05, .21 

Indirect effects on DL via MD and Guilt of     

Self-enhancement .01 -.01, .04 .01 -.01, .03 

Openness to change .01 -.02, .04 .01 -.02, .03 

Self-transcendence -.04* -.09, -.01 -.03* -.07, -.01 

Conservation -.02 -.06, .00 -.02 -.04, .00 
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Fig 1.  Circumplex Structure of Basic Values (adapted from Schwartz, 1992) 
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Fig 2. The Effects of Basic Values on Doping Likelihood and the Mediating 

Role of Moral Disengagement and Anticipated Guilt. The numbers 

presented are the unstandardized regression coefficients. A solid line 

represents a significant relationship.  * p < .05, ** p < .01,  *** p < .001.  
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