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Program Planning and Evaluation
PROGRAM PLANNING
Successful character education programs have been initiated by principals and teachers at the school level (e.g., Allen Classical-Traditional Academy in Dayton, West Point Elementary in West Point, Georgia); by concerned parent groups using the PTO as an initial point of entry (e.g., Core Essentials in Georgia); by central office administrators and board members on a school-system level (e.g., Mt. Lebanon in Pennsylvania); by school-system personnel, business leaders, parent groups, churches, and so forth, on a community-wide level; by state department of education personnel, governors, legislators, and state school board members on a state-wide level (e.g., the federal grant program in Utah); and by consultants from outside the schools who have persuaded principals, teachers, and parents in schools and schools systems to choose from among alternative approaches (e.g., schools in the Atlanta Public Schools grant project sponsored by the Georgia Humanities Council) or to adopt a particular model that they feel will produce the most desirable results in any school (e.g., Hazelwood Elementary in Louisville and other Child Development Project Schools). 

Programs that are planned in detail too far away from individual schools or local communities for parents and local citizens to be actively involved in program planning (e.g., state initiated) tend to encounter (1) more opposition from parents and other community members; (2) a lack of commitment on the part of local-school and/or school-system personnel who lack a sense of ownership; and (3) irrelevance in the sense that programs do not fit the unique combination of problems, clientele, and resources of a particular school.  But these obstacles to success can be avoided even when program planning begins outside the school or school community if the principal, teachers, and parents of a particular school understand that their program must meet their particular needs and that only they can make this determination in a way that includes and motivates all stake​holders, particularly teachers.   

     The ideal in my view is a combined school/school-system/state approach with the system's and state(s contributions restricted to (a) general goals and guidelines through strategic planning and core-curriculum design and (b) consultation, and the school's contribution providing specifics including supple​mentary or additional goals that are appropriate for the school, all behavioral objectives, and the selection of methods and materials.  An acceptable alterna​tive would be a school​-initiated approach that is adequately supported by the leadership of the school system and/or state but not initiated at these levels and not required throughout the system and/or state.  Schools can succeed in the absence of a state-wide or system-wide initiative or without preliminary strategic planning outside the school, as demonstrated by the Allen Classical/Tradi​tional Academy in Dayton.  However, achieving success at a particular school without significant state, central office, school board, or community support may be a uniquely low-SES/urban phenomenon.  Success within suburban, rural, small-town, and high-SES/urban communities is more likely if planning occurs in a manner that fully includes parents and teachers and when most of the planning occurs at the school level.  I suggest that you learn what you can from "experts" outside your school and then take control by working with other members of your school community to design a program that is right for your school.  The success of the Cooperating School Districts' consultation efforts in the St. Louis area (Archibald et al., 1996; Stirling, 1997) and the Utah State Office of Education(s consultation and training efforts under Kristie Fink  may be largely due to the fact that they encourage grass roots innovation and ownership at the school and  school-system levels and are not trying to clone a particular model.  

Mt. Lebanon's System-Level Planning Experience
As Assistant Superintendent in the Mt. Lebanon School District in Pittsburgh, Huffman (1994) led an effort to initiate character education system-wide.  He began with a small study group of teachers, administrators, and parents who worked for a year to educate themselves about concepts, programs, and curri​culum materials.  This was followed by an effort to increase staff and community awareness.  This involved bringing in a nationally recognized speaker and making thorough and well written material available.  He then invited all teachers to join the study group(forty joined.  The school board decided at about the same time to map the system's future through a strategic plan that included three strategies that in effect endorsed character education.  These strate​gies referred to programs for developing ethical and responsible student behavior, creating caring environments, and community service.  Character education proponents used the Strategy Teams  (responsible for writing action plans for achieving the three strategies) and Implementation Teams (responsible for implementing the action plans) to initiate a character education program.  The teams concerned with the three strategies in the system's strategic plan worked together to design the program. 

     Throughout his book about the Mt. Lebanon experience, Huffman emphasized the importance of good communication with all stakeholders, including incoming school board members, concerning the why, what, and how of character education, and this advice is viewed as especially critical in nonurban communities.  The system even devised an action plan specifically for communication, which was carried out in tandem with the curriculum action plan.  He also stressed the importance of having a representative community group go through the process of identifying values to teach and the need to communicate these in a list of single words that can be remembered and thus used effectively as a guide for infusing character education into all facets of school life.  Their curriculum plan called for all subjects and courses to reinforce the core values in ways that (1) met the developmental needs of students and (2) took advantage of the values opportunities inherent in each subject area" (Huffman, 1994:32).  As they began implementing their program, they discovered the need for a develop​mentally adaptable concept of moral behavior that teachers could share with students and use as a general context for instruc​tion, a concept that addressed moral knowledge, emotion, and action and placed instruction within a larger social context. 

The Cumberland County System-Level Planning Experience

Like Mt. Lebanon, the Cumberland County Schools in  North Carolina, one of the largest school systems in the country, managed to plan and implement a system-wide character education program.  The process began with a Character Education Summit in 1994 that was attended by five hundred citizens, and was designed to answer the Superintendent's question, "Should the schools teach character?"  Small groups of summit attendees were charged with reaching a consensus about what virtues should be taught.  From this summit emerged a Character Education Task Force that compiled results from the Summit and developed a mission statement.  The list of virtues that emerged from this compilation was nearly identical to the Character Counts Coalition's list of six pillars, so the former was eventually replaced with the latter.  The Task Force also engaged in a process of studying the literature and various school programs and curriculums, and curriculum specialists studied existing programs to see how much of a foundation was already in place.  These specialists also recommended strategies for implementation and integration.  They recommended integrating character concepts into the existing curriculum rather than acquiring or developing a new add-on curriculum, and they specified competency goals and objectives from the existing curriculum which were related to character concepts.  

Next a staff development committee prepared for training teachers by attending a workshop conducted by Philip Vincent, author of Developing Character in Students (1994).   Lead Contact Persons from each school and many other teachers completed a ten-hour course taught by Vincent's trainees.  Vincent also conducted a workshop for principals.  The Task Force also established a Public Awareness Committee that coordinated a second summit, hosted a meeting of church leaders, hosted a meeting of radio program directors, produced and distributed a booklet, initiated a character-of-the-month program to promote and coordinate community involvement, and developed a campaign theme and logo.  Finally, the system and community took steps to maintain the momentum and spread the word by providing a monthly newsletter message from the superintendent and a brochure with tips for parents, and by requiring regular reports from the Lead Contact Person for each school to a system coordinator.  

West Point Elementary's School-Level Planning Experience
The principal and instructional staff of West Point Elementary in West Point, Georgia, (Troup County) recognized a need and took it upon themselves to plan and implement what has proven to be a successful and extensively copied character education program.  Its centerpiece is a word of the week, and the words chosen were derived from a survey that asked parents to choose from a list of thirty the ten most important character qualities in their home.  This was a way of using parents as a resource as well as gaining their support.  West Point teachers then wrote their school-community-specific character education program (706-812-7973; fax: 706-812-7974), and this program was shared with parents during pre-planning before it was implemented.  The written program or curriculum called for a somewhat different focus each day of the week beginning with a definition of the character quality for the week (Monday); looking at ways the character quality it is demonstrated in people around them (Tuesday); reading and discussing a story about a person in the school, community, or history (Wednesday); reading and discussing a story about a fictional character who demonstrates the quality (Thursday); and either reviewing or carrying out teacher-planned lessons (Friday).  Teachers wrote the biographies about local models of the character qualities as well as the fictional stories which illustrate these qualities.  There are many other aspects to the West Point program that were planned by the principal and teachers including their classroom news, a concerted effort to call attention to and socially reinforce virtuous behavior, and an elaborate Character Clubhouse all of which teachers have been intimately involved in planning.  

In  the Troup County Schools, the idea of character education spread from West Point Elementary under Bill Parsons to all schools via a mandate by the system superintendent.  It is doubtful that the other schools in Troup County will be as successful as West Point Elementary unless they similarly utilize a school-level planning process which similarly brings about teacher ownership and commitment.  
West Point is certainly not the only school that has succeeded with character education without special assistance from central level administrators or persons outside the school community.  Allen Classical-Traditional Academy in Dayton went through a planning process very similar to West Point, and West Point, in fact, borrowed some of its ideas from Allen where Rudolpho Bernardo, the originating principal, similarly respected, trusted, and empowered his teachers.  In contrast to West Point, teachers at Allen decided to have student assemblies on Fridays as a culminating activity for the word of the week, with rotating grade level responsibility, and they now begin their week with a closed circuit television broadcast to all classrooms that introduces the word, and is conducted by upper-grade students who function as newscasters.  The high energy and commitment of staff at the two schools is similar, and I attribute this to what I believe is the best approach to character education planning, "bottom-up" at the school level. 

Atlanta's School-Level/School-Cluster Planning Experience
We began our orientation and planning process in Atlanta by sending representatives from our five pilot schools to a statewide character education conference that was sponsored by the Georgia Humanities Council.  These representatives were exposed to a variety of materials and ideas about character education.  I then wrote a grant proposal for the five schools and assigned myself the role of Project Director and Project Evaluator.  This proposal called for an introductory presentation to each school staff and the exposure of select staff members to various approaches through field trips to model schools in Louisville, Dayton, and West Point, Georgia.  Staffs were further oriented through written materials and videos and the creation of a resource center in each school library.  The school staffs were not asked to be involved in planning the program evaluation since this was written into the grant proposal, and since I was in the process of developing program assessment instruments and guidelines.  

Staffs at each of the five schools were asked to make choices about the type of program they wanted, and, for the most part, these decisions grew out of relatively open staff discussions which were co-led by teachers and principals who visited model school programs outside of the system.  The five staffs commonly chose a virtue-of-the-week centerpiece and supplemented this with various other strategies such as class meetings, classroom news forms, service learning, cross-grade buddy programs, and so forth.  The schools were encouraged to use both traditional-didactic and progressive-community-building strategies (or to be eclectic), but this was not required since I was convinced that exerting too much control would prevent teachers from becoming fully committed and creatively involved.  By the second or third month of the second year, the two schools with the most committed staffs (Blalock and Campbell) had added additional strategies and had modified others.  With the help of teachers and the volunteer group, Hands on Atlanta, they also made extensive progress on elaborate one-of-a-kind wall displays which are permanent and perhaps worth a trip to Atlanta to see.   

We should have allowed more time for school-level planning and parent involvement in the planning process, and by failing to take the time, we did not achieve an ideal level of parent involvement.  We may have also caused some complacent and doubting teachers to become more resistant during the first year than they might have been otherwise; nevertheless, at two of the four schools, nearly all were on board by the third month of our second year.  

The principals who visited the model schools became highly committed, and this resulted in much better planning and implementation at their schools as compared with schools where principals did not avail themselves of this opportunity.  I concluded very early in the process that success depends upon character education becoming the highest priority for the school principal and that teachers differ greatly in terms of the speed with which they become open to and committed to new ideas.  In schools where principals did not make character education their highest priority, and in schools where too many other things were happening to allow character education to take center stage, less positive change was observed.  

Curriculum-Centered Versus Problem-Centered Planning

I believe it is useful to view the character education planning process as being either curriculum-centered or problem​-centered.  The former begins with the assumption that your school or school system needs a comprehensive character development curriculum or a new general curriculum that more adequately addresses character development in terms of philosophy, goals, objectives, and strategies.  Most states and school systems have mission state​ments and lists of general educa​tional goals that address character develop​ment quite well, but these rarely receive elabora​tion in the form of specific curri​culum goals and objectives.  If you are as fortunate as educators and parents in the state of Utah, this foundation will be provided for you at the state level in various ways, including a "character- education friendly" core curriculum.  Utah serves as a model or standard for curriculum-centered planning at the state level and a model in terms of their consultative facilitation of infusional curriculum-centered planning within school systems and schools.  

The problem​-centered approach to program design could eventually lead to a new general curriculum or add-on curriculum depending on the problems defined and the solution ideas generated, but this approach will more than likely result in definitions of specific social, interpersonal, and attitudinal problems and the selection of a few promising strategies for solving these problems.  These strategies may or may not infuse the academic curriculum, supplement it with an add-on curriculum of some type, or modify the academic curriculum in some way.  

I have identified a few techniques for promoting effective curri​culum​-centered and problem-centered planning or program design that you may find helpful in your effort to (1) promote the inclusion of all stakeholders during the program-design process, (2) foster commitment on the part of all stake​holders, and (3) produce a program that is diversified and relevant in terms of content and instructional techniques.  

Techniques for Promoting Effective Curriculum-Centered Planning
It is commonly assumed that the quality of the outcome of a planning or decision-making process will be in direct propor​tion to the openness of this process to all interested or concerned persons, but typically very little is accomplished in situations where many people are trying to accomplish a task and are having to take turns giving input orally.  While I agree with Goodlad (1984, 1976) that broad-based "bottom up" curriculum design is essential and that it will generate more personal commitment and relevant content than "top down," I do not share his assumption that "essential dialogue" (effective communication implied) and good decision making are virtually guaranteed if a "bottom up" approach is used.  The "dialogue structuring" approach I propose provides this guarantee irrespective of the number of people involved and other threats to good communication and good decision making such as (1) input that is skewed in favor of the most assertive and emotional among participants, (2) disorganization and tension that typically occur when communication is primarily oral or exclusively oral, (3) authoritarian attitudes and actions that commonly stifle communication in organizational hierarchies (status/vertical communication barriers), and (4) a lack of shared knowledge, values, and language systems among participants, which​ makes it difficult for them to understand one another (situs/horizontal commu​nication barriers).  

"Structured dialogue" combines the Delphi technique and Nelson's "diagonally struc​tured information exchange" technique (Nelson and Smith, 1974) with the basic idea of "bottom up" planning.  The Delphi method is designed to solicit uninhibited input from any size group, and it can be described as an idea-seeking/agree​ment-seeking technique that overcomes the limitations of relying on experts and round-table discussions or committees.  It allows for input and criticism from many teachers, parents, students, concerned citizens, and administrators at an early point through a series of four anonymous questionnaires.  It also makes possible more input than would be possible through representation on traditional committees.  Questionnaire number One seeks input by having respondents complete open-ended statements such as "Students should develop _____" or add to and delete from a core list of educational goals.  Questionnaire Two asks respondents to rate or judge input from Questionnaire One through some type of ranking.  Questionnaire Three presents results from Questionnaire Two through a median or mode and asks respondents to re-evaluate their Question​naire-Two input in light of the new information in Questionnaire Three.  Questionnaire Four provides consensus data and a summary of dissenting opinions. 

The Zengers' (1986) system for (1) determining what needs to be taught within a community through the schools (curriculum design) and (2) comparing this with what is actually being taught (curriculum evaluation) uses the Delphi technique and includes example Delphi questionnaires you may find useful, but this technique can be used on a smaller scale.  For example, it could be used by those respons​ible for actually writing a curriculum and by school personnel and school​-community representatives who are trying to design a plan to reduce violence and increase prosocial behavior in one school.

     The "diagonally structured information exchange" technique developed by Charles Nelson helps to establish, improve, or re-open communication within organizations where it is poor​ due to fear of reprimands and the censoring of ideas by supervisors (on the vertical dimension) and specialization of lang​uage and differing norms and values (on the horizontal dimen​sion).  It puts people from different speciality areas together on special cross-departmental committees and avoids placing them on committees with their super​visors or subordinates.  Within a school system, representatives from such committees would serve on a smaller number of committees or a single committee responsible for integrating information and preparing final products.  This could be used within individual schools, but it appears to be most useful at the system level as part of the process of writing a new general curriculum.  For example, these diagonally structured committees could begin with results from the Delphi Questionnaires (discussed previously) and work toward a general curriculum that would ultimately be passed on to indivi​dual schools in the form of general goals and general subject-specific objectives.  Ideally, each school should be given the freedom to prioritize these goals and add goals and subgoals that address the unique needs of their student and parent populations.  

A Technique for Promoting Effective Problem-Centered Planning

If you adopt the problem​-centered approach to planning, I recommend using Parnes' (1977) Creative Problem Solving (CPS) steps.  This technique helps to (1) accurately define the problem(s) in a school or community as they pertain to character and prosocial behavior, (2) maximize flexi​bility and fluency in the generation of ideas for resolving the problem(s) and ways to implement these ideas, and (3) evaluate these ideas and their outcome systematically in order to come up with a promising overall plan.  Step one involves generating facts about the problem(s).  This is followed by generating alterna​tive problem definitions that begin with "How might we . . ."  Step three involves brainstorming solution ideas with an emphasis upon quantity rather than quality.  Step four involves generating criteria for evaluating these ideas.  Step five involves evaluating the solution ideas using these criteria (not too many of either) by charting the ideas down the left side of a matrix and the criteria across the top, and then ranking the ideas one column at a time using the criteria which identifies each column.  Step six involves a repeat of the brainstorming, criteria-generating, and evaluation steps (formally or informally) as a way of choosing ways to implement the most promising solution ideas.  Step seven involves generating and selecting ideas for evaluation.  

This technique can be an amazingly effective way of keeping committees focused and avoiding premature closure on unpromising ideas.  When used to help a school community plan a good character program, parents should be encouraged to participate, and enough teachers must be involved to ensure a high level staff commitment to the final plan.  It is a mistake to assume that teachers will become committed to or own a plan they have had little or no part in developing, particularly a character education plan which calls for a different mind set about teaching, a higher level of motivation, and a widening of the curriculum.  

Suggestions for Program Planning and Implementation 

I encourage classroom teachers, school administrators, parent volunteers, school  counselors, school psychologists, or business partners for a particular school to prepare for the essential school-level program-planning process by first examining any planning that may have been done for your school by persons outside your school community, such as state department or central office personnel, and by subsequently joining with other interested members of your school community to investigate various models, strategies, and instructional materials.  This study process could include reading, bringing in people with special knowledge and experience, such as teachers and administrators from schools that are further along, and visiting model schools.  

The next step is to establish a school-wide planning committee or task force.  This group should include parents, teachers who have participated enthusiastically in the preparatory study process, and other interested members of the school community.  This committee should periodically report to the staff as a whole and to the PTO, and committee members should encourage input from all stakeholders and open dialogue during staff meetings and PTO meetings.  The school-wide planning committee may want to seek input from staff and parents through a series of Delphi questionnaires, as described previously, and may want to use the Parnes creative problem solving technique to promote effective group problem solving.  It may want to gather pre-program or formative assessment data about various aspects of the school using the CEP Eleven Principles Survey (EPS), the Vessels' School Climate Survey (VSCS), or the School Character Survey (SCS) (see reviews in the evaluation section of this chapter).  The school-wide planning committee could be divided into subcommittees, with each focusing on the use of a specific learning mode and related strategies.

After a basic school plan has been developed that includes a list of about six or eight primary strategies, all staff members and interested school-community members should be assigned to subcommittees or study groups that will explore (1) how the strategies listed in the school plan will be used at each grade level and school-wide, and (2) how the school will communicate with and involve parents, business partners, churches, news networks, newspapers, and so forth, on a regular basis.  This committee work will require a lot of time, dialogue, and incentives for quality work (e.g., requiring each committee to give oral and written reports to the full staff).  The results of this tier of subcommittee or study-group work should be incorporated into the school plan by the school-wide committee. 

With respect to implementation, it is probably unwise to attempt to implement all strategies in the school plan at once.  I suggest developing a schedule for phasing strategies in over a twelve to eighteen month period.  Some strategies may need to be thoroughly explained and then mandated by the school principal with follow-up monitoring (e.g., service learning projects and infusion into academic instruction) since even committed teachers may be a little reluctant to venture into unfamiliar territory.  For the majority of teachers, full implementation of select strategies will not just happen because character education is a good idea, it will have to be expected and possibly even modeled for many teachers within their classrooms by other teachers who have become more skilled.  The monitoring of implementation can be achieved through (1) a structured system of inter-classroom visitation among teachers, and (2) the periodic use of the Vessels' Classroom Observation Form (described in this chapter and reproduced in the Appendix H) by the principal or curriculum specialist.  These structured observations should be followed by formative teacher evaluation conferences.  Some teachers and administrators are slow to realize that they must relate to children differently in order to succeed with character education, and they may need to be pushed along through formative conferences and even formal plans of improvement.  One of the nicest things about character education, however, is that it improves teacher morale thereby almost immediately changing the climate in the school in a way that applies peer pressure gently and respectfully.  Finally, in an effort to provide optimum positive incentives for respectable implementation in each classroom, teacher successes, risk-taking, and creativity with character education strategies need to be publicly celebrated in every way possible.   

PROGRAM EVALUATION
The character education literature includes no books or articles which include a thorough review and description of  alternative program evalua​tion procedures, and few programs have been effectively evaluated because the technology and guidelines have been lacking.  This is beginning to change thanks to the standard set by the Developmental Studies Center over the last decade; the recent development of a program-implementation survey by the Character Education Partnership; Leming(s research and research-literature reviews; federal grants that have required formal evaluations and thus forced innovation; and prototype assessment instruments that are being developed by me and others including Leming, Jennifer Johns, who was hired to evaluate the federal grant program in Utah, and Paget who is responsible for evaluating the South Carolina grant program.  Thanks to these contributors and others, I believe it is now possible for school programs to be effectively evaluated by personnel working in these schools for the most part.  A significant number of school programs must be evaluated adequately if our renewed focus on social and ethical development is to survive.
The guidelines and suggestions for program evaluation presented in this chapter are for educators who know at least a little about research and evaluation and who recognize the need for some form of pre-post testing that will enable them to improve their programs and defend them against critics​.  These guidelines and suggestions hopefully reflect my awareness that most individual schools do not have the time, money, personnel, and technical expertise to design and carry out highly elaborate evaluations that use complex research designs, and do not have access to persons outside their school who have this expertise.  A few will enjoy these advantages, so I will include descriptions of relatively complex methods such as quasi-experimental designs that use comparison groups and time​-series analyses.  I will also describe simpler techniques such as report forms for keeping track of the frequency of interpersonal conflicts, and questionnaires that can be administered prior to program initiation and re-administered periodically thereafter.

 
Your particular circumstance will dictate which evaluation techniques you should select.  Ideally, evaluation plans should allow for (1) on-going monitoring that will detect immediate benefits and/or a breakdown in implementation; (2) the documentation of benefits that may emerge after a year or two as more and more of your students have multiple-year exposure to your program; and (3) an analysis of social indicators that may reflect long-term benefits such as dropout rates and rates of divorce and crime in your community.  All evaluation plans should (1) be designed before program imple​menta​tion; (2) be consistent with the goals and objectives of your program; (3) include a variety of measures; and (4) use all possible informants including students, teachers, parents, and trained "third-person" observers from outside the school or school system if available.  Your primary objective should be to keep it as simple as possible, given the elusive target of good character, and as relevant to your goals as possible.

Very explicit goals that avoid generalities and vague terms, and objectives which state desired behavioral outcomes (see chapter 3) will greatly simplify the task of deciding "what" to measure and "where" to look for these outcomes.  Decisions with respect to "what" to measure will provide guidance as you consider options with respect to "how."  In response to the first of these questions, educators seeking to build character are interested in feelings and conscien​tiousness (affect), thinking processes and attitudes (cogni​tion), actions and verbalizations (behavior), acquired knowledge and social skills (competence), and the instruc​tional​-interpersonal environment (school and classroom climates).  The emphasis may vary somewhat depending on the type of program, its underlying theory, and the popula​tion of students being served, but some attention should be given to each in order to draw reliable and valid conclusions.

Since "moral" or "virtuous" behavior does not always justify the inference that moral feeling and thinking led to this behavior, or that the person had the necessary knowledge and social skills to behave similarly and independently in appropriate future situations without special incentives, prompting, and so forth, you cannot always draw reliable inferences about "internal" moral states and competencies from the direct evaluation or measurement of observable behavior.  Even when these internal states appear to be reliably reflected in observable behaviors such as crying, a gentle touch, a smile, a consi​derate statement, or a complex sequence of helpful actions, an undetectable lack of genuineness or a significant amount of imitation of which you are not aware may preclude reliable and valid inferences with respect to the presence of relatively internal moral states and competencies.  Conversely, moral affect, cognition, and competence do not always lead to moral action as demonstrated by the Hartshorne and May studies decades ago.  People sometimes engage in "right" behavior for purely selfish reasons and sometimes imitate such behavior without feeling or understanding.  They also fail to do what they know and feel to be right for selfish reasons and either suffer the moral feeling of guilt or engage in bizarre rationaliza​tions to protect their self-esteem as a result.

It seems reasonable to assume that in most cases, however, spontaneous "moral" behaviors justify the inference that moral affect, cogni​tion, and competence preceded the behavior or co-occurred.  Therefore, the ongoing measure​ment of spontaneous behaviors through various forms of systematic recording by trained observers should probably be the nucleus of your evaluation plan (hereafter referred to as direct evaluation techniques), particu​larly for elementary school children who are not well skilled at communicating the presence of relatively internal moral states and competencies through oral or written language.  Your evaluation plan could include elicited or contrived behaviors as well.  Both elicited/contrived and spontaneous behaviors can be verbal (oral or written expression), nonverbal, or a combination of both.  It seems reasonable to assume that the most reliable way to get at moral affect, cognition, and knowledge is indirectly through elicited verbalization.  It also seems reason​able to assume that the best way to measure the social skills necessary for moral behavior is directly through the observa​tion of spontaneous behaviors and behaviors in contrived situations designed to elicit the combina​tions of verbal and nonverbal behaviors that occur naturally in social situations. 

Ideally, therefore, your evaluation plan should include a combination of (1) direct observations of behaviors with a primary emphasis on naturally occurring or spontan​eous behaviors, and (2) indirect observa​tions of internal states (feeling, thoughts, knowledge) through elicited verbal responses that essentially ask the student to tell what is going on inside.  Results from the latter will be invalid if the instru​ments or questions used are poor or the person fails to commu​ni​cate the truth due to a lack of skill or will; therefore, you should use tested instruments, if available, and should take care to adapt to the limita​tions of the various age groups you are evalu​ating.  Results from direct measures will be invalid if there is an inadequate sampling of behavior, if the recording devices are faulty, or if the observers are incompetent due to a lack of ability or training.  The elusiveness of morality or virtuousness demands a diversi​fied approach, and this is thought to be possible without sacrificing simplicity and manageability.

Direct Evaluation Techniques
Time Sampling/Event Recording/Pre-Coded Observation Forms
Most direct measures involve observing and recording specific behaviors.  This can be done as behaviors occur or later via (1) tape recording (video and/or audio), (2) the review of anecdotal notes, or (3) the recall of past experiences and observations.  Decisions to be made include what to observe and record (e.g., conflicts, prosocial acts, suspensions, absences), who will do the observing and recording (e.g., students, teachers, third persons), and how the observing and recording will be done.  The most structured and reliable approach, particularly if trained third​-person observers are used, involves the use of pre-coded observa​tion forms that facilitate the recording of behaviors that are operation​ally defined in advance.  Like the Developmental Studies Center (1993), I have developed such a form for use in evaluating character building programs (see subsequent description).   Pre-coded observation forms limit the amount of writing that must be done by using various combina​tions of letters, numbers, pluses, and minuses. 

For some behaviors such as interpersonal conflicts and other types of student-to-student, teacher-to-student, and student-to-teacher interactions, it may be possible to record every instance of the behavior as well as related reactions and outcomes during specified time periods.  This is called event recording.  A partial-interval time​-sampling system may be more appropriate for other things that you want to record, such as whether students are actively involved.  This recording method requires only a single occurrence of the behavior during the designated time interval (e.g., five minute or one-half hour intervals).  In other words, the observer/recorder would record "yes" or "no" for each interval, depending on whether the behavior was observed at least once during this interval.  This can be combined with the recording of a response, such as whether the teacher attended to or rein​forced the behavior.  Other time​-sampling options include "whole-interval," in which the behavior or type of behavior is recorded if it occurs throughout the chosen time interval (e.g., social harmony in the classroom), and "momentary," in which the behavior or type of behavior is recorded if it is occurring at the end of each time interval (e.g., at least one student in the room voluntarily assisting another).

The Developmental Studies Center's Observation Form
The classroom observation form created by the Developmental Studies Center in Oakland (1993a) uses a partial​-interval time​-sampling design that focuses alter​nately on the (1) teacher and whole class and (2) small student groups.  It calls for recording the presence or absence of specified behaviors and conditions (frequen​cies) and intensity or salience of other behaviors and conditions (qualities).  

Leming(s Classroom Observation Form
Leming developed an observational rating instrument, the Classroom Character Rating Form, to assess the character-related dimensions of classroom climate (Leming et al. 1997).  In his evaluation of the Heartwood curriculum, it was used independently by two observers who completed several observations in each classroom.  The instrument requires ratings on nine well-defined dimensions:  Curricular Substructure (Seriousness of Academic Environment, Teacher Competence, Classroom Discipline), Teacher Characteristics (Moral Character of Teacher, Spontaneous Moral Expressiveness),  Curricular Emphasis (Character Inclusive Curriculum, Student Engagement), Interpersonal Relations (Reciprocal Regard, Character-Related Classroom Climate).  
Vessels' Classroom Observation Form

My observation instrument, the Vessels' Classroom Observation Form (VCOF; see Appendix H) uses a combination of event recording for interpersonal interactions, quality ratings ( made at the end of the forty-five minute observation period), and whole-interval time sampling using nine five-minute time periods and recording at the end of each.  For the event recording section, the observer simply enters a tally mark in one of thirty-two pre-coded interpersonal-interaction categories (e.g., HC for hostile/critical teacher-to-student; RR for respectful reprimand/redirection; see Appendix H for all 32 codes).  For the time sampling component, minutes or percentages are entered for four of the eight categories:  minutes of active teaching, minutes of nonteaching discipline, minutes of teacher inactivity, and percent of students on task.  Letter codes are entered for four remaining items:  type of student activity (T=active, I=interactive, P=passive, N=none), type of student relations (C=cooperative, X=competitive, L=independent, N=none), instructional content (A=academic, V=values-related, N=none), and character infusion (Y=yes, N=no).  The quality ratings are made using a scale of one to nine for each of the following:  teacher kind and respectful, students kind and respectful, teacher motivated and responsible, students motivated and responsible, preventive/moral discipline, caring community/character education.

The statistical significance of differences between the school-wide pretest and school-wide post-test totals for each of the coded categories can be determined using a paired-samples t-test for each.  For the interpersonal-interaction categories, it is possible to combine or collapse them into total student-to-student negative, total student-to-student positive, total teacher-to-student negative, total teacher-to-student positive, and so forth, and to run t-tests using these totals or proportions derived from them.  For further detail about data interpretation, see the VCOF instruction sheet in Appendix H).

The field testing of the VCOF included 150 class observations of forty-five minutes each.  Since an inter-rater reliability study has not been completed, and since procedures for training multiple observers has not been developed, I recommend that it be used in a given school by just one observer for all classroom observations (see instructions in Appendix H).  I expect that it will eventually be used widely with good inter-rater reliability provided training is thorough and includes observed practice with corrective feedback.  The VCOF reflects my view of what principals should be looking for if their goal is to have a school filled with classrooms that build character.

Counting Interpersonal Conflicts and Good Deeds
Field testing of my Inter​personal Conflict Report Form was not as successful since most teachers failed to get the cards filled out and turned in following each conflict, but one of five schools had some success when it simplified the card and had a staff member go to each classroom near the end of the day to pick them up.  A positive counterpart to this would be the use of good deed jars.   Each time a caring or helpful deed occurs in the class, the teacher or a student writes the name of the virtuous student on a card and puts it in the jar.  If you use either the jars or conflict report forms to help evaluate your program, you will need to keep the positive consequences for good deeds and negative consequences for conflicts as constant as possible throughout the year.​

Whether or not my observation instrument is used, school personnel are encouraged to do some type of baseline count, and then subsequent counts, of specific behaviors that may help to demonstrate the effective​ness of their program, including interpersonal conflicts, acts of caring and helpfulness, frequency of classroom rule viola​tions, number of suspensions and detentions, number of absences, number of non​retainees who score within certain percen​tile ranges on standardized group achievement test scores, number of nonretainees whose percen​tile scores increase by a specified amount, the average number of minutes that the teacher is able to spend teaching rather than disciplining each day, and the average number of minutes students spend in participatory versus didactic instruction. 

School-Climate and Classroom-Climate Measures
School climate and classroom climate can be defined as the readily perceptible personality or atmosphere within a classroom or school that is created by its unique combination of organizational charac​teristics.  Measures of school and classroom climate can help determine if your independent variable is in place as intended (the various components of your character education program) and whether your program is producing enough responsible, respectful, and caring behavior on the part of students, teachers, and administrators to change the total atmos​phere.  School climate instruments are available that could conceivably be used to assess character education programs even though they were not designed for this purpose.  The Comprehensive Assessment of School Environ​ments (NASSP, 1986/1987) solicits input from teachers, students, and parents about rela​tionships, values, academics, and management, but its content validity is suspect in my opinion, and the authors' conceptual distinction between "shared perceptions of climate" and "personal satisfaction within the organization" is puzzling.

Bernardo (1995) developed the School Character Survey to help school personnel "diagnose the character of the school" and the impact of staff on this character, and to help them plan for improvement.  The face validity or content validity of this instrument appears to be fairly good as suggested by its subscales:  motivation, openness/trust, innovation/improvement, involvement, service to students, vision, recognition, leadership, teamwork, and learning/development.  It  needs to be scrutinized statistically to determine its reliability, construct validity, ability to discriminate between good and bad school climates as reflected by other measures, and the quality of individual items.

A high percentage of items on the Developmental Studies Center's student questionnaires (Deer and Mason, 1995; DSC, 1995b, 1993b, 1993c) focuses on the presence or absence of a caring classroom community (climate) that fosters student autonomy and prosocial behavior.  One section of the DSC teacher question​naire (1995a)(the section labeled "school climate"(seeks the impres​sions of teachers about the attitudes, behaviors, and relation​ships of students, teachers, and admini​strators within the school as a whole.  But like the student questionnaires, as a whole, it​ is largely a school-climate and classroom-climate measure or measure of community as reflected by the names given to the primary sections:  classroom activities and practices, classroom management and relations with students, teacher goals, teacher beliefs and attitudes, relations with other adults in the school, feelings about self as a teacher, and school climate.  

Like all of the DSC questionnaires, the DSC teacher questionnaire was designed to help the DSC determine if the various components of the Child Development Project model are in place and whether things that are in conflict with their philosophy are in evidence, such as a heavy reliance on punishment and external rewards and controls.  These various components are reflected in the names of the subsections of their teacher questionnaire (e.g., student collaborative work, class meetings, student autonomy and participation in decision making, teacher goals with respect to prosocial and moral development, teacher use of praise).  The DSC has provided internal consistency and item-total score coefficients and factor analytic loadings for the various subsections using samples of four hundred or more from 1991(92 and 1992(93, and these numbers suggest good reliability and good construct or factorial validity.  The internal consistency coefficients range from .60 to .91 for the various subsections.  

The DSC teacher questionnaire is essentially a program evaluation tool that reflects the Child Development Project philosophy, but it covers many relevant domains and could be used to assess any character building program.  The DSC leadership has been willing to let other programs use it for research and evaluation purposes free of charge.

Lickona and his colleagues from the Center for the 4th and 5th Rs recently developed the Eleven Principles Survey (EPS) based on the document Eleven Principles of Effective Character Education, which was prepared by the national Character Education Partnership in 1997.  Like the DSC questionnaires it is designed to assess whether, and to what degree, various critical elements of a "quality program" are in place, namely, implementation of a specific concept of character education.  It is not designed to assess whether schools with or without these "quality programs" are effectively developing or improving students' moral thinking, feeling, and behaving, but one subsection describes this type of evaluation as part of a complete program.  

One subsection of the EPS survey, "the school is a caring community," could be viewed as a potential measure of program effect in terms of school climate if the survey is used as a pre-post assessment tool.  The other subsections assess the extent to which a school has (1) taught specific virtues; (2) promoted moral feeling, thinking; (3) designed a program that is proactive and comprehensive; (4) given students opportunities for moral action; (5) infused character education into the academic curriculum; (6) promoted intrinsic student motivation; (7) motivated staff to model good character and share ownership of the program; (8) found and shaped moral leadership that is committed to character education; (9) involved and informed parents; and (10) assessed the character of the school and its students.  Respondents are asked to rate on a one-to-five scale the level of implementation of several specific aspects of each of the eleven principles, and this yields total-scale and subscale scores.  These scores could be analyzed statistically.  Schools could eventually be provided with representative pre-program, early program, and full implementation norms or comparison-group means and standard deviations for urban, suburban, low SES, and high SES populations.  Although the EPS is designed for formative assessment and should provide valuable information to program planners, it could be used to assess success with program implementation using conventional within-subject, pre-post designs.

Cletus Bulach at West Georgia College near Atlanta has developed two questionnaires that reflect his operational definition of sixteen character values: honesty, self-discipline, kindness, responsibility, integrity/fairness, perseverance, cooperation, compassion/empathy, forgiveness, citizenship, tolerance/diversity, courtesy, generosity, sportsmanship, humility, and respect.  He essentially defined each of these values in terms of observable behaviors and designed two instruments that ask students to rate their fellow students on these behaviors.  He is attempting to assess the character of students within classrooms and/or schools, and the moral climate that their character or lack thereof creates, by asking students what their fellow students do and do not do, an interesting and  ostensibly useful approach to assessing student character and school/classroom climate.  One of his two surveys is for elementary and middle school students but does not identify the specific ages that can be administered the questionnaire.  The second version is for high school and college.  For additional information contact Bulach at 770-836-4460 or by e-mail at CBulach@westGA.edu.  

Jennifer S. Johns developed the Character Development Survey (CDS) as part of her effort to evaluate schools participating in the Utah Community Partnership for Character Education, one of the first four statewide initiatives to receive federal funds to implement character education (directed by Kristin Fink in the Utah State Office of Education at 801-538-7948).   The CDS consists of a core of twenty-six items measuring kindness/caring, respect/responsibility, fairness/honesty, and school expectations regarding behavior.  The parent and staff forms of the CDS contain additional items pertaining to parent-staff relationships and school climate.  It has been administered in more than sixty-five schools in six school districts.  As the contracted evaluator of the Utah program, Jennifer is in the process of examining reliability and validity.  Anyone interested in obtaining a copy of the copyrighted Character Development Survey should contact the author at 505-812-8468.  The following is a sampling of items from the forty-six item staff form of the Character Development Survey: 

The Students in this school are nice to each other.

The Students at this school try to include everyone.

The adults at this school are kind to the students.

The adults at this school let students know they care about them.

The Students at this school take responsibility for their actions.

Our school expects everyone to get along even if they are different.

The school staff cares about the students( families.

The school staff models the behaviors they expect of students.

The administration at our school demonstrates moral leadership.

The school staff makes a conscious effort to develop students( character.
The students at this school can work out problems without insults or fights.

The students at this school get along well together even if they are different.

Our school is a great place to work.

Our school involves parents as full partners in the character-building effort.

Our school expects everyone to obey the rules.

Children get an excellent education at this school.
Vessels' School Climate Survey

My school climate survey (the Vessels' School Climate Survey or VSCS; see Appendix I) is specifically designed to assess the social-environmental effects of character education programs and whether critical elements of a character-building community are present.  There is an emphasis on leadership and relationships among members of the school community that reflects my thinking about what must be occurring interactively in order for character growth to be maximized.  Thus far, the VSCS has been field tested in five Atlanta elementary schools, one elementary school in the urban midwest, and one small-town elementary school in southwest Georgia (all collected between September 1996 and September 1997).  It was used in the five Atlanta schools as a pre-post measure.

VSCS scores from the five Atlanta schools yielded a test-retest or stability coefficient of .67 over a nine-month period.  The final 100-item scale yielded a pretest mean of 290, with a standard deviation of 39; it produced a post-test mean of 309 (out of a possible 400) and a standard deviation of 53 (scores from the two comparison schools were included in the post-test category, even though students completed the survey only once, because they have established character education programs).  The post-test mean for the five-school Atlanta subsample was 292 with a SD of 48; the mean for the two comparison schools combined was 359 with a SD of 32.  Crombach's alpha ( internal consistency) was .99 for the June 1997 data and .97 for the September 1996 data.  


The internal consistency (alpha) coefficients for the VSCS subscales ranged from .93 to .98, with the exception of the four-item Physical Climate subscale where the coefficient was .87.  The individual-item to total-survey correlational coefficients ranged from .50 to .87; the individual-item to total-survey correlations ranged from .52 to .77 using Atlanta post-test and comparison school scores and .32 to .69 using Atlanta pretest scores.  The subscale to total-survey correlations using Atlanta post-test and comparison school scores ranged from .87 to .96 with the exception of the four-item Physical Climate subscale where the coefficient was .67; corresponding figures for the Atlanta pretest scores ranged from .73 to .97 with a Physical Climate coefficient of .33.

The factor analysis results supported the subscales well enough that all were retained in the scoring procedures.  These results suggest good factorial or construct validity.  A general subscale called "Quality of Relationships" was added based on the factor analysis results.  The factor analysis was used in conjunction with individual-item to total-score correlations and a study of item wording to identify and eliminate or improve poor survey items (fifteen were eliminated).  

Results from the within-subject or pre-post t-tests using Atlanta scores, and between-subject or between-school comparisons using scores from all seven schools allowed for drawing some provisional conclusions about criterion validity or the extent to which the VSCS is sensitive to the presence and effects of character-building programs.  The pre-post t-test results (hereafter referred to as within-subject) showed a difference for all five Atlanta schools combined that was not significant at the conventional .05 level but was significant at the .09 level. There was a similar finding for the General Quality of Relationships subscale (.08). Finally, there was a significant mean score difference in the predicted direction for Student-Teacher Relations (.025) and Character-Building Activities (.007).  

When examined by school, the school with the best program implementation and staff commitment (as observed by the project director and confirmed by the  VCOF) showed a statistically significant increase in the total VSCS mean score and all subscale scores; the school with the second best implementation showed a statistically significant increase on all subscales except Leadership; the two schools with less commitment and more ambivalent principals showed no significant improvement in total score or any subscale score even though many of the teachers were committed and some strategies were carried out; the fifth and final school showed a significant increase in the total score and three of the eight subscales.  

Looking next at between-school comparisons, the total-survey mean for the two non-Atlanta comparison schools was significantly higher than the Atlanta pretest and post-test means at the .000 level (presumed variability due to pretest scores and SES not removed via covariance).  The ANOVA results showed a total-survey mean score for the southwest Georgia school that was significantly higher than the Atlanta pretest and post-test mean scores but not the mean score for the midwest urban school.  The midwest school, which was well matched with four of the Atlanta schools on SES and racially matched with the fifth, had a mean score that was higher than all five of the Atlanta schools on the pretest but only three on the post-test.  After removing score variability due to pretest scores and school SES (using an analysis of covariance and Atlanta post-test scores as the dependent variable), a significant difference related to levels of school-wide program implementation was found with high-implementing schools scoring higher. 

The VSCS Leadership subscale mean scores for the midwest school and southwest Georgia school were not significantly different and were significantly higher than any of the Atlanta pretest mean scores and all but one of the Atlanta post-test mean scores:  the school with the most committed principal and most conducive personality and leadership style.  With respect to Student Discipline, the southwest Georgia school was unmatched in all comparisons, and the midwest school had a significantly higher mean score than all the Atlanta schools on the pretest, but only the two Atlanta schools with the poorest program implementation on the post-test.  A similar pattern was found with Student-Student Relationships, Student-Teacher Relationships, School Community,  Character-Building Activities, and General Quality of Relationships scores, with the number one and number two ranking Atlanta schools comparing more favorably on the post-test with the midwest school and the most middle class of the Atlanta schools.  

These beginning statistical results are encouraging enough that I recommend using the VSCS as part of your program evaluation.  I ask you to share the data with me or another researcher in order to further judge the reliability and validity of the VSCS.  Its usefulness in measuring the effects of character education in general and for a particular school has not been fully demonstrated.   

Vessels' Classroom Climate Surveys
My classroom climate instruments (the Vessels' Classroom Climate Survey-Late Elementary [VCCS-LE] and Vessels' Classroom Climate Survey-Early Elementary [VCCS-EE]) may prove to be useful as well, but they should only be used for the near future as research tools and as part of a program evaluation plan that includes other measures (see Appendix J).  These instruments were field tested in five urban Atlanta schools, a small-town school in southwest Georgia,, and an urban school in the midwest.  The midwest school is fairly well matched with four of the five Atlanta schools in terms of SES but not race.  Only one of the Atlanta schools is racially and socioeconomically diverse, and this school matched the southwest Georgia school fairly well on SES and the proportion of black and white students.  The remaining four Atlanta schools serve disadvantaged African-American populations.  In all seven schools, 65 percent or more of the students were on free and reduced lunch when the data was collected.

The VCCS-EE data collected in September from first and second grade students from six urban schools yielded a total-sample mean of 11.5, with and a standard deviation of 2.5.  The pretest mean for the Atlanta subgroup was 11.5, with a standard deviation of 2.5.  The mean for the much smaller midwest subgroup was 11.9 with a standard deviation of 2.3.  The June VCCS-EE data yielded a total six-school mean of 11.5 with a larger standard deviation of 2.7.   Most of the students in the Atlanta subgroup completed the survey earlier in the year as a pretest and again in June as a post-test, and the post-test yielded a mean of 11.4, with a standard deviation of 2.7.  The much smaller southwestern Georgia subgroup answered the questions for the first time in June, and this yielded a mean of 13.1, with a standard deviation of 2.7.  

With respect to reliability, the VCCS-EE produced an alpha of .73 for the post-test data and .65 for the pretest data.  Coefficients for first and second grade students were quite different with numbers for second graders being about .10 higher.  The alpha for the beginning-first-grade students was .56; the alpha for the end-of-first-grade students was .67.  This difference and the difficulties we encountered keeping first graders on the right question and listening attentively, particularly beginning-first-grade students, suggest that the VCCS-EE should be administered individually or in small groups at this age.  The test-retest or stability coefficient was .40 with comparable numbers for first and second grade students.

With respect to validity, the urban midwestern mean of 11.9 was not significantly higher than the total Atlanta mean of 11.5 for the September administration, but the small N for the former suggests that a larger sample may have produced a statistically significant difference (variability due to pretest scores and SES not removed via covariance).  This was essentially a comparison of first graders who had been in a progressive program one year with first graders who were just beginning a character building program.  A similarly small N for the southwestern Georgia school yielded a mean of 13.1 that was significantly higher than the mean for Atlanta students.  This was a comparison of first graders who had been in a traditional program for two years in a small-town, racially mixed school in south Georgia with first- and second-grade students in the five Atlanta schools where a program had been in place for nine months and where most students were poor black.  After removing variability due to pretest scores and school SES via covariance (Atlanta schools only) and factoring in differences related to school-level and grade-level program implementation, significant mean differences related to teacher character and level of program implementation by teachers were found. 

With respect to pre-post testing using the VCCS-EE, the post-test mean was larger than the pretest mean for the two schools (Blalock and Campbell) that implemented the character education program the most thoroughly, but the increase was not statistically significant.  Means went down in the other three schools, but they went down significantly at only one of the three.  The school that implemented the program the most thoroughly at the first grade level had three of four classrooms with a higher VCCS-EE mean at the end of the year; however, only one had a significantly higher mean.  Two of the three teachers who were the least committed to the program in the program director(s opinion and whose behavior was contrary to the program had statistically significant pre-post decreases.  

The VCCS-LE data collected from second, third, fourth, and fifth grade students in September yielded a total-sample mean of 20.8, with a standard deviation of 5.9.  The mean for the Atlanta subgroup was 20.36, with a standard deviation of 5.8.  The mean for the urban midwest subgroup was 24.63, with a standard deviation 5.7.  The June data yielded a total-sample mean of 20.5, with a standard deviation of 6.5.   The mean for the Atlanta subgroup was 19.0, with a standard deviation of 5.7.  The mean for the southwest Georgia subgroup was 28.9 (29.6 excluding second graders), with a relatively small standard deviation of 3.4.  

With respect to reliability, the VCCS-LE data yielded a Crombach's Alpha coefficient of .82 for the September data (first administration for all subjects) and .85 for the June 1997 data (second administration for most subjects).  The test-retest or stability coefficient was .52 over a nine-month period and with varied levels of program implementation among the schools.   

With respect to validity, the factor analysis produced  a Teacher Support factor and a Caring Community factor for the LE form, and these were included in the scoring procedures for the final 34-item scale.  The means scores from the southwest Georgia (28.9) and urban midwest (24.6) schools were significantly higher than the means obtained from each of the five Atlanta schools (which ranged from 16.33 to 21.66) and all five schools combined (September and June data).  The mean for the southwest Georgia school was significantly higher than the means for the other six schools.  The Atlanta school with the best program implementation had a significantly higher mean for the post-test than three of the remaining four Atlanta schools, and this was not true for the pretest.  Variability due to pretest scores and SES could not be removed for these comparisons via covariance.

A grade-by-grade comparison of schools revealed that for third through fifth grade, the southwest Georgia school had a significantly higher mean than each of the five Atlanta schools and the urban midwest school.  The urban midwest school (established character education program) did not have a higher mean than the Atlanta schools at the third grade level but did have a higher mean than two of three schools at the fourth grade level and all three schools at the fifth grade level.  Their mean compared better using Atlanta pretest scores:  significantly higher than all but one school at third and fourth and all at fifth.  They did not score better at third and fourth grade levels than the one Atlanta school that had the best program using Atlanta post-test scores (no control for pretest scores or SES differences).  

One very interesting finding was that the two comparison schools that have had programs for a few years had mean VCCS-LE scores at each grade that were essentially equal (not significantly different), whereas the Atlanta schools that did not begin programs until September 1996 showed a drop in mean scores from third grade to fourth, and from fourth grade to fifth using pretest and post-test scores.  It appears that character education programs may help prevent classroom climates from getting worse as the years pass but may not create better climates at higher grades than they do at lower grades.  

The paired-samples or pre-post comparisons revealed a statistically significant drop in scores overall and a significant drop for three of the five schools including the two schools with the best implementation.  There was also a significant drop at grades three and five but not four.  Only one of nineteen teachers showed a significant mean score increase.  This drop may reflect increased honesty in responding, but the fact that the means did not increase suggests that if character education changes classroom climates, they do so in the second year or sometime thereafter.     


Behavioral Observations During Contrived Small Group Tasks
One way of judging whether students will behave prosoci​ally in real world situations is to involve them with one another in contrived small​-group tasks which seek to elicit the same array of inter​personal behaviors that occur naturally as they play and work with one another. This technique is used outside the classroom under controlled experimental conditions that allow investiga​tors to evaluate the extent to which specific prosocial behaviors have generalized beyond the classroom.   This technique is not an appropriate way of evaluating every type of virtuous or prosocial behavior, but it is well suited for some types, such as cooperation, helping, and sharing.  Unfortunately, it is an option only for schools and systems that have the consi​derable resources that will be needed, including videotaping equipment and persons who have the time and expertise to administer these tasks and interpret the results.  

If used to evaluate a character education program, the task-creation process would begin with the selection of specific virtues or character traits from among those your program is seeking to develop, and to operationalize these so that behavioral indicators can be counted and/or rated.   Behavioral objec​tives provide a starting point for brain​storming possible tasks that will conceivably elicit prosocial behaviors from students who are so disposed.  These tasks must be inter​esting to students, sufficiently unique to do more than elicit well-rehearsed behaviors, and suffi​ciently open or ambiguous in terms of instructions (semi-structured rather than structured) that behaviors other than prosocial behaviors and various forms and degrees of prosocial behavior can occur (Tauber et al., 1989).  Care must be taken to use admini​stration procedures that will not inadvertently cause students to act differently than they would ordinarily.  It may be necessary to leave students in the room alone, to place video cameras out of sight, or to place observers/recorders behind a one-way window/mirror. 

As with questionnaires and direct observation forms and proce​dures, the Developmental Studies Center (Battistich et al., 1989) has led the way in developing small-group tasks.   After extensive piloting they developed several two- and four​-person tasks.  Although more complex in terms of number of tasks, administration procedures, and scoring/rating procedures than most evaluators would want to use, simplified versions may be possible.  

The four-person tasks developed by the Developmental Studies Center (Battistich et al. 1987; Battistich et al., 1985; Tauber et al., 1989) include Pep-Board I, which allows children to play with blocks either independently or together; Pep-Board II, which asks participants to work together to make one design; Unequal Resources, in which each participant is asked to make a chain but is given only a partial set of necessary materials; Chain Building in which the group is asked to make one chain from the materials placed in the center of the table; and Reward Distribution, which allows the group to divide up extra reward stickers in any way that they choose.  The two-person tasks (Stone et al., 1989) include Catastrophe, in which one child is asked to bring to the table a box of blocks that has a loose bottom and the other child is free to help or not help with the spilled blocks; Helping/Scarce Resource, in which one person is given a more time-consuming task than the other and the early finisher is given a choice between helping or playing with a toy; and Trucking Game and Bridge Building Game, which are designed so that maximum individual gain can only occur through communication and cooperation.

The scoring of these two- and four-person tasks includes counting specific acts and rating the quality of various types of inter​action.   Included among the counted acts for the four-person tasks are referring to fair​ness, exchanging resources, helping, comfor​ting, imitating, calling atten​tion to self, calling attention to other, evaluating self, arguing, and suggesting a strategy; included among the inter​action ratings are equality of participation, equality of access to resources, equality of distribu​tion, behavioral coordination, extent of collaboration, group cohesive​ness, competitiveness, indivi​dual versus group orientation, and planfulness.  Two-person tasks are scored for affiliativeness, equality of parti​cipation, collaborativeness, turn-taking, helping, willingness to share, suppor​tiveness, competi​tiveness, and equality of outcome and intent.

Teacher Anecdotals, Journals, and Diaries
Teachers' anecdotal notes can be used to help evaluate the effectiveness of a character education program if they are done consistently, and if they routinely include detailed descriptions of relevant interpersonal events.  Of course, it would be easy for teachers who do not like the program to over​-report the negative and for those who support it to over-report the positive and under-report the negative, but with guidelines to ensure routine entries and the option of excluding from subsequent review teachers whose objectivity is suspect, anecdotals provide a useful data base.  Having teachers make their entries while students are working in their journals, and requiring them to submit them weekly with lesson plans might guarantee regular entries.  They will also need examples of what to record and how detailed and descriptive to be.  Guidelines such as asking teachers to record the three most significant inter​personal events each day, positive and/or negative, and to avoid referring to any one child more than once each week might make these notes a more reliable and valid indicator of program effec​tiveness.  Those responsible for interpretation could count specific types of negative and positive behavioral entries, or count negative and positive entries irrespective of type, and describe significant increases and decreases over time as one way of assessing program effectiveness.  True job-related diaries that teachers know will not be seen by administrators but will be reviewed by indepen​dent program evaluators provide another measure of program effectiveness, at least in the sense that they would reflect teacher morale and school climate.

Portfolios with Follow-Up Visits by Outside Evaluation Teams
The traditional "Values and Character Recognition Program" in the Fresno area initiated a voluntary evaluation program in 1988 that required each school to complete an application.  This application included five categories of questions about the school's character education program:  school planning; instructional activities; school goals, standards, and procedures; opportunities for student involvement; and student recognition.  A select committee from outside the participating schools and school systems evaluated the responses to these questions along with supportive documents including handbooks, school newspapers, and announcements for special activities, that is, a portfolio of informa​tion.  They chose finalist schools and then made site visits to validate what was described in the portfolio.  This method, therefore, involved two levels of direct observation:  observations by those who had prepared the portfolio and validating observations by the select committee from outside the schools.  This evaluation method also resulted in special recognition for schools that were determined to have the strongest programs.   

With respect to the application and in particular the "school planning" question, the application instructed the school staff to "describe the kind of student [the] school wanted to develop and to provide evidence of [the] planning and organization of [the] school's programs and/or activi​ties as they relate to character and values education" (Benninga et al., 1991:268).  With respect to instruc​tional activities, the application further instructed the school staff to "cite specific activities that offered evidence that instruction in the area of character and values education was part of the school/classroom curriculum."  The "school goals, standards, and procedures" category focused heavily on school rules and expectations for students, teachers, and parents; the "opportunities for student involvement" category asked for the percentage of students involved in various curricular, extracurri​cular, and community services projects, and how students were involved in school government; the student-recognition category simply asked how students were recognized for virtuous behavior.          

Curriculum-Based Assessment of Social Skills Acquisition
Many moral virtues or traits of good character, particularly those targeted in chapter 3 (e.g., being thankful, being helpful, sharing, dealing with teasing, being comfor​ting, being brave, showing you are sorry, forgiving others, being patient) have a social skill component or can be viewed as social skills.  These virtuous social skills must be taught via the basic steps of good instruction:  (1) estab​lishing the need in the minds of students, (2) identifying skill compo​nents and modeling them (showing them how), (3) guided practice or role playing with feedback (letting them try it), (4) moni​tored application or transfer training (arranging for skill prac​tice), and (5) independent application.  Teachers who use these steps on their own or in the ICPS or Skill​streaming mode are in a position to actually witness when the skill has been mastered well enough to be used outside the social skill training sessions, and they can observe first-hand the inde​pendent use of this skill within the classroom and school.  They are also in a position to monitor the use of the skill outside the classroom and outside the school through the use of homework forms (see Skill​streaming model of Goldstein).  To provide data for purposes of program evaluation, teachers could simply list the students who have acquired the prerequisite skill and rate the degree to which each student uses the skill virtuously and when appropriate.

Teacher and Parent Ratings of Student Virtues
One of the most direct but presumably not the most objective or reliable type of measure​ment instrument is a scale that lists the virtues targeted at each developmental level (see chapter 3) and asks both teachers and parents to rate the extent to which the student demon​strates each virtue and related skill(s).  The problems with this are a lack of objectivity on the part of parents, a lack of teacher objectivity at the end of the year when they want to see positive results, and a lack of teacher familiarity with each student early in the year when pre-instruction ratings are completed.  Possible alternatives are (1) to have the post​-instruction ratings from the previous year serve as the pre-instruction ratings for the next, or (2) to have the teacher from the previous year do the pre-instruction ratings for the first program year; however, the pre- and post​-ratings will have been done by different people who may differ in terms of their tendency to over- or under-report.  Another approach would be to have teachers get to know students a few weeks before pre​-instruction ratings and to assure teachers that their pre-post comparisons will only be seen by outside program evaluators and will not affect their yearly evalua​tions.  This may not solve the issue of bias completely, but it could limit it enough to justify including such ratings in the total evaluation plan.

Leming developed a Behavior Rating Scale which was used as a pre-post measure and completed by teachers on all students using a one-to-five response format (Leming et al., 1997).  The items present examples of character-related behaviors.  He reported a strong internal consistency coefficient of .95.

Indirect Evaluation Techniques
Hypothetical Problem Situations Presented by Interview or Essay
Constructed statements that present students with hypothetical conflict situations, dilemmas, and other problems have been used extensively.  With this technique, students are presented with a hypothetical problem and asked what they would and/or should do if they were near or involved, and/or what others who are directly involved in the situation should do.  These hypothetical situa​tions have been presented orally through inter​views and in writing through essays.  Whether students are asked to respond in writing or speech, the advantage of this technique is that they can convey their inner thoughts, feelings, needs, know​ledge, opin​ions, and beliefs freely and honestly, provided they see no need to hide what they really think, feel, need, and know.  Even young children will sometimes avoid being honest and open if they think their parents or teacher will find out how they have responded, and it is rather natural for students of all ages to say or write what they believe others want to hear or read, particularly if they antici​pate a very favorable response to an untruth and/or an unfavorable response to the truth.  The key to reliability, there​fore, is to make students believe there will be no reward for lying or distorting the truth, and no punishment for telling the truth.  Someone other than significant adults in their lives should do the interview or administer the essay, and verbal assurances should be given that no one who knows them will listen to or read their answers.  

The disadvantage of this technique is that someone must review, interpret, and classify the responses so that results for the group can be summarized and interpreted.  This is time consuming and will inevitably involve some distortion of what students were trying to convey.  Some investigators have attempted to deal with this by having students respond in just one sentence, or by having them furnish the ending to a sentence stem, but these techniques may prevent students from fully and freely expressing themselves.  

     In the Measure of Moral Values (MMV) (Hogan and Dickstein, 1972), respondents are presented with fifteen brief statements such as they might hear in everyday conver​sation and are asked to write one-line reactions to each.  These reactions are scored for (1) concern for the sanctity of the indivi​dual, (2) judgments based on the spirit rather than the letter of the law, (3) concern for the welfare of society as a whole, and (4) the capacity to see both sides of an issue.  The Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) (Kohlberg, 1979) presents dilemmas in either written or oral form followed by a series of open-ended questions that are actually not very open​-ended.  Hoffman's (1970) approach presents students with story beginnings and asks them to write endings, but the scoring of these is as difficult and prohibitive as scoring for the MMV and MJI.

The MJI and MMV were designed for secondary and college students, but this constructed statement or hypothetical situation technique can be used at any age if the content and delivery are developmentally appropriate.  Battistich and colleagues (1989) used an interview approach and pictures to present three conflict situa​tions to kindergarten, second, and fourth grade children.  These conflicts involved a focal child whose use of an object was inter​fered with by another child.  The conflicts were described in the second person and audiotaped.  The oral presen​tation was followed by a standard set of open-ended ques​tions, and were later coded for (1) the type resolu​tion strategy offered (aggression or take it back, appeal to authority, do nothing or give up, ask for it back or discuss the problem, cooperate or share), (2) who was favored by the strategy (self, other, both), and (3) whose needs were considered (only one's own, only the other's, both).  

     This same research team used two other hypothetical situations with first and third grade students.  One involved attempting to acquire an object from a peer, and the other involved entering into play with a group of peers.  Both situa​tions were taken from the Social Problem Solving Analysis Measure (Elias et al., 1978), and the presentation was again aided by pictures and followed with open-ended questions.  The responses were scored for variables including (1) the interviewee's under​standing of the thoughts and feelings of the conflict participants, (2) the child(s belief that his or her actions will solve the problem, (3) means-ends thinking (planning, consi​dering alterna​tives, anticipating consequences and obstacles), (4) the type of strategies suggested, and (5) the proportion of prosocial and antisocial strategies offered.  

Hypothetical situations need not be restricted to dilemmas and need not be scored according to cognitive theories of moral develop​ment.  The creation process should be guided by behavioral objectives such as those presented in chapter 3 (particularly those dealing with kindness, courage, friendship, and teamwork) and an awareness that very young children must be presented with situations that are almost identical to situations they have actually experienced.  They should be modeled after actual prob​lematic interpersonal situations that commonly occur at various age levels such as students fighting over a toy or strug​gling to be first in line.  Through the third grade, an interview approach combined with a standard set of open-ended questions or incomplete sentences about the conflict or problem should yield "scoreable" detail.  For grades three through five, presenting the hypo​thetical situation(s) in essay form and asking students to write their responses can be effective provided oral clarification is available, and provided student responses are guided by one or more questions.  An approach that relies exclusively on essays and written responses without oral clarifi​cation is not recommended until middle school.  Scoring should not be a major concern during the creation process since there will always be a way to determine and compare the prosocial quality of student responses.

Presented Statements: Choosing from Ready-Made Responses
Cline and Feldmesser (1983) refer to the preceding technique as "constructed statements" and the technique that presents pre​-formu​lated alternative responses as "presented state​ments."  The latter ​essentially involves the presentation of questions that have ready-made responses much like teacher-made and standard​ized academic tests that use a multiple-choice format.  Students can be asked to designate the response that corre​sponds most closely to their views, or they can be asked to respond in one of several other ways, such as ranking responses from most to least desirable.  It is difficult to construct such instruments in a way that prevents students from recognizing the socially desirable alterna​tive, that is, the alternative they feel their teachers and parents would want them to choose.  As with constructed statements, students can be assured that neither parents nor teachers will see the results, but the temptation to choose an obviously "right" or "good" alternative, and the natural inclination for students to deceive themselves into thinking they would act prosocially rather than selfishly in a given situation may pose an insurmount​able threat to the validity of obtained results.  Another potential threat to reliability and validity is the language level of the questions and ready-made responses.  Care must be taken to use language that is suited for slow learning students and students who are intellectually capable but under​achieving in reading and writing, otherwise the instrument will assess intelli​gence or verbal ability rather than moral or prosocial inclina​tions. 

Several instruments have been developed using presented statements including the Kohlbergian Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1974).  The student questionnaires developed by the Developmental Studies Center (1995b, 1994, 1993b, 1993c) include good examples of presented statements including the following:

Suppose you put your pencil down for a minute and a boy in your class comes along and takes it.  You ask him to give it back, but he says "no."  What would you do next?

A.
Take the pencil away from him.

B. Tell him that you really need your pencil to finish your work.

C.
Ask the teacher to make him give it back.

C. Help him try to find another pencil, or tell him he can use yours after you are finished with it.

E.
Tell him that you will hit him or take something of his if he doesn't give back your pencil.
Leming used both incomplete sentences and ready-made responses to complete sentences to measure students' understanding of the virtue vocabulary of the Heartwood curriculum (Leming et al., 1997).  For grades one through three students were asked to circle one of two virtue terms after each complete sentence was read to them.  For grades four through six students were asked to complete sentence stems such as "A person is loyal when" and "A person shows courage when."  Responses were scored as "no understanding," "partial understanding," or "full understanding" using detailed scoring rubrics and example responses for each of the three levels of understanding.

Introspective Questionnaires
Questionnaires that use students as respondents often include questions about classroom and school environ​ments and questions that try to get at the various internal aspects of morality.  Following the model provided by the Developmental Studies Center, I originally included both types of questions in my elementary student questionnaires, but after analyzing the results, I decided to separate the two and to refer to the classroom climate instruments as surveys and the more personal introspective instruments as questionnaires.  This section addresses only the questionnaires.

Introspective ques​tionnaires may provide the best tool for determining the existence and degree of moral feeling, thinking, and knowing.  There are, in fact, no good alternatives since these "internal predic​tors" of moral behavior can only be determined indirectly through observational inferences or indirectly by asking students questions about what is going on "inside."  But will enough students answer questions about right and wrong honestly under group administration conditions to make the results reliable and valid for program evaluation purposes?  This is the big unanswered question.  I have learned through my use of personality assessment instruments ​​one-on-one that nearly all children will provide honest and thus reliable and valid answers to very personal questions if they are (1) asked to be honest, and (2) asked to choose from just two descriptive statements.  They seem to find being honest easier when neither of the choices sound so good that normal children delude themselves into believing they are more virtuous than they actually are in order to protect their self-image, or so good that they cannot resist selecting the statement that reflects what they know adults want from them regardless of what is true.  Students who are into being the best at being bad will do the opposite if baited with very negative items.  The data from our Atlanta project suggest that students may answer very personal questions more honestly the second time asked (nine months later in this project), and the data suggest that offering socially desirable (as opposed to true) answers may peak at third grade and then drop back.  The process of repeatedly asking such questions may stimulate a natural phase of values acknowledgment and clarification that precedes real change.  Future research will hopefully answer some of these questions.  

The student questionnaires developed by the Developmental Studies Center (1995b, 1994, 1993b, 1993c) include questions that concern individual character traits and related social skills, and questions that  concern classroom and/or school climate.  The questionnaires include questions that probe children's feelings about their school and classroom, trust in and respect for teachers, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, feelings of belonging, perceptions about the classroom and school as supportive communities, helpfulness and caring toward others who are in need, feelings of self-confi​dence, self-esteem and efficacy, sense of autonomy, social competence and prosocial motivation, critical thinking and conflict resolution skills, democratic values (assertion responsibility, willingness to compromise, equal participation), social consciousness, and altruism.  The questionnaires include many questions in each of these subsections that are grouped within several primary sections: School and Classroom Practices, School Attitudes and Learning Orientations, Feelings of Belonging, Sense of Efficacy and Autonomy, Intellectual and Social Competencies, Social/Moral Orientations.  These questionnaires are comprehensive, and administration procedures are thoroughly standardized.  The problem is that they are too complex and lengthy and thus not very user friendly or easy to analyze through factor analysis and validity studies.  DSC has provided information about reliability which looks quite good including internal consistency coefficients for the subsections in the .60 to .87 range and item-total correlations.  In reviewing these questionnaires, I was impressed by their face validity or content validity and comprehensiveness, but I was also convinced that the average school could not use them independently. 

Leming developed an introspective questionnaire to measure the extent to which students possessed "ethical sensibility," which was defined as a positive mental or emotional responsiveness toward actions consistent with the Heartwood Institute(s seven attributes of character (Leming et al., 1997).  It consists of twenty "I" statements (e.g., "If I see someone being mean I will tell the to stop.").  Students in grades one through three were asked to respond after the reading of each item by affixing a red, yellow, or green circle on a black-line drawing of a stoplight; students in grades four through six were asked to respond to the same statements by circling a number from one to five.  Leming and colleagues reported internal consistency coefficients of .80 for the younger group and .83 for the older.

Vessels' Student Character Questionnaires
The early elementary (VSCQ-EE), late elementary (VSCQ-LE), and middle-high school (VSCQ-MH) student character questionnaires (see Appendices J, K, L) reflect my attempt to assess all aspects of individual moral functioning including moral feeling, moral thinking, moral skills, and moral behavior​.  The factor analysis of the EE, LE, and MH versions partially supported this four-part concept of morality and produced three additional factors for each form that were incorporated into the scoring: Socialization/Self-Control/Non-Aggression (LE & EE), Teamwork/Social Maturity (EE only), Honesty/Exaggerated Responses (LE only), Moral Initiative/Moral Courage (EE, LE, HS), Moral Maturity (HS), Social Consciousness/Responsibility (HS).  Empathy/Caring and Conscience/Moral Obligation were added as subscales to the final scoring procedures simply because the items were easy to extract and promised to be useful.  Questionnaire items were eliminated if they did not (1) load well on any of the factors, (2) correlate adequately with the total score, and (3) enhance overall reliability.   

I found it interesting that all three versions of the VSCQ produced a clear and distinct Moral Initiative/Moral Courage factor.  I also found it interesting that there was no factor-analytic support for a separate moral reasoning/thinking component or subscale.  The moral thinking items were distributed among all the factors (more on some than others) with behavior and thinking items typically loading on separate factors for the most part.  I considered the possibility that the thinking items were not well conceived or well written, and I tried to improve many of these items, but I suspect the next round of factor analysis will not produce a thinking factor either since it appears that the ability to reason independently in novel situations is either not the essence of moral functioning for children, particularly young children, or varies so much from situation to situation that item clustering is precluded. 

The VSCQ-EE (see Appendix K) is designed for use with first and second grade students and under administration conditions that offer at least a one-to-five adult-to-child ratio.  The September VSCQ-EE data yielded a total-sample mean of 19.7, with a standard deviation of 3.4.   The mean for the small urban midwest subgroup was 19.5, with a standard deviation of 3.4; the mean for the Atlanta subgroup was 19.7, with a standard deviation of  3.4.  The June data yielded a total-sample mean of 19.6, with a standard deviation of 3.8.  The southwest Georgia subgroup had a mean of 21.9, with a standard deviation of 2.5; the urban Atlanta subgroup had a mean of 19.5, with a standard deviation of 3.8.

With respect to reliability, the September VSCQ-EE data yielded an alpha coefficient of .68, and the June data yielded an alpha of .74.  For both sets of data, the alpha was much higher for first graders than second graders.  Alphas for the subscales (eight to fourteen questions each) ranged from .40 to .68.  The VSCQ-EE stability or test-retest reliability coefficient for the total score was .38(the coefficient was higher for first grade than second grade.  Most of the stability coefficients for the subscales were similar.  With respect to practice effects, the second-administration mean for students who completed the questionnaire twice was nearly identical to the mean for those who completed it just once(the latter was actually higher but not significantly higher.

The VSCQ-EE mean difference between the southwest Georgia first graders (end of their second program year) and Atlanta first graders (end of their first year) was found to be statistically significant at the .005 level using the independent-samples t-test (populations poorly matched and no control for pretest scores).  The mean difference between the urban midwest first graders (beginning of second program year) and Atlanta first graders (beginning of first program year) was not significant and nearly zero (populations well matched on SES but no control for pretest scores).  With respect to the September data, none of the four schools (three from Atlanta and one from the midwest) that provided first grade scores had a significantly higher mean score than any other.  The June data (five Atlanta schools and one southwest Georgia school) revealed statistically significant differences between the southwest Georgia school and the three least committed Atlanta schools (pretest scores not controlled through covariance).    

The pre-post paired-samples t-test for the VSCQ-EE (five Atlanta schools) showed an increase at the first-grade level at the school with the best school-wide program implementation and a first-grade teaching staff that was highly committed to the program.  The difference was significant at the .07 level for the total score and significant at the .03 level or better for four of the nine subscales: Moral Behavior, Conscience, Socialization/Non-Aggression, and Moral Thinking.  The four other schools showed no significant improvement in their total-scale or subscale mean scores.  Across all five schools, the mean difference for high-program-implementing versus low-program-implementing teachers was significant for both the September and June data.  There was no significant difference between the means for boys and girls.  First graders had a higher mean than second graders on the pretest and post-test, but the difference was only statistically significant on the post-test.  An analysis of covariance with pretest scores and school SES as covariates and levels of implementation for school, grade, and class varied as factors revealed differences in favor of first grade and high-implementing teachers. 

For the VSCQ-LE (see Appendix L), which was designed to be read to or read by third, fourth, and fifth grade students, the data collected from the urban midwest school in September and the data collected from the southwest Georgia school in June were entered with both the Atlanta pretest and Atlanta post-test data to allow for all possible between-subject or between-school comparisons.  The "pretest" data yielded a total-sample mean of 28.9, with a standard deviation of 7.8.  The large Atlanta subsample had a mean of 26.9, with a standard deviation of 7.3;  the small urban midwest subsample had a mean of 29.8, with a standard deviation  of 6.1 (data collected September); the southwest Georgia subsample had a mean of 37.4, with a standard deviation of 4.4 (data collected in June).  The post-test data yielded a total-sample mean of 28.0, with a standard deviation of 7.7.  The large Atlanta subsample had a mean of 26.3, with a standard deviation of 7.0.  The third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade means for the pretest data were 30.2, 28.1, and 28.0 respectively; corresponding means for the post-test data were 27.8, 27.4, and 28.7.  The pretest mean was 28.5 for boys and 29.3 for girls; the post-test mean was 27.5 for boys and 28.5 for girls.  Means for classrooms ranged from 21 to 38.  

With respect to reliability, the pretest data produced an alpha coefficient of .83; the post-test data produced an alpha of .86.  The test-retest or stability coefficient using only Atlanta students who took the questionnaire in September and June was a respectable .49.  The fact that third graders scored significantly higher than fourth and fifth graders on the "pretest" suggests a stronger tendency at this age to give socially desirable rather than honest answers.

With respect to validity other than factorial validity, which was discussed earlier, the southwest Georgia school with an established traditional character education program scored higher than the other six schools using both September and June data (variability due to pretest scores not controlled via covariance).  The urban midwest school with an established progressive program scored significantly higher than two of the five Atlanta schools using Atlanta pretest scores, and two of these schools using post-test scores (no pretest control).  At  each grade level, the southwest Georgia mean was significantly higher than the means for all the other schools using data gathered in September and June.  The urban midwest mean was significantly higher than that of the Atlanta schools at the fifth grade only, and to a greater extent on the post-test than pretest.  This was also true for the Atlanta school that implemented the program the best (no pretest control via covariance).  
Like the VCCS-LE, the two comparison schools with established programs had means for all grades that were not significantly different.  For the Atlanta schools combined, the pretest mean for grade three was significantly higher than the mean for grade four, and the pretest mean for grade four was significantly higher than the mean for grade five.  Differences in favor of higher grades were only evident when pretest scores and school SES were covaried and differences related to school implementation and teacher character were factored into the analysis.

Looking next at the Atlanta pre-post data, the mean for the post-test was significantly lower than the pretest for the total sample, but when examined by school, three of the five schools showed a statistically significant drop.   Only five of the nineteen teachers involved had a significant drop in their class mean, but the small sample sizes largely precluded statistical significance.  There were no pre-to-post mean increases, statistically significantly or otherwise.  I suspect that these within-subject results indicate no improvement during the first nine months of the character education program or a tendency on the part of students to answer more honestly the second time around.  This could conceivably be a paradoxical indicator of improved character if children answer more honestly the second time around because of the program's influence.  I suspect, however, that we see in this drop, or lack of increase, and the corresponding drop from grade-to-grade in the between-subject comparisons in Atlanta (but not schools with more established programs where scores were the same from grade to grade) how overwhelming the task of building good character will be and that our initial sights should perhaps be realistically set on stopping a steady loss of character during the elementary years.

With respect to the VSCQ-LE subscales, the subscale-to-total scale correlations ranged from .74 to .91, and the test-retest or stability coefficients ranged from a low of .31 for Socialization to a high of .49 for Moral Courage and Moral Skill.  The internal consistency (alpha) coefficients ranged from a high of .73 for Moral Behavior and Moral Conscience and lows of .43 for Moral Thinking and .51 for Moral Courage.  All others were in the .60 to .65 range.  For the within-subject, pre-post t-tests, pretest scores were all significantly higher than the post-test scores except for Moral Courage where the pretest score was still higher but not significantly. 

The between-subject or between-school Oneway ANOVA results (using Atlanta post-test scores and scores from the comparison schools), showed the southwest Georgia school to be higher than the other six schools on every subscale (variability due to pretest scores not controlled through covariance).  The urban midwest school (established progressive program) scored significantly better than only one of the Atlanta schools on the Moral Behavior subscale, three on the Conscience subscale, only one on the Moral Courage subscale, two on the Socialization subscale, one on the Moral Thinking subscale, and two on the Moral Skill subscale.  The urban midwest school was not significantly higher on any subscale than the fairly well matched Atlanta school with the best first-year program.  All of this could mean that the VSCQ-LE may not be sensitive to real differences between children in schools that have had programs for years and those that have not, but students in the southwest Georgia school scored consistently higher on all subscales for some reason (no control for pretest scores or SES through covariance). 

Data for the VSCQ-HS (see Appendix M) is limited to a single administration to 155 sixteen- to eighteen-year-old students in south Georgia.  It remains to be seen if the revised, item-reduced and item-improved version that appears in  Appendix M can be used with children fourteen or fifteen.  If they are language or reading deficient, I suspect not.  The data produced a mean of 219, with a standard deviation of 18.   With respect to reliability or internal consistency, the obtained alpha was .86 for the final 62-item version.  Since many of the thinking items were reworded, this statistic and its value as a program evaluation tool will hopefully increase.  Alphas for the nine subscales ranged from an unacceptably low .46 for the Moral Thinking subscale (many items reworded on the final version which has not been used) to .85 for the Moral Maturity subscale (22 items) and .81 for the Moral Feeling subscale (19 items).  The other alphas were Empathy .67, Conscience .73, Social Consciousness/Responsibility .62, Moral Courage/Initiative .68, Moral Skill .62, Moral Behavior .62.  With the exception of the Moral Thinking subscale, the subscale totals correlated well with each other and with the scale total (range from .67 to .89).   Results from the other versions of the VSCQ also suggested that moral thinking is something very different than the other aspects of moral functioning and that students may be inconsistent in their moral reasoning from situation to situation.  It may also be that truly autonomous moral reasoning comes much later in development than some have recently suggested. 

Unstructured/Semi-Structured Interviews and Related Rating Scales
Interviews were previously discussed as one of two ways to present hypothetical problems to students, but interviews can also be used in a less structured way to indirectly assess the degree of moral emotion that students experience (e.g., empathy, guilt, obligation to share), the extent of their sociomoral knowledge (e.g., what is considered morally right in a given situation), and the moral reasoning or thinking in which they engage (e.g., their conceptions of fairness) as they deal with everyday situations that have moral implications.  Such inter​views could be conducted one-on-one or with groups of students as problems arise, and they can be combined with interactive instruction that encourages empathetic understanding, and higher level of moral reasoning than is typically demon​strated at a particular age level.  Interviews can be semi-structured, which implies that questioning is conversa​tional but intended to elicit information that will allow for answering a few basic ques​tions following the interview.  

One​-on-one interviews that probe for internal affect, cognition, and knowledge can be aided by projec​tive devices such as those used by clinical and school psychologists (e.g., Sentence Completion Tests and the Thematic Apperception Test​).  Projec​tive pictures and sentence stems could conceivably be created that help students focus on certain types of feeling and thinking that have been taught at a given age level.  Unlike the use of pictures to present hypothetical conflicts as previously described, these pictures might suggest the same social situation to many students, but students would be able to inter​pret them freely and to freely create stories about them.  The interviewer would do nothing more than prompt them with who, what, when, where, and why questions that include the words "feel," "think," and "know" whenever possible.  

Perhaps the best way to quantify the information gleaned from interviews such as this is to have interviewers complete a rating scale on each child that focuses specifically on internal moral states (affect, cognition, knowledge).  I know of no rating scale in existence that is specifically designed for this purpose.  If teachers do the inter​viewing and complete the rating scales, they would logically draw as well from many months of day​-to-day observa​tions that similarly provide insights about indivi​dual students. 

Student Diaries and Journals

By the third or fourth grade, most students have developed writing skills to the point where they can convey their thoughts and feelings to others fairly well.  Addi​tionally, journal writing has become a rather common practice in elementary schools.  Journals and diaries, therefore, provide a convenient and valuable source of information about moral affect, cogni​tion, and knowledge, particularly if students are encouraged to recount and reflect upon interpersonal and moral problems they have encountered incidentally or by instructional design each day.  Most elementary children will need considerable prompting in order to convey their feelings and thoughts fully.  Journals and diaries become a more workable data source for program evaluation at the middle school level, but the older students get, the more concerned they become about privacy.  The key to using journals and diaries as a data source is to devise a system for collection and review that will effectively assure students that their privacy will be honored and that neither teachers nor parents will ever see the content (this may necessitate parent permission since parents will not have access and a strange adult will).  I have never used journals and dairies as a data source but can imagine that (1) the proportion of prosocial and anti​social entries, (2) the proportion of positive and negative feelings toward others, (3) the proportion of selfish and unsel​fish acts, (4) the number of positive and negative feeling words used, and (5) the apparent degree to which friendship and positive relation​ships with peers and teachers are valued might be ways to categorize the information so that it can be summarized.

Research Design
Evaluating character educa​tion programs using pure experimental designs with experimental and control groups is not possible in education.  This is because (1) it is not possible to randomly assign students to different schools or to keep school popula​tions essenti​ally intact for more than a few months due to trans​fers, and (2) the random assignment of students to classrooms within schools and the use of character building curricula with some classes and not others (a) precludes critical school-wide components of character education programs and (b) offers no assur​ance that classes will remain intact without cross-contamination.  Another obvious barrier is the difficulty of holding extraneous variables constant, particularly those that might have a significant posi​tive or negative effect upon various potential indicators of program effec​tiveness.  

Some have claimed and others have acted upon the related assumption that quasi-experimental designs, which use the terms treatment group and compar​ison group rather than experimental and control, are the next best thing to a true experi​ment.  But quasi-experi​mental designs that match schools and carry out character education programs in one but not the other can be criti​cized for never achieving adequate matching of student populations, leader​ship styles, and quality of teaching staffs.  There is nothing inherently wrong with making a quasi-experimental design a part of your evalua​tion plan, or at least including a between subject component, but in most situations the benefits do not justify the cost of carrying out direct and/or indirect pre-post measures in both treatment and comparison schools, and the cost of demonstrating that adequate matching of schools (and thus students, teachers, principals, and so forth) has been achieved.

     An attractive alternative to quasi-experimental and other less elaborate between subject designs is the within subject design.  The advantage of this design is that matching is functionally the same as matching two or more separate groups on all subject variables.  This is achieved by exposing each subject to each independent variable (in this case a character education program or additions to one) and measuring the effects of these independent variables through successive measures following each.  With character education programs, this essentially involves pre-post measurement of each student in a single treatment or program school.  To control for any effects that pre-measurements might have upon similar post-measurements, pre-measurements can be carried out with only part of your students.  Controlling for the confounding effects of sequencing or the ordering of treatments will not be a problem as you move from no character program to a fully implemented program.  This will become more difficult as you introduce changes and additions to your program over the years, but as long as your measures reflect  character growth and no digression, you need not be concerned.  

Not all measures lend themselves to pre-post usage; there​fore, you need to select those that do, such as school-climate question​naires, introspective-projective question​naires (Appendices K, L, M), the number of suspensions and deten​tions, the number, type, and outcome of inter​personal con​flicts, the percentage of students scoring within each quartile on stan​dard​ized achievement tests, possibly a presented statement measure of student responses to hypothetical problem situations, and the targeting of a few operationalized behaviors within classrooms using objective observers, time​-sampling, event recording, and both frequency counting and rating depending on the targeted behaviors.  After the first year, of course, all of the post​-measures or periodical measures carried out during the first year can be used as pre-measures for the second year.  

Ongoing moni​toring that involves frequent curriculum-based assessment and various pre-post measurement may do little to prove that your program is better than another school's or that it produces better results than nonprogram schools in terms of academic progress and sociomoral behavior, but it will allow you to demonstrate that you have achieved your goals and objectives.  You are therefore advised to keep your evaluation in-house, simple, and manageable and to leave quasi-experimental designs and other designs with between-subject components to researchers whose purposes go beyond the goals and objectives for your school.

No program should be initiated until goals and objectives have been translated into specific research hypotheses, and to the extent possible, these hypotheses should make reference to the measures you have selected just as instructional objectives specify in behavioral terms how the child will demonstrate mastery.  Instructional objectives, including those presented in chapter 3 are research hypotheses.  I encourage you to develop other more global hypotheses to complement these, however, since you want to know the effects of your program on such things as instructional time, academic learning, required disciplinary action, school climate, volunteerism, and various internal aspects of morality.  These should be very straightforward.  For example, the character program as planned for this year will reduce the number of serious interpersonal conflicts that occur, as reflected in such measures as the number of Interpersonal-Conflict Report Forms submitted to the office.  Another might state that the character education program will result in classroom and school climates that are more comfortable and pleasant for students and teachers and that this will be reflected in increased attendance and classroom/school climate questionnaires.  A third might be that the character education program as a whole will increase the amount of instructional time in the classroom and student achievement and that this will be evidenced in teaching time as measured through a classroom observation form and standardized group achievement test scores.  Another might be that the multicultural teaching component of the character building program or the program as a whole will improve inter-racial relationships within the school as evidenced by observed increases in in-school and out-of-school contact among students of different races.

Recent Character-Education Research

In my opening paragraphs about program evaluation, I distinguished between practical program evaluation procedures that can be used by personnel within schools, and more complex research designs that can be used to effectively evaluate programs but are typically used by research specialists and not school-based educators.  In this final section I will mention and in some cases describe a few published or to-be-published studies of character education or related topics which used more complex research designs.

In chapter 3 I identified seven learning modes that are available to educators.  Each of these learning modes has been studied in isola​tion, and some of this research has been related to the goals of character education, including studies of (1) the relationship between community or sense of community and various attitudinal, motiva​tional, and behavioral outcomes (Battistich et al., 1995); (2) values clarification and Kohlbergian moral develop​ment (for reviews see Leming, 1981); (3) direct inculcative methods employed in the second decade of this century (Hartshorne and May, 1928, 1929, 1930); and (4) cognitive social problem solving (for reviews see Greenberg and Kusche, 1988; Durlak, 1983).  Few studies have compared the effectiveness with which these learning modes have achieved character education objectives (Benninga et al., 1991) or the effective​ness with which combina​tions of these seven learning modes have achieved the goals of character education (Leming, 1993).  Research findings seem to contraindicate the use of a single mode or methodology and suggest that the modes preferred by tradition​alists are probably no more effective than those preferred by progressiv​ists, and vice versa (Benninga and Tracz, 1988; Tracz and Benninga, 1989).  

The study by Battistich and colleagues (1995) showed that a relatively progressive approach that emphasized the development of a caring community benefited all students irrespective of SES but benefited the poorest students the most.  This suggests that such an approach may be better than more traditional methods for disadvantaged children if it were not for the successes of the traditional approach with impoverished populations, such as that at Allen Elementary in Dayton and West Point Elementary in West Point, Georgia.  These findings yield the reasonable hypothesis that any type of character building program will be more effective with children living in poverty since they tend to live in homes and neighbor​hoods where parental warmth and support (Dodge et al., 1994; Garrett,  et al., 1994) and an emphasis on educational and personal goal attainment (Ogbu, 1987; Tharp, 1989) are low.

The SMILE program, which was initiated in Weber County, Utah, a few years ago and was recently reformulated (Weed, 1995), is one of just two programs that Leming (1993) credited with demonstrating its effectiveness through controlled research.  Weed (1993) reported a two-and-one​-half-times reduction in problem behaviors among program students and an increase in problem behaviors within the control schools.  This K-6 program combines stimulating interest in moral principle (S), modeling them (M), inte​grating them with prior knowledge (In), linking with parents through homework (L), and extending the prin​ciple learned into real-life situa​tions (E).  This model attempts to infuse character education into various specific components of the academic curriculum using special lesson plans written for this purpose and an emphasis on a few core values.

Leming also credited the Child Development Project (CDP) with demonstrating its success through controlled research (Benninga et al., 1991; Developmental Studies Center, 1993, 1994, 1995; Battistich et al., 1989; Solomon et al., 1988, 1990).  The CDP schools in these studies used a combina​tion of (1) exposing students to prosocial values; (2) providing opportuni​ties to help others; (3) cooper​ative learning activi​ties; (4) helping children to be sensitive to, under​stand, and respect others through various means​; and (5) using develop​mental discipline which combines a caring classroom commu​nity with instructional socializa​tion (Watson et al., 1989).  

In the CDP studies students were followed over periods of three to six years using observa​tional measures, question​naires, and hypo​thetical​-reflective interview methods.  CDP students scored higher than comparison students on inter​personal sensi​tivity, consideration of others' needs, and means-ends thinking (Battistich et al., 1989), helpful​ness, coopera​tion, and giving of support (Solomon et al., 1988), and perceptions of the classroom as a caring community (Solomon et al., 1990).  They found no difference in with regard to the incidence of nega​tive behaviors and "harmoniousness" (Solomon et al., 1988).   Significant reductions in drug use and delinquency have also been found in CDP schools (Battistich et al., 1996).

Benninga's comparison of a more "traditional" extrinsic​-motivational school (EXC) with more "progressive" intrinsic​-motivational schools (CDP) revealed greater self​-esteem for the former and greater help​fulness for the latter, no differ​ences between students in the two programs with respect to social problem solving, and overall improve​ment for students in both programs when compared to control students (Benninga et al., 1991).  

Leming's evaluation of the Heartwood Institute's "Ethics Curriculum for Children" (Leming et al., 1997) assessed students' (1) undersanding of specific character attributes, (2) their "ethical sensibility," and (3) their ethical conduct.  The quasi-experimental design involved pre-post testing in program and comparison schools:  two from a western Pennsylvania school system and two from a southern Illinois school system.  The study used several new assessment instruments developed by Leming.  The results showed a significant increase in favor of the program or treatment schools in ethical understanding (understanding of the Heartwood character vocabulary) but not ethical sensibility (defined as a positive mental or emotional responsiveness toward actions consistent with Heartwood(s seven attributes of character).  The results were mixed for student conduct:  only program students in grades four through six showed significantly improved conduct when compared to comparison school students.  The Pennsylvania program school reported a fifty percent reduction in discipline referrals; the corresponding comparison school reported a ten percent increase.  The Heartwood curriculum in combination with the observed moral character of the teacher appeared to have a positive effect on student behavior; the curriculum in combination with an emphasis upon character-related topics and activities reduced the ethnocentricism of caucasian students.  

The Atlanta Pilot Project
The pilot project in five elementary schools in inner city Atlanta (Vessels, 1998) is being evaluated at the end of the first year using a design that includes within-subject (pre-post) and  between-subject components.  Seven schools were involved in the project:  five treatment schools in the Atlanta system and two comparison schools with well -established programs.  The study did not include pre-post testing in a program-free comparison school and did not include pre-post testing in the two comparison schools (i.e., questionnaires and surveys were completed only once during the year).  The goal of the project was to implement an eclectic program in the five elementary schools in Atlanta.  The result was a predominantly traditional approach in all five due to the strong influence of a successful traditional school program in southwest Georgia.  Four of the five schools used a few progressive strategies in an effort to build community.

The research hypotheses for the project focused upon change in terms of school and classroom climate, relational behavior, instructional time, learning rate, inner moral character, and program implementation.  A variety of evaluation instruments were used in September (pretest) and June (post-test) including the VSCS, VCCS-EE, VCCS-LE, VSCQ-EE, VSCQ-LE, and VCOF (see Appendix), and 1997  ITBS scores for two high-implementing schools were compared with scores from previous years.  A variety of statistical tests are being used to analyze the data including the paired-samples t-test for the within-subject or pre-post comparisons, and the independent-samples t-test, analysis of variance (ANOVA), and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) for the between-subject comparisons. 

With respect to program implementation, schools were rated on a ten-point scale with ten representing a complete, comprehensive program.  Among the five Atlanta schools, the best school program was rated a six.  The weakest was rated a two for grades three through four and a three for grades one and two.  Two of the remaining three schools were given a rating of four and the third a rating of five.  The comparison schools were given a rating of eight.  Teachers were identified as high-program-implementing or low-program-implementing.  They were also rated based upon the project director's observation of their ability and willingness to establish meaningful relationships with students and model targeted virtues. 

Although the data from this project are still being analyzed, the results thus far suggest some movement in the right direction, particularly in the two Atlanta schools that have very committed principals and the best program implementation.  In general, the results suggest that school and classroom climates and student behavior may change for the better as a result of a well-implemented first-year program and that character education may at least prevent children from losing ground in terms of moral character as they move through elementary school.  Programs may not improve the inner moral character of students, at least not during the first year, unless schools provide an ideal mix of effective school-wide, grade-level, and class-level implementation and make available teachers who can establish meaningful relationships with children and model good character.

The within-subject analyses revealed no significant increase in student-character-questionnaire scores between September and June.  Only the first grade at the school with the best school-wide program and the best first-grade program showed a statistically significant pre-post increase.  Mean increases for the first grade at this school were significant for four of the nine VSCQ-EE subscales:  moral behavior, conscience, socialization, and moral thinking.  The two schools with the best programs and most committed principals, and a third school that had about ten highly committed teachers showed significant pre-post gains on the Vessels' School Climate Survey (VSCS), which was completed by teachers and paraprofessionals.  The within-subject analysis of ITBS (achievement) scores at the two highest-implementing schools revealed a significant drop in scores at Blalock, which doubled in student population during the school year, and a significant increase in scores at Campbell, which had a stable population.  The drop at Blalock was largely due to a drop at the second grade level where there was a lack of good instruction and a chaotic climate.

Results from the Vessels' Classroom Observation Form (VCOF) showed a significant pre-post decrease in physical aggression (due to a dramatic drop at the school with the strongest program and a high beginning  level), hostile student-to-student interactions, hostile teacher-to-student interactions, student and teacher motivation, and the amount of time spent teaching and learning.  The pre-post comparisons showed a significant increase in student-to-student kindness, negative student-to-student interactions, student-to-student off-task interactions, student-to-student provocation, teacher-to-student friendliness and courteousness, character education infusion, caring/respectful community, and preventive/moral discipline. 

The between-subject analyses that did not control for differences in pretest scores or school differences in terms of the average socioeconomic or social-class level  of students suggested that student-character, school-climate, and classroom- climate scores were higher in the southwest Georgia school than each of the other six schools, higher at the fifth grade level only in the urban midwest school when compared to each of the Atlanta schools, sometimes higher in the two highest-implementing schools in Atlanta when compared to the other three, and not significantly higher at higher grades (when compared to lower) either at the end of the first-year program in Atlanta or at the end of several years in the two comparison schools.  After controlling for initial differences in pretest scores and school SES (Atlanta schools only) and factoring in differences related to other variables, such as teacher character/modeling and relative levels of program implementation by schools, grades, and teachers, a few significant post-test differences were found in favor of lower grades for class climate (VCCS-EE and VCCS-LE), high-implementing schools for school climate (VSCS), grade one and high-implementing teachers and schools for the first- and second-grade student-character measure (VSCQ-EE), and higher grades and high-implementing schools (only the four impoverished schools for the latter) for the third-through-fifth-grade student-character measure (VSCQ-LE).  

Federal Grant Evaluations

A few of the federal grant programs have been evaluated using interesting and elaborate designs and techniques.  Jennifer John's evaluation efforts in Utah included formative and summative components with the former focusing on implementation and the latter on student and climate change using pre-post testing of students, parents, and staff using her Character Development Survey, pre-post testing of student's knowledge of character education concepts, and the collection of pre-post student discipline data.  She was a participant observer in all major training activities and conducted several workshops on action research that provided inservice to all forty of the participating schools during the 1996(97 school year.  Her approach combined qualitative and quantitative research and trained school personnel to assist with the evaluation effort.  Her plan for 1997(98 is to use a more tightly controlled study using all fourth grade students.

Kathleen Paget in South Carolina worked with representatives from four participating school districts to develop an Indicators Report Form that requires districts to submit data every forty-five days for each of its schools.  Most of the requested data concerns disciplinary action and attendance, but districts were also asked to report the number of service learning projects, the number of awards given for citizenship/service, the number of volunteers from the community, and the number of volunteer episodes.  Her evaluation model also includes a process component to monitor implementation.  In the near future focus groups in each district will begin gathering data from various affected groups, including students, faculty, and parents.  Her design includes data collection from demographically matched school districts that do not have character education programs.  The South Carolina federal grant project is in its first year, and, like Utah, it allows schools and districts to use any character education model.  Therefore, future evaluation results should be interesting and should shed some light on which models work best with which populations and how much implementation is enough.  Their state plan is to extend character education statewide in four years.

The Iowa project, which is being evaluated by Troyce Fisher (1997), involves twenty-four rural districts in north-central Iowa that have been involved in a reform initiation related to character education.  In contrast to Utah and South Carolina, which have left decisions about program content to individual districts and schools, the Iowa program has avoided "values word" elements and has included service learning, conflict resolution, more active student involvement, writing infusion, instruction designed to enhance higher-level thinking, and collaboration with clergy.  The desired outcomes include effective communication and problem solving skills and work place readiness skills.  Their evaluation involves collecting survey data from all fifth, eighth, and eleventh grade students using the Resiliency Survey (presumably completed periodically) and teacher interviews.  Troyce Fisher emphasized to me that they do not expect significant change immediately and that she expects meaningful change to take twelve to fifteen years.

The Search Institute(s Research
The Search Institute has not endeavored to measure the effects of "character education" per se, but the results of its survey research with over a half million sixth through twelfth grade students since 1989 (Benson, 1997) suggests that various community-building and relationship-building efforts which provide support, boundaries, and expectations for students may be causally related to success in school and responsible citizenship thereafter, or may even prevent involvement in various at-risk behaviors that could prevent success.  Benson(s concept of "developmental assets" (important internal and external building blocks needed to thrive) is a conceptual relative of the progressive approach to character education and perhaps e eclectic approaches as well.  His list of twenty internal assets and related categories of Commitment to Learning, Positive Values, Social Competence, and Positive Identity correspond to my categories of Personal and Social Integrity and associated primary virtues of Kindness, Courage, Ability, Effort, Friendship, Teamwork, and Citizenship.  His list of twenty external assets and categories of Support (school, family, neighborhood), Empowerment, Boundaries/Expectations, and Constructive Use of Time correspond to several of my learning modes, namely, those that emphasize community building within classrooms and schools and relationship building within the home, school, and community at large.  The Search Institute's research shows that most students possess only about half of the forty necessary internal and external assets and that only students who possess most of the forty appear to be effectively "inoculated" against at-risk behaviors and predisposed to school success and responsible citizenship.  Though not experimental, the Search Institute's research appears to support the focus of progressive character educators upon other aspects of development besides academic (social, ethical, intellectual, personal) and appears to validate the emphasis of progressive and eclectic character educators upon experiential community-building and relationship-building strategies without precluding the possibility that direct instructional strategies may contribute significantly to character growth and ultimate success in life as well.
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APPENDIX A


Public Law 103-301


____________________________________

                                  [S.J. Res. 178] 


108 Stat. 1558-1559


____________________________________


"National Character Counts Week" Proclamation of 1994


October 16 through October 22

_________________________________________________________________

Whereas young people will be the stewards of our communities, Nation, and world in critical times, and the present and future well-being of our society requires an involved, caring citizenry with good character;

Whereas concerns about the character training of children have taken on a new sense of urgency as violence by and against youth threatens the physical and psychological well-being of the Nation;

Whereas more than ever, children need strong and constructive guidance from their families and their communities, including schools, youth organizations, religious institutions and civic groups;

Whereas the character of a Nation is only as strong as the character of its individual citizens;

Whereas the public good is advanced when young people are taught the importance of good character, and that character counts in personal relationships, in school, and in the workplace;

Whereas scholars and educators agree that people do not automatically develop good character and, therefore, conscientious efforts must be made by youth-influencing institutions and individuals to help young people develop the essential traits and characteristics that comprise good character;

Whereas character development is first and foremost, an obligation of families, efforts by faith communities, schools, and youth, civic, and human service organizations also play a very important role in supporting family efforts by fostering and promoting good character;

Whereas the Congress encourages students, teachers, parents, youth and community leaders to recognize the valuable role our youth play in the present and future of our Nation, and to recognize that character is an important part of that future;

Whereas in July 1992, the Aspen Declaration was written by an eminent group of educators, youth leaders and ethics scholars for the purpose of articulating a coherent framework for character education appropriate to a diverse and pluralistic society;

Whereas the Aspen Declaration states that "Effective character education is based on ethical values which form the foundation of democratic society";

Whereas the core ethical values identified by the Aspen Declara​tion constitutes the Six Core Elements of Character;

Whereas these Six Core Elements of Character are--

(1) trustworthiness'

(2) respect;

(3) responsibility;

(4) justice and fairness;

(5) caring; and

(6) civic virtue and citizenship;

Whereas these Six Core Elements of Character transcend cultural, religious, and socioeconomic differences;

Whereas the Aspen Declaration states that "The character and conduct of our youth reflect the character and conduct of our society; therefore, every adult has the responsibility to teach and model the core ethical values and every social institution has the responsi​bility to promote the development of good character.";

Whereas the Congress encourages individuals and organizations, especially those who have an interest in the education and training of our youth, to adopt these Six Core Elements of Character as intrinsic to the well-being of individuals, communities, and society as a whole; and

Whereas the Congress encourages communities, especially schools and youth organizations, to integrate these Six Core Elements of Character into programs serving students and children:  Now, there​fore, be it

1 Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives

2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That the week of October 16 through October 22, 1994,

4 is designated as "National Character Counts Week," and

5 the President is authorized and requested to issue a 

6 proclamation calling upon the people of the United States 

7 and interested groups to embrace these Six Core Elements  

8 of Character and to observe the week with appropriate 

9 ceremonies and activities
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APPENDIX G


RELIGIOUS EXPRESSION IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

A press release from Education Secretary Richard Riley 


to all school superintendents across the country dated 7-95

Student prayer and religious discussion:  The Establishment Clause of the First Amendment does not prohibit purely private religious speech by students.  Students therefore have the same right to engage in individual or group prayer and religious discussion during the school day as they do to engage in other comparable activity.  For example, students may read their Bibles or other scriptures, Say grace before meals, and pray before tests to the same extent they may engage in comparable non​-disruptive activi​ties.  Local school authorities possess substantial discretion to impose rules of order and other pedagogical restrictions on student activities, but they may not structure or administer such rules to discriminate against religious activity or speech.

Generally, students may pray in a non-disruptive manner when not engaged in school activities or instruction, and subject to the rules that normally pertain in the applicable setting.  Specifi​cally, students in informal settings, such as cafeterias and hallways, may pray and discuss their religious views with each other, subject to the same rules of order as apply to other student activities and speech.  Students may not speak to, and attempt to persuade, their peers about religious topics just as they do with regard to political topics.  School officials, however, should intercede to stop student speech that constitutes harassment aimed at a student or a group of students.  

Students may also participate in before or after school events with religious content, such as "see you at the flag pole" gather​ings, on the same terms as they may participate in other non-cur​ricular activities on school premises.  School officials may neither discourage nor encourage participation in such an event.

The right to engage in voluntary prayer or religious discussion free from discrimination does not include the right to have a captive audience listen, or to compel other students to partici​pate.  Teachers and school administrators should ensure that no student is in any way coerced to participate in religious activity.

Graduation prayer and baccalaureates:  Under current Supreme Court decisions, school officials may not mandate or organize prayer at graduation, nor organize religious baccalaureate ceremonies.  If a school generally opens its facilities to private groups, it must make its facilities available on the same terms to organizers of privately sponsored religious baccalaur​eate services.  A school may not extend preferential treatment to baccalaureate ceremonies and may in some instances be obliged to disclaim official endorse​ment of such ceremonies.

Official neutrality regarding religious activity:  Teachers and school administrators, when acting in those capacities, are representatives of the state and are prohibited by the Establishment Clause from soliciting or encouraging religious activity, and from participating in such activity with students.  Teachers and administrators are also prohibited from discouraging activity because of its religious content, and from soliciting or encouraging anti-religious activity.

Teaching about religion:  Public schools may not provide religious instruction, but they may teach about religion, including the Bible or other scripture:  the history of religion, compara​tive religion, the Bible (or other scripture)-as-literature, and the role of religion in the history of the United States and other countries all are permissible public school subjects.  Similarly, it is permiss​ible to consider religious influences on art, music, literature, and social studies.  Although public schools may teach about religious holidays, including their religious aspects, and may celebrate the secular aspects of holidays, schools may not observe holidays as religious events or promote such observance by students.

Student assignments:  students may express their beliefs about religion in the form of homework, artwork, and other written and oral assignments free of discrimination based on the religious content of their submissions.  Such home and classroom work should be judged by ordinary academic standards of substance and rele​vance, and against other legitimate pedagogical concerns identi​fied by the school.

Religious literature:  Students have a right to distribute religious literature to their schoolmates on the same terms as they are permitted to distribute other literature that is unrelated to school curriculum or activities.  Schools may impose the same reasonable time, place, and manner or other constitutional restric​tions on distribution of religious literature as they do on non-school litera​ture generally, but they may not single out religious literature for special regulation.

Religious excusals:  Subject to applicable State laws, schools enjoy substantial discretion to excuse individual students from lessons that are objectionable to the student or the student's parents on religious or other conscientious grounds.  School officials may neither encourage nor discourage students from availing themselves of an excusal option.  Under the Religious Freedom Restoration Act, if it is proved that particular lessons substantially burden a student's free exercise of religion and if the school cannot prove a compelling interest in requiring attendance, the school would be legally required to excuse the student.

Release time:  Subject to applicable State laws, schools have the discretion to dismiss students to off-premises religious instruction, provided that schools do not encourage or discourage partici​pation or penalize those who do not attend.  Schools may not allow religious instruction by outsiders on school premises during the school day.

Teaching values:  Though schools must be neutral with respect to religion, they may play an active role with respect to teaching civic values and virtue, and the moral code that holds us together as a community.  The fact that some of these values are held also by religions does not make it unlawful to teach them in school.

Student garb:  Students may display religious messages on items of clothing to the same extent that they are permitted to display other comparable messages.  Religious messages may not be singled out for suppression, but rather are subject to the same rules as generally apply to comparable messages.  When wearing particular attire, such as yarmulkes and head scarves, during the school day is part of students' religious practice, under the Religious Freedom Restora​tion Act schools generally may not prohibit the wearing of such items.
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