https://curriculumstudies.org

E-ISSN: 2690-2788

Journal of Curriculum Studies Research

Volume: 4 Issue: 1 2022

pp. 1-17

Paths from Spiritual Support to College Self-Efficacy in Southeastern
Christian and Southeastern Public University Students

Mollie Dianne Kaye Carter”

* Department of Psychology, Asbury
University, Wilmore, KY, United
States.

Email: mollie.carter@asbury.edu

Article Info

Received: November 30, 2021
Revised: January 31, 2022
Accepted: February 5, 2022

d- ' 10.46303/icsr.2022.2

How to cite

Carter, M. D. K. (2022). Paths from
Spiritual Support to College Self-
Efficacy in Southeastern Christian and
Southeastern Public University
Students. Journal of Curriculum
Studies Research, 4(1), 1-17
https://doi.org/10.46303/jcsr.2022.2

Copyright license

This is an Open Access article
distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International license.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

ABSTRACT

Using a modified portion of Lent’s (2004) normative model of life
satisfaction, this study assessed the role spiritual models play in
Southeastern Christian university students’ and Southeastern public
university students’ developing traits of spirituality, mindfulness,
forgiveness, and hope, and the associations these traits had with
college self-efficacy. Additionally, this study proposed perspective-
taking as a moderator of the association between environmental
mindfulness,

support from spiritual models and spirituality,

forgiveness, and hope, such that college students high in
perspective-taking would understand and internalize traits of
models rather than only imitating the spiritual practices of the
model. Participants (n = 384) in this one-time survey study were
recruited from a public, urban university and a private, Christian
university. Results of the moderated mediation paths show
spirituality, mindfulness, forgiveness, and hope mediated the
association between environmental support from spiritual models
and college self-efficacy, but perspective-taking did not moderate
associations from environmental support from spiritual models to
the mediators. These findings supported the modified portion of
Lent’s (2004) normative model of life satisfaction which states that
environmental support, including support given by spiritual models,
enhanced the development of healthy traits such as spirituality,
mindfulness, forgiveness, and hope. In turn, the healthy traits were
associated with increased college self-efficacy.
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INTRODUCTION

Robert Lent’s (2004; Lent et al. 2007) normative model of life satisfaction suggests
environmental support is bi-directionally associated with positive affect and personality traits,
which in turn are associated with increased self-efficacy. Lent’s model excludes environmental
support provided by spiritual models, whose influence may promote growth of spiritual traits.
Spiritual models may be more readily available to students in Southeastern Christian universities
than Southeastern public universities, and it is unknown how support from spiritual models
impacts self-efficacy in college. Positive affect and the Big Five personality traits are known
antecedents and mediators in the path from environmental support to self-efficacy (Lent 2004;
Lent et al. 2007), but it is unknown if spiritual traits mediate the path from environmental
support from spiritual models to college self-efficacy (Solberg et al. 1993). Four malleable
spiritual traits that can be learned through the influence of others are spirituality, mindfulness,
forgiveness, and hope (Davidson, Feldman, and Margalit 2012; Kiken et al. 2015; Luskin,
Ginzburg, and Thoresen 2005; Oman et al. 2007; Oman et al. 2009). Each of these spiritual traits
are correlated with forms of self-efficacy (Duffy and Lent 2008; Keye and Pidgeon 2013;
Macaskill and Denovan 2013), pointing toward a path from environmental support from
spiritual models to the four spiritual traits, which in turn may be associated with college self-

efficacy.

The Current Study

The current study sought to determine whether group differences exist in college self-efficacy,
spiritual modeling, spirituality, mindfulness, forgiveness, hope, and perspective-taking between
a Southeastern Christian university and a Southeastern public university. Further, the current
study focused on three groups of variables proposed by Lent and colleagues (Lent 2004; Lent et
al. 2007): environmental support from spiritual models, positive traits, and college self-efficacy.
A moderated mediation path model was fit to assess the hypotheses that (1) environmental
support from spiritual models would be associated with college self-efficacy; (2) the relationship
between environmental support from spiritual models and college self-efficacy would be
mediated by spirituality, forgiveness, mindfulness, and hope; (3) perspective-taking would
moderate the path from environmental support from spiritual models to the mediators, such
that the relationship from environmental support from spiritual models to the mediating traits
would be stronger among people with good perspective-taking.

Participants

A total of 384 undergraduate college students (Christian 90.1%, atheist/agnostic 6.8%, other
faith tradition, 2.3%, Muslim 0.5%, and Buddhist 0.3%) participated in the study from two
Southeastern universities; One hundred eighty-eight from a public university, and 196
undergraduate students participated from a private, Christian university.
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3 Spiritual Support to College Self Efficacy

Measures

Environmental support from spiritual models

Environmental support from spiritual models was measured using the Religious/Spiritual
Organization and Famous and/or Divine Persons subscales of the Useful Exemplar scale of the
Spiritual Modeling Inventory of Life Environments (SMILE; Oman et al. 2009; a = .89). Test-retest
reliability had been demonstrated for the community and prominent model subscales (r=.74, r
=.78, respectively).

Spirituality

Spirituality was measured using the self-report form of the Assessment of Spiritual
Transcendence and Religious Practice Short form (ASPIRES; Piedmont et al. 2008). Psychometric
properties of the spiritual transcendence and religious index demonstrated good reliability in
the current study for the scales of spiritual transcendence a = .71, religious index, a = .84, and
total scores, o =.79.

Mindfulness

Mindfulness was measured using the Cognitive and Affective Mindfulness Scale — Revised
(CAMS-R; Feldman et al. 2007). Good reliability for the scale was demonstrated in the current
study a = .77.

Forgiveness

Forgiveness was measured using the 18-item Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS; Thompson et al.
2005) which had been validated for college students (a = .83) with good reliability demonstrated
in the current study, a =.77.

Hope

Hope was measured with The Hope Scale (Babyak et al. 1993), consisting of 12 items on an 8-
point Likert scale. Good reliability for the hope scale was demonstrated in the current study, a
= .85.

Perspective-taking

Perspective taking was measured with the 7-item Perspective-Taking subscale of the
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis 1983). Good reliability of the scale was demonstrated in
the current study, a =.78

College self-efficacy

The College Self-Efficacy Inventory (Solberg et al., 1993) was used to measure college self-

efficacy. Good reliability for the scale was demonstrated for the current study, a =.92.

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analyses
A series of independent samples t-tests were conducted to assess differences in average scores
on each of the independent, mediator, moderator, and dependent variables between the

students enrolled at the public university and the students enrolled at the private university
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According to Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, equal variance could not be assumed
when comparing environmental support from spiritual models across institutions (F = 20.06, p
< .001). An unequal variances t-test indicated significant difference existed in environmental
support from spiritual models between the public university (M =71, SD =14.65) and the private
university (M = 74.85, SD = 8.87) groups, t(277.89) = -3.01, p = .003, with a small effect size (ds=
.32; Cohen, 1988). Similarly, equal variances could not be assumed between the groups on
spirituality (F=12.25, p =.001). An unequal variances t-test indicated a significant difference in
spirituality scores between the public university (M = 50.29, SD = 10.35) and the private
university (M =55.63, SD = 8.35) groups, t(333.22) =-5.48, p <.001 with a moderate effect size
(ds=.57). Thus, the sample from the private university reported significantly higher support from
spiritual models and spirituality.

Equal variances were assumed between groups on mindfulness (F = 1.95, p = .16). A
pooled t-test indicated no difference in the mindfulness scores between the public university
(M =31.22, SD =5.99) and the private university (M = 31.28, SD = 5.40) groups t(378) =-.09, p =
.93. Equal variances were assumed between the groups on forgiveness (F = 2.71, p = .10). A
pooled t-test showed no difference in the forgiveness scores between the public university (M
= 85.31, SD = 15.97) and the private university (M = 83.50, SD = 8.09) groups, t(377) =1.16, p =
.25. Equal variances were assumed for group comparisons for hope scores (F=.12, p =.73). The
pooled t-test showed there was no difference in hope scores between the public university (M
=49.41, SD =8.14) and the private university (M =48.01, SD = 8.09) groups, t(379) =1.67, p =.10.

Equal variances were assumed for perspective-taking between the groups (F=1.49, p =
.22). A pooled t-test showed there was a significant difference in perspective-taking scores
between the public university (M = 23.09, SD = 5.19) and the private university (M = 19.37, SD =
4.09) groups, t(377) = 7.17, p = .001 with a moderate effect size (ds=.74). Participants from the
public university reported significantly higher perspective-taking than participants from the
private university. Equal variances were assumed between the groups for college self-efficacy
(F=1, p=.32). Apooled t-test showed there was a significant difference in college self-efficacy
scores between the public university (M = 133.06, SD = 32.24) and the private university (M =
142.93, SD = 30.38) groups, t(370) = -3.04, p =.003 with a small effect size (d,=.32). Participants
from the private university reported significantly higher college self-efficacy than participants
from the public university.

Table 1 summarizes the descriptive statistics and correlations for each variable. In
support of hypothesis one, Spiritual modeling (M = 72.81, SD = 12.14) was significantly and
positively associated with college self-efficacy (M = 138.47, SD =31.41, r =.24, p <.01).

curriculumstudies.org JCSR 2022, 4(1): 1-17



5 Spiritual Support to College Self Efficacy

Table 1. Descriptives and correlations

Variable M(S.D.) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Spiritual Modeling 72.81(12.14)
2. Spirituality 53.17(9.65) .559*
*
3. Mindfulness 31.24(5.67) 168* [ 21%*
*
4. Forgiveness 84.28(15.20) A67*  22%*%  G1**
*
5. Hope 48.66(8.13) .240%  .341*  516**  405**
* *

6. College Self-Efficacy 138.47(31.41) .243*  32**  524** 385%*  598**

*

7. Perspective-taking 21.05(5.33) .09** 021 211**  308**  301** ,182*

*

Note: ** = p < .01.

Mediation Analyses

Spirituality as a mediator

The direct path from environmental support from spiritual models to college self-efficacy was
significant (B = .08, p = .17) (See figure 1). The path from environmental support from spiritual
models to spirituality was significant (B = .56, p < .001, R? = .314, p < .001) and the path from
spirituality to college self-efficacy was significant (B =.28, p <.001, R?=.109, p = .001). See Table
2 and Figure 1. The model fit was just-identified, x*> (0) = 0, p < 0.001; RMSEA < .001, 90% ClI
[0.20-0.26]; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00.

R?=.31
Spirituality
S5eH** PYLLL
RP=.11 ___
Environmeay/ R
Support frdm Spiritual " Colle;e Self-Efficacy
Models .08

Figure 1. Mediation Path: Spirituality. Note. *** = p <.001

Mindfulness as a mediator

The direct path from environmental support from spiritual models to college self-efficacy was
significant (B = .16, p = .001), and the bootstrap confidence intervals for the direct effect were
significant (B = .16; Cls [.05-.24], [.05-.24], [.06-.24], [.05-.24], and [.05-.24]). The indirect path

curriculumstudies.org JCSR 2022, 4(1): 1-17
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was also significant, with environmental support from spiritual models to mindfulness being
significant (B = .16, p < .001, R? = .026, p = .171). In turn, the path from mindfulness to college
self-efficacy displayed significance (B = .50, p < .001, R’ =.299, p < .001). See Table 2 and Figure
2. The model fit was just-identified, x? (0) = 0, p = 1.00; RMSEA < .001, 90% CI [0.23-0.29]; CFl =
1.00; TLI = 1.00.

R?=.03
Mindfulness
‘16***
‘50***
R?=.30
Environme:?/ g :
Support frem Spiritual L1g+H College 3elf-Efficacy
Models )

Figure 2. Mediation Path: Mindfulness. Note. ** = p < .01, *** = p <.001.

Forgiveness as a mediator

The direct path from environmental support from spiritual models to college self-efficacy was
significant (B = .18, p = .001), and the bootstrap confidence intervals for the direct effect were
significant (B = .18; 95% Cls [.07-.27], [.07-.27], [.07-.27], [.07-.27], and [.07-.27]). The indirect
path from environmental support from spiritual models to college self-efficacy was also
significant with the path from environmental support from spiritual models to forgiveness being
significant (B = .16, p <.001, R? =.097). In turn, the path from forgiveness to college self-efficacy
displayed significance (B = .36, p <.001; R?=.179, p < .001). See Table 2 and Figure 3. The model
fit was just-identified, x* (0) = 0, p = 1.00; RMSEA < .001, 90% CI [0.14—-0.21]; CFl = 1.00; TLI =
1.00.

Forgiveness

.16*** '36***

R?=.18
Environmgp«t{ :
Support from Spiritual College Self-Efficacy

Models

.18***

Figure 3. Mediation Path: Forgiveness. R?=.10 Note. *** = p <.001.

curriculumstudies.org JCSR 2022, 4(1): 1-17



7 Spiritual Support to College Self Efficacy

Hope as a mediator

The direct path from environmental support from spiritual models to college self-efficacy was
significant (B = .10, p < .03), and four out of five bootstrap confidence intervals for the direct
effect (B = .10; 95% Cls [.00-.18], [.00-.18], [.00-.18], [.00-.18], [-.004-.17]) were significant. The
indirect path from environmental support from spiritual models to college self-efficacy through
the mediator hope was significant, with environmental support from spiritual models to hope
being significant (B = .24, p <.001, R? = .055, p = .009). In turn, the path from hope to college
self-efficacy displayed significance (B = .57, p =.001; R’ =.369, p < .001). See Table 2 and Figure
4. The model fit was just-identified, x* (0) = 0, p = 1.00; RMSEA < .001, 90% CI [0.24-0.30]; CFI =
1.00; TLI = 1.00.

— R’=.06 —

Hope
24%H* S7xE*

R?= 37

Environn;e/ntzﬂ/ \
Support ffom Spiritual .10* College Seli-Efficacy

Models

Figure 4. Mediation Path: Hope. Note. * = p <.05, *** = p <.001

Moderation Analysis

Perspective-taking did not moderate the path from environmental support from spiritual
models to any of the trait variables in the paths from environmental support from spiritual
models to college self-efficacy. Four separate moderated mediation paths were run, building
on the mediation paths in the previous sections. The moderated mediation model with
perspective-taking as the moderator and spirituality as the mediator had an inadequate model
fit, x2 (2) = 14.401, p < 0.001; RMSEA =.130, 90% CI [0.07-0.20]; CFl = .933; TLI = .764, possibly
due to the non-significant relationship between perspective-taking and spirituality (B =.08, p =
.83). The moderating effect of perspective-taking on the relationship between environmental
support of a spiritual model and spirituality was non-significant (B = -.14, p = .75). The
moderated mediation model with perspective-taking as the moderator and mindfulness as the
mediator had an inadequate model fit x* (2) = 19.447, p < 0.001; RMSEA = .123, 90% CI [0.07-
0.18]; CFl = .90; TLI = .77, possibly due to the non-significant relationships between
environmental support from a spiritual model on mindfulness (B = .06, p = .84) and perspective-
taking on mindfulness (B = .01, p = .99). The moderating effect of perspective-taking on the
relationship between environmental support from a spiritual model and mindfulness was non-

curriculumstudies.org JCSR 2022, 4(1): 1-17



Table 2. Direct, indirect and total effects for environmental support from spiritual models and mediators on college self-efficacy

MI1 MI2 MI3 MIl4 MI5
Effect Name Est. SE  95%BCI  Est. SE  95%BCI  Est. SE  95%BCI  Est. SE  95%BCI  Est. SE  95%BCI
Spirituality
Total Effect 24%%x 05 (.13,.33) 24%Fx 05 (.13,.33)  24%¥* 05 (.13,.33) 24%F* 05 (.13,.33)  24%%  0.05 (.13,.33)
Direct Effect .08 .06 (-.05,.19) .08 .06 (-.05,.19) .08 .06 (-.04,.19) .08 06 (-.05,.19) .08 0.06 (-.05,.19)
Indirect Effect .16*** .03 (.10,.22) .16*** .03 (.10,.23) .16*** .03 (.09,.22) .16*** .03 (.09,.22) .16*** 0.03 (.10,.22)
Mindfulness
Total Effect 24%*% 05 (\13,.33)  24¥¥*F 05 (13,.33)  24¥FF 05 (13,.33) 24¥¥% 05 (.13,.33) 24%FF 05  (.13,.33)
Direct Effect ~ .16¥** .05 (.05,.24) .16*** .05 (.05,.24) .16*¥** .05 (.06,.24) .16%** .05 (.05,.24) .16*%** 05 (.05,.24)
Indirect Effect .08** .03 (.02,.14)  .08** .03 (.02,.14) .08** .03 (.02,.14) .08** .03 (.02,.14) .08** 03 (.02,.14)
Forgiveness
Total Effect 24%%x 05 (.13,.33) 24%Fx 05 (.13,.33)  24%*F 05 (.13,.33)  24%* 05 (.13,.33) 24%x* 05 (.13,.33)
Direct Effect ~ .18*** .05 (.07,.27) .18*** .05 (.07,.27) .18*** 05 (.07,.27) .18*** .05 (.07,.27) .18*** 05 (.07,.27)
Indirect Effect .06** .02 (.03,.10) .06%* .02 (.03,.10) .06%* .02 (.03,.10) .06** .02 (.02,.10) .06%* .02 (.03,.10)
Hope
Total Effect 24%*k% 05 (.13,.33) 24%%% 05 (.13,.33) 24¥*¥% 05 (.13,.33) 24%¥* 05 (.13,.33) 24¥*%F 05  (.13,.33)
Direct Effect ~ .10%* .05 (.00,.18) .10%* .05 (.00,.18) .10%* .05 (.00,.18) .10% .05  (.00,.18) .10 05 (-.004,.17)
Indirect Effect .13*** .03  (.08,.19) .14%** 03 (.08,.19) .14¥** 03 (.08,.19) .14*** 03 (.08,.19) .14*** 03  (.08,.19)

Note: MI = Multiple Imputation. Est.= Effect Estimate. SE = Effect Standard Error. 95% BCI = for 95% bootstrapping confidence
interval. * =p <.05, ** =p < .01, *** =p < .001, for normal theory test for effect estimate.
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significant (B = .24, p = .66). The moderated mediation model with perspective-taking as the
moderator and forgiveness as the mediator had an adequate model fit x* (2) = 5.323, p = .07;
RMSEA = .067, 90% Cl [0.00-0.14]; CFl = .97; TLI = .90. The moderating effect of perspective-
taking on the relationship from environmental support from a spiritual model to forgiveness
was non-significant (B = .56, p = .11). The moderated mediation model with perspective-taking
as the moderator and hope as the mediator had an overfit model ¥ (2) = .49, p = .78; RMSEA =
.00, 90% CI [0.00-0.07]; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.025, possibly due to the non-significant relationship
of perspective-taking and hope (B = .62, p = .08). The moderating effect of perspective-taking
on the relationship from environmental support from a spiritual model to hope was non-
significant (B =-.42, p = .32).

Discussion

Participants from the Southeastern Christian university reported more support from
spiritual models, higher spirituality, and higher college self-efficacy than participants from the
Southeastern public university. The group differences are understandable, considering the
culture of the religiously affiliated university centers around spiritual practices, which can be
learned through response facilitation (Schunk 2020). Additionally, students from the religious
university may encounter more individuals who serve as spiritual models, such as faculty and
staff, in addition to clergy. Similarly, associations have been found between religious support
and religiosity related to various types of self-efficacy, which provides support for the higher
group average in college self-efficacy for the private religious university as opposed to the public
university (Abdel-Khalek and Lester 2017; Duffy and Lent 2008). In contrast, the current study
showed that participants from the Southeastern public university reported significantly higher
levels of perspective-taking than participants from the private university. Participants from the
Christian university may be constantly exposed to one type of ideology that is expected to be
taken literally; whereas students in the public university are likely to encounter a vast array of
spiritual beliefs and practices. Experiencing diversity in the university setting may lend itself
toward a more symbolic interpretation of spiritual contents rather than a literal one, which has
been associated with higher perspective-taking (Duriez 2004).

According to the model of normative life satisfaction and supporting evidence by Lent
and colleagues (2007), having social support can result in positive outcomes. The current study
sought to determine if maintaining environmental support from spiritual models is beneficial
for college self-efficacy, a known contributor to success in college (Brady-Amoon and Fuertes
2010; Gore, Leuwerke, and Turley 2005; Gore 2006; Zajacova, Lynch, and Epsenshade 2005).
The first contribution of the current study was the correlation found between environmental
support from spiritual models and college self-efficacy. In the model by Lent and colleagues
(2007), positive affect and healthy traits mediated the relationship from social support to
positive outcomes. This framework inspired the current study of the impact of environmental
support from spiritual models to modifiable traits of spirituality, mindfulness, forgiveness, and

curriculumstudies.org JCSR 2022, 4(1): 1-17
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hope. In the following sections, mediation paths were discussed separately to emphasize the
impact of each variable and model impact on college self-efficacy.

Behavioral Mediating Trait

The indirect path from environmental support from spiritual models to college self-efficacy
through the mediator spirituality was supported. Among the paths from environmental support
from spiritual models to the mediators, environmental support from spiritual models accounted
for the most variance in spirituality, at 31 percent of the variance in spirituality explained by
environmental support from spiritual models (see Figure 3). Considering 90.1 percent of
participants endorsed Christianity as their religion, and some of the behaviors involved in
Christian spirituality can be learned by response facilitation (Schunk 2020) such as attending
services, reading sacred texts, and participating in scripture and prayer groups. Such overt
practices may be more easily demonstrated, learned, and remembered when reporting on a
survey, which may also account for the moderate variance in spirituality explained by
environmental support from spiritual models as opposed to the small percent variance in the
cognitive mediators explained by environmental support form spiritual models.

In turn, the path from spiritual modeling to college self-efficacy through spirituality was
weak, with only ten percent of the variance in college self-efficacy explained by the path.
Perhaps the behavioral and transcendent aspects of spirituality have little to do with the
mindset of a college student who is completing schoolwork and managing social situations.

Cognitive Mediating Traits

The path from environmental support from spiritual models to the cognitive mediators,
mindfulness, forgiveness, and hope, were each significant with small effect sizes, indicating that
college students may not learn to be mindful, forgiving, and hopeful as readily as they learn the
practices associated with spirituality. Mindfulness has historical roots in Buddhism, and spiritual
models in other religions are skeptical of explicitly teaching the construct (Symington and
Symington 2012). Although previous findings indicate that college students can develop
mindfulness through explicit instruction (Shapiro et al. 2008), the current findings suggested
that mindfulness may vary only slightly based on environmental support from a spiritual model.
Regarding forgiveness, the current study found that environmental support from spiritual
models may only account for about ten percent of the variance in forgiveness (see figure 5) and
six percent of the variance in hope. Such small variance may be due to reluctance of spiritual
models to self-disclose hurtful situations where forgiveness has been extended to or provided
by another person. Self-disclosure is important between models and learners, but disclosure
may be rightly withheld if it would be harmful to another person within the community
(Palmberg and Scandrette 1977). Learners may also limit disclosure of perceived offenses or
collegiate challenges to a spiritual model, limiting the model’s awareness that forgiveness and
hope need to be taught and modeled to the learner. The extent to which models support
mindful, forgiving, and hopeful thinking may depend on how much interaction the college

curriculumstudies.org JCSR 2022, 4(1): 1-17



11 Spiritual Support to College Self Efficacy

student has with the community spiritual model and how much of the challenges of college life
are disclosed to the model.

Within the path, mindfulness accounted for 30 percent of the variance in college self-
efficacy, forgiveness accounted for 18 percent of the variance in college self-efficacy, and hope
accounted for 36 percent of the variance in college self-efficacy. Previous associations between
mindfulness and academic self-efficacy in the face of failure support the directionality of
mindfulness to academic self-efficacy (Hanley et al. 2015; Keye and Pidgeon 2013), but college
students who can view situations non-judgmentally, be present with their thoughts and feelings,
and act with awareness may perceive themselves as more socially competent. The current
findings indicated that although the effect size is small, forgiveness was associated with total
college self-efficacy, perhaps because forgiveness of oneself and situations is helpful for
decreasing the impact of prior academic failures, while forgiveness of others may mitigate
conflict in the social and roommate aspects of college self-efficacy. The path from hope to
college self-efficacy reflected the relationship and directionality established in previous
research (Feldman, Davidson, and Margalit 2015; Feldman and Kubota 2015; Feldman et al.
2016; Macaskill and Denovan 2013). Individuals who are high in hope are able to consider
alternative paths to reaching goals and may be less likely to have future plans or successes
derailed by stress over academic failures.

Perspective-taking as a Moderator

In this study, perspective-taking was correlated with small to medium effect sizes for
mindfulness, forgiveness, and hope, but not with spirituality. Spirituality is partially behavioral
and partially a subjective view of transcendent reality, neither of which require perspective-
taking to develop. However, mindfulness involves non-judgment, non-reactivity, and acting with
awareness, and the perspectives of others may be one important factor for gaining awareness
and offering intentional responses in social situations. The current study was the first study
known to associate perspective-taking with mindfulness. Forgiveness involves cultivating an
empathic stance toward an offender and perspective-taking is the cognitive aspect of empathy,
making the positive correlation understandable. Similarly, hope is developed in relationships
with others, who initially share their views of children’s abilities and paths to solving problems.
As children grow and encounter new challenges, returning to the perspectives of supportive
caregivers can stimulate agency and pathways thinking, supporting a positive correlation
between perspective-taking and hope.

However, perspective-taking was not found to moderate the paths between
environmental support from spiritual models and any of the mediators. Moderators are
variables that are intended to increase the impact of the explanatory variable on the response
variable, or in this case, the mediators. Mediation analyses revealed that environmental support
from spiritual models only slightly accounted for the variance in mindfulness, forgiveness, and

hope, perhaps due to the lack of self-disclosure by the model or the learner. If the model isn’t
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sharing personal stories with the college student, the student may not have cause to inquire
about the cognitive states of the model, and the student may not have cause to take the model’s
perspectives. If college students believe they can learn everything they need to gain from a
spiritual model by imitating the model’s behaviors, they may not expend the time and energy
needed to disclose and seriously consider the sentiments behind the model’s actions and
reported experiences. Alternatively, college students may believe they are taking away accurate
representations of what spiritual models intend for them to learn, but what is gleaned from the
spiritual model might not be interpreted correctly without proper perspective-taking. In these
cases, college students may miss opportunities to cultivate mindful living, forgiveness, and
hopeful thinking that could increase college self-efficacy.

CONCLUSIONS
Environmental support from spiritual models may be more readily available at Southeastern
Christian universities. Such support plays a role in development of partially behavioral traits
such as the aspect of spirituality that involves practice than spiritual support plays in
mindfulness, forgiveness, and hope maintenance during college. In turn, models with primarily
cognitive mediators of mindfulness, forgiveness, and hope accounted for more of the variance
in college self-efficacy than the model with spirituality as a mediator. Finally, perspective-taking
was not a moderator of any of the models, indicating that if spiritual models are not looked to
for developing cognitive traits of mindfulness, forgiveness, and hope, considering models’
perspectives was also not important to the learner. Regarding spirituality, important behavioral
components can be acquired from spiritual models through response facilitation rather than by
taking the perspective of the model, and spirituality is less important for college self-efficacy.
Overall, the study provides support for part of Lent’s et al. (2007) model of normative life
satisfaction by supporting the path from social support, in this case spiritual, to positive

outcomes, in this case college self-efficacy through healthy trait mediators.

Implications
Implications of the study are two-fold. First, identifying traits that lead to college self-efficacy
can help university staff, at Christian and public universities, promote practices that will lead to
achievement and persistence. Previous studies indicate that spirituality, mindfulness,
forgiveness, and hope are malleable traits that can be developed through social interactions
(Davidson, Feldman, and Margalit 2012; Kiken, et al. 2015; Luskin, Ginzburg, and Thoresen 2005;
Oman et al. 2007), and the current study provided evidence that learning spirituality,
mindfulness, forgiveness, and hope from a spiritual model did account for variance in college
self-efficacy.

Next, the current study holds implications regarding spiritual changes that take place in
emerging adulthood (Arnett 2000). It is known that college students report decreases in
religious practices such as attending services, but emerging adults also report increases in

religious beliefs and religious importance (Lefkowitz 2005). Encountering different spiritual

curriculumstudies.org JCSR 2022, 4(1): 1-17



13 Spiritual Support to College Self Efficacy

worldviews in college, paired with the individualistic, self-focused quality of emerging
adulthood, may result in a more personal and diverse set of values and spiritual beliefs (Arnett
2000; Gutierrez and Park 2015; Lefkowitz 2005). However, previous research suggests well-
adjusted college students engage in religious practices or have spiritual beliefs in a transcendent
reality that are associated with more positive views of the self than groups of students
characterized predominantly by externalized, risky behaviors or internalized, emotional distress
(Nelson and Padilla-Walker 2013). Additionally, Oman and Thoresen (2003) contend that
spiritual beliefs will be considered valuable if they transfer into success in the secular world. The
current findings that traits learned from a spiritual model were beneficial in a collegiate
outcome may discourage students from abandoning faith, and encourage an evolving, eclectic,
and useful spiritual worldview that contributes to positive development (Arnett 2000). Students
in Southeastern public universities report greater perspective-taking, which Christian
universities can use to guide efforts toward developing perspective-taking among students
although it did not influence the path.

Limitations and Future Directions

Convenience sampling was used to gain participants in psychology and educational psychology
courses. Also, most participants endorsed Christianity as their religion. The high percentage of
Christians at the public university was unexpected, considering that diversity and inclusion is
part of the culture of the public university and spiritual diversity was part of the rationale for
the large sample from two universities. Future studies could include more participants with
varied religious preferences.

Future qualitative studies could examine the types of disclosures learners report making
as well as disclosures reportedly made by the model, and how these disclosures influence the
development of spirituality, mindfulness, forgiveness and hope. Additionally, because learners
may not take away accurate interpretations of information disclosed by a spiritual model,
gualitative studies could examine the spiritual model’s perspective of what the learner could
have gained from an exchange compared to what the learner reports gleaning from the spiritual

model.
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