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This study evaluates the effectiveness of a primary school intervention designed to foster fair-play, respect,
and inclusion through physical education. Grounded in social learning theory and structural-developmental
teaching, the program aimed to enhance students’ moral decision-making, social behavior, and physical activity
levels. Sixty-four students (aged 9-10 years) participated in the seven-month intervention, which integrated
classroom lessons and physical activities. Mixed-methods data collection included validated questionnaires
(PAQ-C, FPPEQ, AMDM-Q, RSEQ, PSE) and interviews with students and teachers. Findings revealed sig-

nificant increases in physical activity levels, particularly in non-active students, alongside enhanced respect,
collaboration, and self-esteem. Teachers noted improvements in emotional regulation, self-regulation, and rule
adherence. Despite occasional inappropriate behaviors, this study highlights the potential of combining physical
education with social-emotional learning strategies to support psychosocial development in primary school
children. These results underscore the importance of integrating such programs into educational curricula.

1. Introduction

In common thought, engaging in physical activities is widely re-
garded as a means to instil the principles of fair-play, an essential
life skill that can be applied to everyday life, and as a core value
that significantly contributes to children’s psychosocial development.
Through activities that emphasize the respect of rules, the collaboration
with peers, and the graceful handling of success and failure, children
develop essential social and emotional skills that benefit them both
within and beyond the field (Camiré & Trudel, 2010; Martinek &
Hellison, 1997; Miller et al., 1997; Opstoel et al., 2020; Parker & Stiehl,
2005; Vazou et al., 2019). Physical activities in physical education and
sport environments can influence children’s behavior, fostering moral
development, social integration, and character building (Serrano-Dura
et al., 2021).

Research highlights that physical activities influence behavior by
fostering moral development, social integration, and character build-
ing (Serrano-Dura et al., 2021). Notably, these activities enhance chil-
dren’s inhibitory control, aiding in impulse regulation and supporting
moral decision-making and sportsmanship (Biddle et al., 2019; Eime
et al.,, 2013; Russo et al.,, 2019; Serrano-Durd et al., 2021). Addi-
tionally, physical activity is associated with improved self-esteem and
self-efficacy (Colella et al., 2008; Shields & Bredemeier, 2007).

Sportsmanship, defined as respect and empathy towards
others (Hassandra et al.,, 2007), and moral decision-making, which
reflects players’ ethical reasoning (Lee et al., 2007), have been central
to numerous studies. Evidence suggests that sports can effectively
promote prosocial behavior (Bailey, 2006; Gibbons et al., 1995; Rutten
et al., 2007). For instance, participation in sports activities promotes
social interaction, teamwork, and healthy competition, cultivating val-
ues such as respect, ethical decision-making, and fair-play (Bailey,
2006; Gibbons et al., 1995). However, research has also shown that
sports can lead to antisocial behavior, particularly in highly competitive
and performance-driven environments (Anderson & Morrow, 1995;
Duncan et al.,, 2002; Kohn & Kohn, 1992). Conversely, when sports
and physical activities are guided by qualified trainers, such as phys-
ical educators, there is a notable improvement in participants’ moral
development (Gibbons et al., 1995; Vazou et al., 2005, 2006).

Strategies from social learning theory and structural-developmental
teaching can be employed to teach these concepts (Bandura, 1977;
Peterson, 1979). Social learning theory emphasizes modeling and re-
inforcement, with teachers demonstrating appropriate behaviors, pro-
viding feedback, encouraging self-monitoring, and using goal setting
with rewards (Parcel & Baranowski, 1981). Structural-developmental
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teaching focuses on engaging students with moral dilemmas, promoting
dialogue, and incorporating problem-solving tasks to help them recog-
nize moral balances (Hinton et al., 2016). According to Harvey et al.
(2014), both strategies are effective in developing morality and other
social aspects. Therefore, a possible combination of these strategies is
the Sport Education Model (Siedentop et al., 2019), where teachers
use physical education lessons and face-to-face instruction to teach
the fundamentals of fair behavior. Nevertheless, these methods are not
commonly employed in schools, particularly in primary education. For
example, a systematic review by Dominguez et al. (2021) found that
only 13 studies have examined the effects of educational interventions
on fair-play and moral development. However, the school context holds
significant potential to promote these values, as it encompasses the
entire child and youth population without exclusion. Thus, teachers
should plan interventions to develop psychosocial aspects, and when
such interventions are integrated with physical education, they can also
encourage healthy lifestyles by increasing the levels of physical activity
of children (Gorely et al., 2009; Reis et al., 2024). Again, the results
are not definitive, as various confounding factors may influence the
outcomes.

Building on this body of research, the present study integrates
principles from both Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1977) and
Structural-Developmental Teaching (Hinton et al., 2016) to inform
the intervention design and the formulation of its hypotheses. Social
Learning Theory emphasizes modeling, reinforcement, and feedback as
mechanisms to support the internalization of values such as fairness,
cooperation, and self-regulation. In parallel, Structural-Developmental
approaches promote the use of moral dilemmas and dialogic teach-
ing to foster ethical reasoning and perspective-taking. These theoret-
ical frameworks guided both the content of the intervention and the
selection of outcome measures.

To comprehensively evaluate the intervention’s impact, we adopted
a mixed-methods approach, combining standardized quantitative as-
sessments with qualitative interviews and student reflections. This
methodological design allowed for data triangulation and a more nu-
anced understanding of how the intervention influenced both observ-
able behaviors and subjective experiences. The integration of qualita-
tive and quantitative methods is increasingly advocated in the field
of physical activity and sport research (Anguera et al., 2014), and
aligns with current best practices for evaluating complex, school-based
programs.

1.1. Purpose of the study

This research aimed to investigate the effects of an intervention
designed to enhance fair-play and moral decision-making among pri-
mary school children by incorporating social and structural strategies
inspired by the Sport Education Model. In addition, the study examined
the potential impact of the intervention on students’ physical activity
levels. Teachers were also engaged through qualitative methods to
gather their perspectives on the intervention’s implementation and its
perceived effects on students.

1.1.1. Hypotheses
Based on the aims of the study, the following hypotheses were
formulated:

» H1 Participation in the intervention will lead to an increase in
children’s physical activity levels, particularly among those who
were previously inactive.

» H2 Based on the structural-developmental teaching theory (Hin-
ton et al., 2016), students will demonstrate greater adherence
to fair-play values over time, as reflected in increased scores on
the FPPEQ (e.g., respect for teammates and conventions) and
decreased acceptance of cheating and gamesmanship.
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H3 Students will exhibit more prosocial moral decision-making,
as evidenced by improvements on the AMDM-Q (e.g., keeping
winning in proportion, reduced acceptance of gamesmanship Lee
et al., 2007)

H4 According to the social learning and developmental model,
students involved in the intervention will report higher moral
values (e.g., fairness, cooperation) on the YSVQ-2, compared to
their baseline levels.

HS5 Self-esteem and physical self-efficacy will improve over time,
as measured in previous research (e.g., Biddle et al., 2019; Colella
et al., 2008; Russo et al., 2019)

H6 We expected that teachers will report positive changes in
students’ social interactions, including increased cooperation, re-
spect, and conflict resolution, as a result of the intervention,
highlighting its perceived effectiveness in promoting fair-play and
moral development.

H7 Based on the qualitative analysis, we expected that students
would demonstrate an increased awareness of ethical values such
as respect, inclusion, and fairness, and show an improved ability
to reflect on and verbalize the meaning of these values in relation
to their physical education experiences.

We controlled for possible confounding factors such as language abil-
ities and sport type (i.e., individual vs. team), as both can affect
children’s engagement in reflective discussions and social interactions,
which are key to developing fair-play values and moral reasoning (Yaffe
et al., 2021). We also accounted for potential differences among the
classes involved in the project.

2. Methods
2.1. Ethics and reporting guidelines

Teachers and parents/legal guardians were thoroughly informed
about the study’s objectives and provided written informed consent,
along with a signed privacy form. The study adhered to the prin-
ciples outlined in the Declaration of Helsinki and received ethical
approval from the Bioethics Committee of University of Bologna (n.
prot. 0101094, 09/04/2024). Additionally, this study followed the
TREND statement (Transparent Reporting of Evaluations with Non-
randomized Designs) to ensure comprehensive and transparent re-
porting of nonrandomized behavioral and public health intervention
research (Des Jarlais et al., 2004).

2.2. Participants

A power analysis was conducted to determine the required sample
size for three repeated measures analyses using linear mixed-effects
regression models. Each analysis included repeated measures across
three-time points. Mixed-effects models were selected for their flexi-
bility in handling repeated measures and non-parametric distributions
where required. The models accounted for within-subject correlations,
assumed to be moderate (r = 0.5). The analysis targeted medium effect
sizes (f = 0.25) at a significance level of « = 0.05 with 1 — § = 0.80
power. The total sample size was set to 45 participants, which ensures
sufficient power for detecting medium effects. These parameters align
with the findings of Gibbons et al. (1995), who implemented a similar
longitudinal design to evaluate the effects of the “Fair Play for Kids”
intervention.

A total of 64 primary school children were initially recruited (range
age: 9-10 years old) from three primary school classes. However, due
to incomplete data across the three time points, 16 participants were
excluded. Thus, the final number of schoolchildren was 48 (28 females,
see Table 1 for details). Eleven children were classified as L1 (first
language) speakers, while 37 were classified as L2 (second language)
speakers. Specifically, L1 refers to children who speak the official
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Table 1
Participants characteristics and numerosity.

Class Sex Type of sport Numerosity

Individual Sport

Team Sport

No Activity

Individual Sport

Male Team Sport

No Activity

Individual Sport

Team Sport

No Activity

Individual Sport

Male Team Sport

No Activity

Individual Sport

Team Sport

No Activity

Individual Sport

Male Team Sport 3
No Activity 2

Female

Female

»—laHANOHOOmAOOww

Female

—_

language of the country in all contexts, whereas L2 refers to children
who do not use the official language in every situation. In addition, we
recruited four teachers responsible for the classes recruited. Teachers
were informed about the study and consented to audio-recording of
their freely and sincerely provided responses.

2.3. Educational program

The research spanned seven months (November to June), with four
hours per week allocated to the intervention, totaling 78 sessions.
Activities were conducted in diverse settings: theoretical lessons in
classrooms with multimedia tools, practical sessions in the gymnasium,
and outdoor activities. One of the researchers involved in this study was
the responsible teacher who conducted all the sessions.

The teaching approach incorporated scaffolding and fading to sup-
port students’ gradual independence. The initial sessions introduced the
project themes, activities, and tools using PowerPoint, videos, and in-
teractive games. The concept of “fair-play” was emphasized, including
its historical context and relevance to modern sports, Kahoot quizzes,
and reinforced the material. Detailed explanations of the study tools
ensured that students understood their use.

The themes of respect, equity, and inclusion, integral to the con-
cept of “fair-play”, were counterbalanced across different classes to
minimize response biases in the study. This counterbalancing was
necessary because children completed the questionnaire three times,
and there was a possibility that some students did not follow a specific
theme during one session. However, since each theme was addressed
at different time points, any missing exposure to a particular theme
was covered in subsequent sessions. The educational program aimed to
provide an understanding of sports and physical activity by:

+ Familiarizing students with the rules of selected sports for mean-
ingful engagement.

» Highlighting sports values like teamwork, perseverance, and in-
tegrity, promoting their application on and off the field.

» Emphasizing fair-play to foster respect and a positive sporting
environment.

- Differentiating equity from equality, encouraging its application
in sports and in broader contexts.

The proposed activities were inclusive, and they addressed diverse
needs through adaptations and prioritizing collaboration and commu-
nication.

The program also focused on developing practical skills, specifically:

» Applying and adapting movement patterns effectively to various
contexts.
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+ Adhering to game rules, promoting fairness and respect.

+ Accepting defeat gracefully as a learning experience.

» Collaborating in teams to achieve success through fair-play.

» Respecting teammates, referees, and teachers, fostering mutual
respect.

+ Valuing team diversity to create an inclusive atmosphere.

Throughout the duration of the educational program, no adverse
events or unintended effects were reported by teachers, students, or
parents. The intervention activities were designed to be inclusive, age-
appropriate, and implemented with attention to student well-being and
safety.

2.3.1. Lesson structure

Each 60 min lesson was structured into four phases: Circle Time -
Warm Up (10 min), Main Activity (30 min), Final Games (10 min), and
Cool Down (5 min; see SI file for details). To maintain consistency in
implementation, the intervention followed a structured format based
on pedagogical guidelines. Studies emphasize that variations in imple-
mentation can influence outcomes, making fidelity a critical aspect of
models-based practice research (Hastie & Casey, 2014).

2.4. Procedure and surveys

2.4.1. Quantitative

Data were collected at three time points: time point 1 (before the
intervention), time point 2 (mid-intervention), and time point 3 (ap-
proximately six weeks after time point 2). This timeline was selected to
evaluate both the immediate and short-term effects of the intervention,
offering a more comprehensive view of developmental trajectories.
In the absence of a control group, the repeated-measures design also
helped strengthen internal validity by capturing within-subject changes
over time.

Specifically, schoolchildren completed the following questionnaire:
Before and after the educational program, schoolchildren completed the
following questionnaires:

+ Fair-Play in Physical Education Questionnaire (FPPEQ): A 15-
item tool with four subscales: Gamesmanship, Respect Towards
Teammates, Respect Convention, and Cheating rated on a 5-point
Likert scale (Hassandra et al., 2007).

— Gamesmanship: Strategic tactics within the rules (e.g., I try
to disturb my opponents.).

— Respect Convention: respect opponents through conventional
behavior (e.g., I congratulate my opponents when I lose the
game).

— Respect Towards Teammates: Cooperation, support, and fair-
ness (e.g., I support my teammates.).

— Cheating: Unethical behavior for advantage(s) (e.g., I cheat).

Attitudes Moral Decision-Making in Youth Sport Question-
naire (AMDM-Q): A 20-item measure with three subscales—
Acceptance of Gamesmanship, Keeping Winning in Proportion,
and Acceptance of Cheating (Lee et al., 2007).

- Gamesmanship: Unethical tactics withing rules (e.g., I some-
times try to wind up the opposition).

— Keeping Winning in Proportion: Balancing competitiveness
with broader values (e.g., Winning and losing are a part of
life).

— Cheating: Tolerance for unfair behavior e.g., It is OK to cheat
if nobody knows).

Youth Sport Values Questionnaire-2 (YSVQ-2): A 13-item tool
examining moral, competence, and status values in sport (Lee
et al., 2008; Lucidi et al., 2017) (e.g., I try to be fair; I improve
my performance; I show that I am better than others).
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» Rosenberg Self-Esteem Questionnaire (RSEQ): A 10-item mea-
sure of self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965).

+ Physical Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (PSE): A 6-item measure
of physical self-efficacy (Colella et al., 2008).

All questionnaires were validated by their authors. These ques-
tionnaires were selected based on their validated use in school-age
populations and their straightforward language, which ensures age-
appropriate comprehension. Prior studies have demonstrated their ef-
fectiveness and reliability in assessing psychosocial constructs in chil-
dren aged 9-12 years (e.g., Colella et al., 2008; Hassandra et al., 2007;
Lee et al., 2007).

All questionnaires were completed during the class under the su-
pervision of the teacher. While the teacher did not interfere with
the completion process, they provided assistance to students who had
difficulty understanding certain aspects of the questionnaire items.

2.4.2. Qualitative

Structured audio-interviews were conducted with teachers at both
the beginning and the end of the study. The questions aimed to explore
the potential impact of specific stimuli and activities introduced during
physical education lessons on students’ behavior (see SI file).

Additionally, a paper-and-pencil learning assessment test was ad-
ministered to students at the end of the project. with this test, we
investigated their needs, preferences, and inclinations toward mutual
support, inclusion, respect, and equity (see SI file). Specifically, the test
aimed to identify the most engaging and enjoyable activities, assess the
effectiveness of the activities in achieving educational objectives, and
evaluate the acquisition of pro-social competencies related to fair-play.

2.5. Data analysis

Blinding of participants and teachers was not possible due to the
nature of the school-based intervention, which involved face-to-face
delivery by a researcher who also acted as the physical education
teacher. Additionally, outcome assessors were involved in both the
intervention and data collection, making blinding unfeasible. To mit-
igate potential bias, quantitative data analysis was conducted using
predefined statistical procedures and standardized scripts to ensure
consistency and reduce subjective interpretation.

2.5.1. Quantitative analysis

The data analysis was conducted using the R software
package (R Core Team, 2021) within the RStudio framework (RStu-
dio Team, 2015). As part of the preliminary analyses, the internal
consistency (reliability) of the two questionnaires not yet fully vali-
dated for children, the AMDM and the FPPE questionnaire, was assessed
by computing Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each subscale. Reliabil-
ity was considered acceptable for « > .70, and results were interpreted
accordingly to evaluate the internal validity of the subscales used in
this study.

Linear mixed-effect regressions were subsequently employed for
parametric and non-parametric data to analyze the scores of each
questionnaire subscale.

Parametric analyses were performed using the Imer function, while
the non-normal distribution of dependent variables was addressed by
transforming the data. If the transformation failed to normalize the
data, non-parametric analyses were conducted using the ARTool pack-
age (Kay et al., 2021). Additionally, semi-automatic stepwise regression
based on AIC and BIC criteria was performed on parametric data. For
non-parametric data, where stepwise regression was unavailable, ad-
hoc models were created for each dependent variable. To identify the
best-normalizing transformation, the BestNormalize function (Peterson,
2021; Peterson & Cavanaugh, 2020), or rank or log transformations,
were used. Data normality was verified using the Shapiro-Wilk and
Levene’s tests on raw data or residuals (p > .05). Post-hoc pairwise
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comparisons were performed using the Emmeans package (Lenth, 2023)
to locate significant differences.

The independent variables were categorized as “time point” (time
point 1 vs. time point 2 vs. time point 3), sport modality (individual-
vs. team-sport vs. no-activity), “class” (A vs. B vs. C), “language level”
(L1 vs. L2), and “sex” (females vs. males).

2.5.2. Qualitative analysis

Content and thematic analyses. Content and thematic analyses were
performed on the transcriptions of semi-structured interviews, follow-
ing a structured three-level process. A manual coding procedure was
employed: members of the research team independently reviewed the
transcripts, identified meaningful text segments, and developed codes.
To support and organize the analysis, we also used the CATMA platform
(Computer Assisted Textual Markup and Analysis, Gius et al., 2025).
Discrepancies in coding were discussed and resolved through consensus
to enhance coding reliability and thematic clarity.

1. Open/Initial Coding: After reading the text, “occurrences” were
identified as specific text segments containing significant infor-
mation.

2. Focused Coding: “Macrocategories” were derived, synthesiz-
ing the main content that emerged from the analysis of the
interviews.

3. Theoretical Coding: Within the macro-categories, core cate-
gories (significant and recurring themes) were identified.

3. Results
3.1. Quantitative analysis

3.1.1. PAQ-C

The step-wise regression analysis highlighted that the “time point”
factor was significant (F(2,10.63) = 10.63, p < .0001, '11% = 0.19, Fig.
1). The post-hoc analysis revealed nonsignificant differences between
time point 1 and time point 2 in the PAQ-C score (#(85.7) = 0.067,
p > .05, d = 0.14). A higher PAQ-C score was found in time point 3
compared to time point 1 (#(87.4) = 3.74, p = .001, d = 0.82) and time
point 2 (#(86.4) = 3.09, p = .008, d = 0.67). The “sport modality” factor
was significant (F(2,64.61) = 4.30, p > .018, d = 0.12). The post-hoc
analysis revealed a higher score for individual- and team-sport when
compared to no-activity participants (#(74.5) = 2.75,p = .03, d = 0.94;
1(66.0) = 2.90, p > .02, d = 1.08, respectively). No differences between
individual- and team-sport participants emerged (#(47.4) = 0.28, p > .05,
d = 0.10). Also the interaction “time point” x “sport modality” was
significant (F(4,91.82) = 3.31, p = .014, ;13 =0.13, Fig. 1). The post-hoc
analysis revealed nonsignificant differences for the individual-sport and
team-sport participants in the three-time points (+ < 1.63, p > .05). The
no-activity group highlighted an increase in PAQ-C score in time point
3 when compared to time point 1 and time point 2 (#(90.7) = 3.29,
p = .03), d = 1.42; 1(90.7) = 3.73, p = .006), d = 1.62, respectively).
The comparison between time point 1 and time point 2 for no-activity
participants was nonsignificant (#(87.3) = 0.49, p > .05, d = 0.20). Post-
hoc analysis also revealed nonsignificant differences in time point 1
and time point 3 among the three groups (r < 2.52, p > .05). At time
point 2, individual- and team-sport participants had a higher PAQ-C
score than no-activity participants (#(123.4) = 3.37, p = .018, d = 1.66;
1(120.3) = 3.39, p = .017, d = 1.69; respectively). No differences emerged
between individual- and team-sport participants (#(107.3) = 0.07, p >
.05, d = 0.03).

3.1.2. FPPEQ

The internal consistency of the FPPE questionnaire’s subscales was
evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha. The Cheating and Gamemanship
subscales demonstrated acceptable reliability (« = .77, a = .74, respec-
tively). Also the Respect Conventions subscale revealed good internal
consistency (¢ = .85). In contrast, the Respect Towards Teammates
subscale presented lower internal consistency (a = .56).
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Fig. 1. Mean scores and standard errors for (a) PAQ-C across the three time points, and (b) PAQ-C for the three groups across the three time points. *p < .05.

Respect towards teammates. Stepwise artool analysis revealed nonsignif-
icant differences for all factors analyzed (F < 1.29, p > .05, Fig. 2a and
Table 2).

Respect conventions. Stepwise Artool linear mixed-effects analysis re-
vealed that only the “time point” factor was significant
(F(2,90.24) = 6.68, p = .002, nlf = 0.12, Fig. 2b). The post-hoc
analysis revealed that the score increased in time point 2 and time
point 3 compared to time point 1 (#(89.7) = 3.08, p = .008, d = 0.65;
1(90.6) = 3.25, p = .005, d = 0.64, respectively). No differences were
observed between time point 2 and time point 3 (#90.4) = 0.19,
p > .05), d = 0.01). The stepwise Artool linear mixed effects analysis
also revealed that the “class” factor was significant (F(2,45) = 5.49,
p = .007, ;15 = 0.24, see again Table 2). Post-hoc analysis revealed a
higher score for class A compared to class C (#(45) = 3.28, p = .006,
d = 0.89). However, nonsignificant differences appeared between class
A and class B (#(45) = 1.65, p > .05, d = 0.47) and class B and class C
(1(45) = 1.73, p > .05, d = 0.42).

Gamesmanship. Artool mixed-effects analysis on gamesmanship score
did not highlight any significant differences for the factors analyzed
(F <241, p> .05, see Fig. 2¢ and Table 2).

Cheating. Artool linear mixed-effect regression analysis revealed that
only “sport modality” factor was significant (F(2,60.88), p = .045,
’73 = 0.10). Post-hoc analysis indicated a higher score for team-sport
participants compared to individual-sport participants (#(52.5) = 2.47,
p = .04, d = 0.76, see Table 2). No differences were observed between
individual-sport students and no-activity participants and team-sport
participants and no-activity group (#(67.9) = 1.67, p > .05, d = 0.49;

1(64.1) = 0.86, p > .05, d = 0.27). No differences for the time point
factor were found (F(2,94) = 0.66, p > .05, Fig. 2d).

3.1.3. AMDM-Q

The internal consistency of AMDM questionnaire was evaluated
using Cronbach’s alpha for each subscale. The Acceptance of Cheating
and Acceptance of Gamesmanship subscales demonstrated good or
acceptable reliability (¢ = 0.82, a = 0.78, respectively). In contrast,
the Keeping Winning in Proportion subscale exhibited low internal
consistency (« = 0.30).

Acceptance of cheating. The Artool linear mixed-effect regression indi-
cated that the “sport modality” factor was significant (F(2,61.19) =
5.38, p=.007, "1% =0.15, see Table 3). The post-hoc analysis revealed a
higher score for team-sport than individual-sport participants (#(53.4) =
3.19, p = .01, d = 1.0). However, no differences emerged when either
team- and individual-sport participants were compared with the no-
activity group (#(64.2) = 2.08, p > .05, d = 0.59, #(68.5) = 1.20, p > .05,
d = 0.44, respectively, Table 3). Artool linear mixed-effect regression
also revealed that the “sex” factor was significant (F(1,46) = 7.28,
p=.01, n§ = 0.14). Males had a higher score than females (M = 10.4,
SE = 0.6 vs. M = 84, SE = 0.3, Table 3). No differences emerged
among the three time points (F(2,90.2) = 1.08, p > .05, Fig. 3).

Keeping winning in proportion. Artool mixed-effects regression analysis
revealed that the interaction “time point” X ‘“sex” was significant
(F(2,92) = 358, p = .03, nﬁ = 0.07). Post-hoc analysis revealed a
higher score in the third time point when compared to the second
time point only for females (M = 214, SE = 06 vss. M = 19.7,
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Fig. 2. Mean scores and standard errors for (a) Respect Towards Teammates, (b) Respect for Convention, (c¢) Gamesmanship, and (d) Cheating across the three time points. *p < .05.

Table 2

Mean scores and respective standard errors for the FPPEQ (Fair-Play in Physical Education Questionnaire)
subscales: RTT = Respect Towards Teammates, RC = Respect Conventions, G = Gamesmanship, and C =

Cheating. * indicate significant differences.

RTT (M + SE) RC G (M + SE) C (M + SE)
Individual 9.0 £ 0.2 16.0 + 0.6 20.96 + 0.37 3.3 +0.1%
Sport Modality No-activity 84 +03 13.5 £ 0.7 19.30 + 0.48 43 +£0.3
Team 8.7 + 0.3 15.6 + 0.8 19.97 + 0.54 4.3 + 0.3*
A 9.0 + 0.3 17.3 + 0.8* 41+ 0.3 43+ 0.4
Class B 89+ 03 15.3 + 0.7* 41 + 0.3 3.3+0.1
C 84 +0.2 13.7 £ 0.6 4.0 £ 0.2 42+ 0.3
Language Level L1 89+ 0.3 15.6 + 0.9 4.0 £ 0.3 3.6 £ 0.2
L2 8.6 + 0.2 149 + 0.5 41+ 0.2 44 + 0.3
Table 3

SE =0.6; 1(92) = 2.91, p = .05, d = 0.40). The other factors and possible
interactions were nonsignificant (F < 3.5, p > .05, see Fig. 3 and Table
3).

Acceptance of gamesmanship. Artool mixed-effects regression analy-
sis revealed that the single factor “sport modality” was significant
(F(2,64.51) = 3.52, p = .035, ;13 = 0.10). Post-hoc analysis high-
lighted a higher score for team-sport when compared to individual-
sport (#(54.3) = 2.62, p = .03, d = 0.89). No differences emerged when
the no-activity group was compared to the team-sport and individual-
sport groups (#(73.2) = 1.58, p > .05, d = 0.50; #(68.3) = 1.12, p > .05,
d = 0.39, respectively, Table 3). No differences emerged among the
three time points ((F(2,94) = 1.57, p > .05, Fig. 3).

3.1.4. YSVQ-2

Moral values. Artool mixed-effects regression analysis on moral values
as a dependent variable highlighted an effect of the “sport modality”
factor (F(2,57.60) = 3.05, p = .03, '7,% = 0.12, Table 4). Post-hoc
analysis revealed a higher score for individual-sport when compared
to no-activity participants (#(63.1) = 2.81, p = .018, d = 0.74). Whereas,
the comparisons Individual- vs. team-sport participants and team-sport
participants vs. no-activity participants were nonsignificant (#(50.7) =
1.38, p> .05, d = 0.36; 1(59.8) = 1.42, p > .05, d = 0.38, respectively).

Competence values. Artool linear mixed-effects regression analysis did
not reveal significant differences (F < 2.64, p > .05, Table 4).

Mean scores and standard errors for AMDM-Q (Attitudes toward Moral Decision-Making
in Youth Sport Questionnaire) subscales: AC = Acceptance of Cheating, KWP = Keeping
Winning in Proportion, and AG = Acceptance of Gamesmanship. * indicates significant
differences.

AC (M + SE) KWP (M + SE) AG (M + SE)
Individual 7.8 £ 0.2* 21.0 + 0.4 3.7 £ 0.2*
Sport Modality No-Activity 9.8 + 0.7 19.3 £ 0.5 4.4+ 03
Team 10.6 + 0.7* 20.0 + 0.6 4.8 + 0.4*
A 9.4 + 0.6 20.3 + 0.5 43 + 0.3
Class B 8.2 + 0.3 20.3 + 0.5 43+ 03
C 10.0 + 0.6 19.9 + 0.4 43+ 0.3
Language Level L1 8.8 + 0.7 21.4 +£ 05 42 + 04
L2 9.4 + 0.4 19.8 + 0.3 43 +0.2

Status values. Artool mixed-effects regression analysis revealed a
higher score for L2 (M = 10.9, SE = 0.6) participants compared to
L1 participants (M = 7.2, SE = 1.0; F(1,46) = 5.49, p = .02, n,f =0.11,
Table 4).

3.1.5. Self-esteem

Artool mixed-effects regression analysis highlighted that only the
factor “time point” was significant (F(2,90.24) = 7.05, p = .002, 11‘3 =
0.13, Fig. 4). Post-hoc analysis revealed increased self-esteem in time
point 3 compared to time points 1 and 2 (#(94) = 3.65, p = .001, d = 0.74;
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Fig. 3. Mean scores and standard errors for (a) Acceptance of Cheating, (b) Keeping Winning in Proportion, and (c) Acceptance of Gamesmanship across the three time points.
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Fig. 4. Mean scores and standard errors for Self-esteem through the three-time points. *p < .05.

t(94) = 2.72, p = .02, d = 0.56, respectively). However, the comparison
between time points 1 and 2 was nonsignificant (#(89.8) = 0.93, p > .05,
d =0.19).

3.1.6. Physical self-efficacy
Artool mixed-effects regression analysis did not reveal significant
differences (F < 2.17, p > .05).

3.1.7. Thematic and content analyses: Teachers’ perspectives

The analysis of the interviews highlighted key themes observed by
teachers before and after the intervention. Selected quotes illustrate
each theme to provide context for the shifts in teachers’ observations
over time.

1. Respect among students

« Pre-Intervention: Teachers reported occasional issues with
respect among students, noting that some students had
difficulty managing conflict, resulting in physical or verbal
altercations.

Table 4

Mean scores and standard errors for YSVQ-2 (Youth Sport Values Questionnaire-2)
subscales: MV = Moral Values, CV = Competence Values, and SV = Status Values. *
and ** indicate significant differences.

MV (M + ES) CV (M + ES) SV (M + ES)
1 21.3 £ 0.5 17.1 + 0.5 10.3 + 0.9
Time point 2 21.7 £ 0.7 16.4 + 0.7 10.8 + 0.9
3 21.9 + 0.5 16.2 + 0.5 9+08
Individual 23.1 + 0.3 17.7 £ 0.3 10.0 + 0.8
Sport modality No-activity 20.5 = 0.6* 15.6 + 0.6 10.5 +£ 0.9
Team 21.9 + 0.9 17.7 + 0.3 9.6 + 1.0
Language level L1 22.6 + 0.5 17.2 £ 0.6 7.2 + 1.0*
L2 21.4 + 0.4 16.4 + 0.4 10.9 + 0.6

“Not always... sometimes children struggle to manage

conflict situations, leading to occasional physical alter-

cations. However, it is much less frequent compared to
previous years”.

+ Post-Intervention: Teachers observed an improvement,

with fewer instances of disrespect and a greater tendency
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among students to express frustration verbally rather than
physically.
“Respect has improved since the beginning of the year,
but there are still moments where respect falters during
group activities”.

2. Respect Toward Teachers

« Pre-Intervention: Teachers felt respected by students, who
displayed curiosity and affection. The teachers described
a strong bond with their students, supported by positive
engagement and communication.

“We feel respected, the students show great curiosity
and warmth towards us. They even write us notes and
greet us warmly”.

Post-Intervention: This respect appeared to strengthen,
with students maintaining high levels of affection and
respect toward teachers. Teachers also noted ongoing sup-
port from families, contributing to a positive classroom
environment.
“We are respected; the students confide in us and we’ve
developed a close, trusting relationship”.

3. Adherence to School Rules

+ Pre-Intervention: Teachers noted that while students gen-
erally respected school rules, there were occasional lapses,
especially in less structured settings, which required re-
minders.

“Generally, they respect the rules, but there are times
when some students go over the line. We remind them,
and they quickly correct themselves”.

Post-Intervention: Teachers observed a notable increase in
self-regulation among students. Students were more con-
sistent in following rules and displayed a higher degree
of awareness and responsibility in adhering to expected
behaviors.

“For the most part, they adhere to the rules on their

own now. They understand when they’ve made mis-
takes and correct them”.

4. Collaboration and Support in Group Work

« Pre-Intervention: Collaboration was somewhat inconsis-
tent, with some students naturally supportive and others
requiring teacher intervention to participate actively in
group tasks.

“Some students are naturally collaborative, while oth-
ers need more guidance to actively participate in group
tasks”.
Post-Intervention: Teachers noticed improved teamwork,
with more students understanding the importance of work-
ing together and expressing their ideas. Teacher facilitation
continued to play a role, but overall collaboration was
more cohesive.

“The students have become more open to sharing ideas
and listening to each other in group tasks”.

5. Management of Inappropriate Behavior

« Pre-Intervention: Teachers observed inappropriate behav-
ior in the form of teasing or unkind comments, espe-
cially during unstructured time. These behaviors, while not
pervasive, were noted as areas needing improvement.

“Some students tease each other or make unkind com-
ments, especially during free time”.
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« Post-Intervention: Teachers reported a decrease in inap-
propriate behaviors, with students demonstrating better
emotional regulation. Though occasional incidents still oc-
curred, students appeared more aware of appropriate con-
duct and more likely to resolve conflicts verbally.

“There are fewer incidents of inappropriate behavior
now. Students are learning to manage their emotions
more effectively”.

3.1.8. Thematic and content analyses — students perspective

Thematic analysis of student responses focuses on key themes that
emerged during interviews conducted during physical education hours.
The main themes identified are preferred activities, inclusion, respect,
equity/equality, and behaviors during games. The following is a de-
tailed summary of each theme with representative quotes.

1. Preferred Activities; Students highlighted a strong preference
for physical activities involving teamwork, collaboration, and
healthy competition. Some of the most significant responses are:

“I really liked the game of prisoner ball because it was a group
activity, you hit the opponent, and I really like team games”.

“I really liked soccer because it’s a great game, and it’s a team
game where everyone plays together”.

Group activities like soccer and volleyball were frequently men-
tioned, emphasizing collaboration. Some students also appreci-
ated activities that tested their physical abilities, such as obstacle
courses and relays.

2. Inclusion: Many students emphasized the importance of not
excluding anyone during physical activities. Most responses fo-
cused on the idea of welcoming anyone who wants to partici-
pate.

“Inclusion means that when we play a game, everyone should
play, no one excluded”.

“Inclusion means adding someone when they want to play. We
invited [Name of the students] to play”.

Some students also provided concrete examples of how they
tried to include others, such as inviting a classmate to join or
helping someone who did not know how to play.

3. Respect: Students expressed a clear understanding of the mean-
ing of respect, not only towards other peers but also towards
teachers and opponents. Responses demonstrate a strong aware-
ness of the importance of following rules, being kind, and help-
ing others.

“I respect them because respecting is a beautiful and sincere thing;
if we don’t respect the teachers and our friends, they get angry,
and then you are always sad”.

“Yes, I respected the opponents without saying bad things when
we lose or win. I respected the teachers and the coach. I always
did what they said”.

Respect is also associated with fair-play during games, as shown
by behaviors such as not cheating, listening to others, and ac-
cepting defeat.

4. Equity/Equality: Responses about equity and equality show a
good understanding of the concepts. Students were able to dis-
tinguish between equality (giving everyone the same thing) and
equity (giving each person what they need).
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“Equality means that everyone gets the same thing, equal things.
Equity means that everyone gets what they need. For example,
the tall person doesn’t need two boxes, the medium person needs
one box, and the small person needs two to see”.

Many students understood that equity does not mean everyone
gets the same, but rather everyone gets what they need to
achieve the same result.

5. Behavior During the Game: Students displayed positive behavior
during games, focusing on respecting rules and not excluding
anyone. Most responses emphasized the importance of cooper-
ating and helping teammates without being aggressive.

“Yes, I respected the opponents by saying, you’ll do it next time.
I respected my teammates by saying, good job, keep going. I also
respected the teacher by apologizing if I didn’t understand what
I was supposed to do”.

“I didn’t shout at my teammates, opponents, or the teachers, I
didn’t use bad words, but behaved well so I wouldn’t disturb
them”.

The focus was on honesty, cooperation, and fair-play.
4. Discussion

This study explored how a school intervention based on teach-
ing fair-play, fairness, and inclusion concepts affected primary school
children in their behavior related to physical activity level, fair-play,
moral decision-making, sport values, self-esteem, and physical self-
efficacy. The hypothesis proposed that our intervention would facilitate
the development of psychosocial skills and increase physical activity
levels. We also controlled for possible confounding factors, such as
sport modality practiced, class, students’ language levels, and biological
sex. The results demonstrated an improvement in physical activity
levels through the intervention, particularly among students who were
previously inactive. Furthermore, considering both quantitative and
qualitative findings, the protocol appeared to enhance certain concepts
related to fair-play.

4.1. Quantitative results

4.1.1. PAQ-C

Our results demonstrate an overall improvement in children’s phys-
ical activity levels over time, particularly between the first and second-
time points. Participants engaged in sports reported higher activity
levels than the no-activity group. Notably, the no-activity group showed
increased activity over time, unlike individual- and team-sport partic-
ipants. This suggests our intervention may have influenced students’
behavior increasing their physical activity time. The effect size ob-
served for previously inactive students (d = 1.62) reflects a very large
impact, highlighting the program’s strong potential to engage children
typically less involved in physical activity. In general, systematic re-
views by Dobbins et al. (2013) and Metcalf et al. (2012) suggest that
such interventions effectively increase students’ physical activity levels.
Similarly, Rocamora et al. (2019) found that a Sport Education Model
intervention, analyzed with accelerometers, increased physical activity
levels compared to a control group. However, our results may also
reflect seasonal effects, as the intervention occurred from November
to April/May. Research by Matthews et al. (2001) and Pivarnik et al.
(2003) highlights that warmer months promote outdoor activities and
moderate-intensity physical activity. Thus, understanding these sea-
sonal variations is essential for designing year-round interventions to
sustain physical activity.
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4.1.2. FPPEQ, AMDM-Q, and YSVQ-2

The findings from the FPPEQ and AMDM-Q scales provide valuable
insights into the impact of the educational intervention on students’
moral and ethical development within physical education settings.
Notably, the FPPEQ revealed that the program fostered improvements
in students’ respect for conventions, reflecting a stronger adherence
to sportsmanship values. This aligns with the growing emphasis on
structured programs to promote fair-play behaviors in youth. Internal
consistency analyses confirmed the reliability of most FPPEQ subscales:
Respect for Conventions showed excellent reliability (¢ = .85), while
Cheating (a = .77) and Gamesmanship (« = .74) demonstrated accept-
able consistency, effectively capturing students’ attitudes toward rule
adherence and competitive behaviors. Although the Respect Toward
Teammates subscale exhibited lower reliability (a = .56), it nonethe-
less offered useful insights into peer-related interactions, suggesting
that future refinements could better align the scale with children’s
developmental stages.

Similarly, the AMDM-Q subscales confirmed the intervention’s rel-
evance, with both Acceptance of Cheating (« = .82) and Acceptance
of Gamesmanship (¢ = .78) showing good reliability. However, the
Keeping Winning in Proportion subscale demonstrated low internal
consistency (¢ = .30), indicating a need for further development
or more age-appropriate items to effectively assess intrinsic versus
outcome-based motivations.

Despite these psychometric nuances, some intervention effects were
limited. No significant changes were observed on most AMDM-Q sub-
scales and FPPEQ dimensions beyond Respect Conventions. This echoes
prior research (Palou et al.,, 2013) suggesting that improvements in
psychosocial outcomes may require reinforcement beyond the school
context.

Nonetheless, meaningful patterns emerged across subgroups. Stu-
dents engaged in team sports were more likely to accept cheating
and gamesmanship behaviors than those involved in individual sports,
an outcome consistent with previous findings (Lee et al., 2007; Yaffe
et al., 2021). This was further supported by the YSVQ-2 results, where
individual-sport participants scored higher on moral values compared
to their non-active peers, underscoring the potential of individual sport
environments to nurture ethical awareness and responsibility.

Gender differences also played a role: males reported greater ac-
ceptance of cheating than females, aligning with findings from Nevzat
(2015), which emphasize girls’ stronger prosocial behavior and fair-
play attitudes. While cultural and societal contexts likely influence
these trends, the results highlight the importance of designing inclusive,
developmentally appropriate interventions to support moral growth in
physical education.

Collectively, these findings underscore both the promise and com-
plexity of using PE-based interventions to foster moral reasoning and
fair-play, particularly when supported by reliable, age-sensitive assess-
ment tools and complemented by broader educational efforts.

4.1.3. RSEQ

The study found an increase in self-esteem through the educa-
tional program. This result can be in line with some previous re-
search (e.g., Harter (2012), Russo et al. (2019)). It is possible that
this intervention improved their perception of themselves. An observed
effect size of d = 0.74 in self-esteem reflects a moderate to large
impact, suggesting real-world relevance in educational contexts. Ac-
cording to Biddle et al. (2019)’s study, self-esteem seems to not be
particularly affected by sport activity. Nevertheless, our intervention
was a classroom and physical activity-based intervention; consequently
this possible combination of the two methods might increase also their
self-perception.
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4.1.4. Physical self-efficacy

Our findings did not indicate a causal effect with the dependent
variable analyzed, contrasting with previous studies [e.g., Colella et al.
(2008), Vitali et al. (2019)]. One possible explanation is that our sample
had relatively high physical self-efficacy scores at the initial time point
(i.e., M = 11.7, SE = 0.3 points out of 24), which may have created a
ceiling effect, limiting the potential for observable improvements.

4.2. Qualitative results

4.2.1. Teachers perspective

Teachers observed positive behavioral and relational changes
among students compared to the initial interviews. They noted im-
proved mutual respect, fewer conflicts, and an overall atmosphere of
increased awareness regarding respectful interactions, despite some
remaining inappropriate behaviors (Bandura, 1977).

Teachers also felt more respected, with students showing greater af-
fection, interest, and trust (Pianta, 1999). Students demonstrated better
self-regulation and adherence to school rules, with fewer instances of
rule-breaking, reflecting increased responsibility and maturity.

Collaboration and teamwork improved, with students showing
greater inclusion and support for peers, though individual differences
persisted (Dyson, 2002; Siedentop et al., 2019). Post-intervention in-
terviews highlighted increased resilience and a more constructive ap-
proach to mistakes, likely influenced by the absence of formal grades
and the creation of a mastery-oriented environment (Deci & Ryan,
2000).

Exclusion was rare, and efforts to include peers grew, reflecting
enhanced empathy and social maturity (Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2014).
Teasing and insults decreased, indicating improved emotional control
and social interaction.

This evidence represents a positive indicator of the potential transfer
of life skills from the physical education or sports environment to daily
school life (Pierce et al., 2017).

4.2.2. Students perspective

Student responses revealed a strong understanding of social and eth-
ical values such as respect, inclusion, and fairness in physical education.
These themes align with the goals of moral and character educa-
tion in sport contexts (Shields & Bredemeier, 1995). Student favored
team-based activities such as soccer and volleyball, which promote
collaboration and communication (Dyson, 2002). Many emphasized
inclusion, highlighting actions like inviting others to participate and
supporting peers who struggled. This reflects growing empathy and
prosocial behavior, essential elements in the development of moral
identity (Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2014).

Many emphasized inclusion, highlighting actions like inviting others
to participate and supporting peers who struggled. This reflects growing
empathy and prosocial behavior, essential elements in the development
of moral identity (Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2014).

Respect emerged as a central theme, with students stressing the
importance of respecting teammates and opponents through behav-
iors like following rules, acknowledging efforts, and showing kindness
post-game. These observations support the development of emotional
and moral maturity through structured sport experiences (Hellison,
2010; Siedentop et al., 2019). Students also demonstrated a nuanced
understanding of fairness, recognizing that equity sometimes requires
providing different resources to meet individual needs rather than
treating everyone identically. This perspective suggests an advanced
grasp of social justice, relevant in both classroom and community
contexts (Handbook of moral development, 2006; Killen & Smetana,
2015).

Overall, the responses highlight physical education as a platform not
only for physical development but also for fostering empathy, fairness,
and respect in social interactions, supporting the potential of PE settings
to contribute to broader life skills acquisition (Pierce et al., 2017).
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4.3. General discussion

In general, as found in a recent systematic review (Dominguez
et al., 2021), this study demonstrates the positive effects of an inter-
vention focused on fair-play, fairness, and inclusion in primary school
children. Significant improvements in students’ social and emotional
development were found, as well as in their physical activity levels.

Notably, qualitative findings provided critical insights into areas
where quantitative results were mixed or limited. For example, al-
though only specific subscales of the FPPEQ showed improvement,
teachers consistently reported enhanced peer relationships, reduced
conflicts, and greater classroom harmony, indicating broader changes
in social behavior that may not be fully captured by structured ques-
tionnaires. Similarly, the increase in self-esteem measured through the
RSEQ aligns with teachers’ and students’ perceptions of improved self-
confidence, emotional regulation, and willingness to engage socially
and support peers (Hassandra et al., 2007; Russo et al., 2025).

With regard to physical activity, the quantitative data showed gains
particularly among previously inactive students. This was supported by
qualitative evidence, where students described greater enjoyment in
team-based games and teachers observed increased participation and
engagement during lessons. These converging findings suggest that the
intervention had a meaningful influence on motivation and inclusion in
physical activity settings. Thus, while quantitative data confirmed some
positive trends, the qualitative findings enriched the interpretation by
highlighting the lived experiences of students and teachers. This mixed-
methods approach allowed for a more nuanced understanding of how
the intervention shaped both individual and group dynamics. Future
research should continue to integrate both types of data to better
capture the complex and multi-dimensional nature of psychosocial
development in educational contexts.

5. Limitations and future directions

This study has some limitations worth noting. Although it is an
interventional study that accounted for several confounding factors
(e.g., language abilities, sport type), other potentially influential vari-
ables, such as socio-economic status and school climate, were not
systematically controlled and may have influenced fair-play behaviors
and moral reasoning outcomes.

Another limitation is the absence of a control group, which may
reduce the strength of causal interpretations. Nonetheless, the inclusion
of three time points allowed us to track developmental trends and ob-
serve changes over time, while accounting for key confounding factors
strengthened the internal validity of the findings. It is also important
to note that, in school settings, even students not directly involved in
structured interventions may benefit from parallel initiatives promoting
fair-play and social values. As such, the presence of a control group
might not always guarantee clear-cut differences. Future research could
benefit from incorporating randomized or matched-group designs to
more precisely assess the unique contribution of similar interventions.

The psychometric properties of the measurement instruments used
in this study were generally acceptable, with most subscales demon-
strating good to excellent internal consistency. However, some sub-
scales, such as Respect Toward Teammates in the FPPEQ and Keeping
Winning in Proportion in the AMDM-Q, showed lower Cronbach’s alpha
values. While these scales still provided valuable insights, future re-
search should aim to conduct a more robust validation process, ideally
with larger and more diverse samples, to ensure greater reliability and
developmental alignment.

Furthermore, differences observed between quantitative and qual-
itative findings may reflect the inherent nature of these approaches.
Quantitative methods focused specific and observable behaviors or
patterns in physical education or sport context, whereas qualitative
data offered a broader and more nuanced understanding of participants’
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experiences. In both approaches, particularly qualitative strand, re-
sponses may have been influenced by social desirability or confirmation
bias (Skender et al., 2016). Nonetheless, the consistency of teachers’
responses, gathered six months apart, strengthens the credibility of the
qualitative findings.

Additionally, the specific school context in which the interven-
tion was implemented, characterized by high multiculturalism and
a likely range of socio-economic backgrounds, may have influenced
students’ responses and the overall effectiveness of the program. For
instance, differing levels of language proficiency and family support
may have affected students’ capacity to engage in reflective activities
and internalize fair-play concepts. While this diversity reflects the
reality of many modern classrooms and enhances ecological validity,
it may also limit the generalizability of the findings to more culturally
homogeneous settings.

Future studies should consider these contextual influences more
explicitly, including systematic assessments of socio-economic status
and school climate. Moreover, future research could benefit from longi-
tudinal designs to evaluate the sustainability of the observed outcomes
beyond the short follow-up. Addressing seasonal variations — espe-
cially those related to physical activity engagement — could also clarify
the true impact of the intervention.

Furthermore, future interventions might integrate motivational
strategies grounded in Self-Determination Theory (SDT), which have
demonstrated robust effects in PE contexts. For instance, recent work
by Ahmadi et al. (2023) provides a comprehensive classification system
of teacher motivational behaviors aligned with SDT. This framework
could guide the development of autonomy-supportive, competence-
enhancing, and relatedness-focused instructional strategies specifically
aimed at fostering respect, fairness, and collaboration. Incorporating
such evidence-based approaches may further enhance both the imple-
mentation fidelity and effectiveness of future school-based programs.

Finally, although efforts were made to standardize the intervention
protocol, some variation in teacher delivery and student engagement
was inevitable. Fidelity is a well-documented challenge in models-based
practice research, and even small deviations in implementation can
affect outcomes (Hastie & Casey, 2014). Future work should include
more robust fidelity checks and possibly training reinforcements to
ensure uniform delivery across contexts.

6. Implications for practice

This intervention model offers a replicable and scalable frame-
work for schools aiming to enhance students’ psychosocial development
through physical education. By integrating principles from social learn-
ing theory and structural-developmental teaching, the program fosters
essential competencies such as respect, fairness, collaboration, and
self-regulation.

The structured approach, combining classroom discussions, inclu-
sive physical activities, and value-based instruction, can be adopted
by educators with minimal adaptation, especially in multicultural and
socio-economically diverse school contexts. The improvement observed
in students’ self-esteem, moral reasoning, and interpersonal relation-
ships suggests that embedding fair-play principles within physical edu-
cation curricula is not only feasible but also impactful.

Teachers can benefit from targeted training in dialogic teaching,
value transmission, and motivational strategies grounded in
self-determination theory to sustain these gains. As such, the model
aligns with broader educational goals to promote social-emotional
learning and character education, making it particularly relevant for
policy initiatives aimed at whole-child development and school climate
improvement.
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7. Conclusion

The study emphasizes the positive impact of educational program
physical activity on psychosocial skills. These findings have implica-
tions for teachers and also trainers in promoting fair-play and sports-
manship through educational programs that teach personal and social
responsibility (Hellison, 2010; Koh et al., 2016). Character education
programs emphasizing fairness, respect, and responsibility can promote
ethical behavior in youth in both sport and general context (Cecchini
et al.,, 2007; Hassandra et al., 2007; Mallia et al., 2019; Penning-
ton, 2017; Vidoni & Ward, 2009). Future research could expand on
these findings by testing such interventions in larger and more di-
verse populations or exploring their long-term effects on moral and
social development. In doing so, motivational frameworks such as SDT,
supported by recent evidence on teacher behaviors (Ahmadi et al.,
2023), could offer valuable guidance for designing more impactful and
sustainable interventions.
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