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Currently, the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools Partnerships in Charac-

ter Education Program provides funds to approximately 50 experimental (or quasi-experimental) efforts that

are investigating the effects of character education in relation to academic achievement and other educa-

tion-related variables. This study highlights the importance of the baseline measurements in the assessment of

one such grant awarded to an Appalachian region state education agency to study the effect of the integration

of character education models into rural schools. The participants from this study were recruited from 8 rural

schools selected through a matched random sampling technique. Four were randomly assigned to be control

schools, and 4 were randomly assigned to develop and implement an intervention process model rich in char-

acter education. The student participants recruited at the middle/high school level consist of 151 males (42%)

and 199 females (55%) for a combined N = 366. The participants recruited at the elementary level consist of

61 males (52%) and 56 females (48%) for a combined N = 124. This study investigates how character was

defined using a multidimensional approach. Baseline MANOVAs identified significant differences between

the control and experimental schools. Post hoc analyses suggest that when a student’s self-reported levels of

character, educational attitudes, as well as views of school climate increase, theoretically so will one’s aca-

demic achievement.

“Throughout history, character education has

been the shared responsibility of parents,

teachers and members of the community, who

come together to support positive character

development” (Character Education and Civic

Engagement Technical Assistance Center,
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2007). According to former United States Sec-

retary of Education Rod Paige, “A culture of

callousness … without role models … has led

to a staggering achievement gap, poor health

status, overweight students, crime, violence,

teenage pregnancy, and tobacco and alcohol

abuse,” and as a result “character education

and civic engagement are two key components

in the historic [efforts of the] No Child Left

Behind (NCLB) education reform law” (Hertz,

2004). The current Secretary of Education,

Margaret Spellings, echoes such support that

“Education at its best should expand the mind

and build character” (Character Education and

Civic Engagement Technical Assistance Cen-

ter, 2007). Presently, the U.S. Department of

Education’s Office of Safe and Drug Free

Schools Partnerships in Character Education

Program provides funds to approximately 50

experimental (or quasi-experimental) efforts

that are investigating the effects of character

education in relation to academic achievement

and other education-related variables. This

study highlights the initial research efforts of

one such grant awarded to an Appala-

chian-based state education agency to study

the affect of the integration of character educa-

tion models into rural schools. 

More specifically, the pretest efforts of this

quasi-experimental study provide quantitative

findings related to: (a) conceptualizing a multi-

dimensional model of character education; (b)

assessing the baseline homogeneity of ran-

domly selected control and experimental

schools; as well as (c) additional post hoc anal-

yses and insights on questions about the rela-

tionship between variables collected in this

study. Utilizing a multidimensional assess-

ment approach that collapses core measure-

ments of character education into a limited

number of dimensions (e.g., clusters); this

research employs numerous reliable and valid

self-reported scales to more definitively assess

the role of independent variables hypothesized

to play a part in the character education pro-

cess. This study addresses the importance of

pretest and posttest designs to the validity of

the experimental methods in character educa-

tion and the need for researchers to practice

caution when assuming that random assign-

ment assures pretest equivalence of groups

(e.g., schools). Results of this systemic assess-

ment approach show that academic achieve-

ment (dependent variable) shares a statistically

significant relationship with independent vari-

ables within dimensions such as a student’s

level of self-perceived character, educational

attitudes, as well as views of school climate.

Before looking more closely at the data let us

explore the three purpose areas of this article:

measuring character and the dimensional

model, depending on random assignment in

educational settings, and rationale for looking

at relationships among variables on pretest. 

DEFINING THE CHARACTER 

EDUCATION PROCESS AND

USING A MULTIDIMENSIONAL 

APPROACH 

The mere fact that we continue to discuss and

research the development of the construct

called character some 2,400 years after Aris-

totle (1984) introduced his heuristic insights

on the excellence of character, goes to show

that instilling a level of greater character in

mankind is no easy task; yet it is perceived as a

worthwhile endeavor that many generations

have and continue to embrace. As a result of

this ongoing pursuit to increase the moral

excellence of our youth, character education

continues to persevere and search for evidence

supportive of a more definitive role within the

modern American education system. Thus, one

might define character education today as a

continuation of the means of teaching and

instilling character within the citizens of a cul-

ture. Yet given that many of the current efforts

and lessons often shared by caring educators

work toward such goals, it might be easier in

some cases to state which educational prac-

tices are not part of a character education pro-

cess rather than those which are part of

character education. Regardless of one’s defi-

nition or position on the role of character edu-
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cation, as Damon (2005) points out, “It is an

odd mark of our time that the first question

people ask about character education is

whether public schools should be doing it at

all. The question is odd because it invites us to

imagine that schooling … somehow could be

arranged to play no role in the formation of a

child’s character” (p. 2).

In reality, when one considers character

education as part of the natural developmental

process that education has embraced for centu-

ries as a foundational goal or responsibility, we

all practice character education to some degree

by default. Those of us who teach are role

models, and our actions (good or bad) as edu-

cators are scrutinized by our students. Class-

rooms and schools are moral/ethical climates,

for better or worse. Students observe teachers

and the greater school environment, and these

observed individuals and influential environ-

ments theoretically impact character develop-

ment. From within these moral climates are

behaviors and actions that children observe

and contemplate adopting. If one is a teacher

or administrator, one often is obligated to pro-

vide consequences (negative or positive) for

whichever behavior a student decides to

embrace. 

Social learning and reinforcement theories

(Bandura, 1977; Skinner, 1969) suggest that

the future probability of a behavior will be

influenced by such consequences provided by

educators. Therefore, social learning theories,

as well as sociocultural and other development

theories (Bronfenbrenner & Evans, 2000;

Dewey as cited in Cruz, 1987; Erickson, 1950;

Kohlberg, Levine, & Hewer, 1983; Piaget,

1969; Vygotsky as cited in Wertsch, 1985),

provide a lens to see how character education

is rooted within theory supporting the learning

process and development of the whole child.

Some practitioners are unaware of these more

complex psychosocial views of character

development, however, and what passes for

character education may consist of a few

words (e.g., respect, responsibility) posted on a

bulletin board or in the hallway. Character

education, for some, rests on the adoption of

positive character traits and is to be taught

directly to students as plug-in programs on a

daily, weekly, or monthly basis. The variety of

approaches to character education makes it dif-

ficult to make generalized statements about the

field regarding either intent or effectiveness. 

With only a few studies on character educa-

tion programs showing evidence of effective-

ness (IES What Works Clearinghouse, n.d.),

hundreds of companies are marketing expen-

sive character education programs or products

(similar to the above mentioned approach) to

schools struggling to stay fiscally afloat. To be

fair, the possibility exists that the assessment

of such programs could be flawed (or nonex-

istent) and some of these programs do compli-

ment the instructional or developmental

process. To be fair, one might question as to

why educators would expect a simple program

implemented over a short time of a child’s life

to increase moral reasoning or academic

achievement. Unfortunately, to a good number

of the educators that were interviewed or took

part in focus groups during the qualitative

research efforts of this grant, the marketed

product side of character education is one of

the most significant shortcomings and/or chal-

lenges of character education today. 

According to some of the less motivated

participating teachers at the beginning of this

study, the marketing of such programs feeds a

connotation that character education is a

trendy, temporary thing that will go away

soon. To others, the marketed programs and

products suggest that character education can

be accomplished in a mere 20 minutes sand-

wiched between lunch period and the after-

noon reading block, leaving the doubting Mr.

and Ms. Thomases of education questioning

the efficacy of character education. Addition-

ally, some feel that such a direct approach to

teaching character education traits might not

be as effective as an indirect approach. Mean-

while, individuals in charge of some schools

continue to make character education the sole

responsibility of a few teachers and/or the

counselors who lack the legitimate power to

successfully navigate the innovation process.
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To some, such programs appear to be the “fla-

vor of the day” and just another thing added to

one’s already overloaded plate. 

However, as our colleague Dr. Philip Fitch

Vincent stated in the keynote address of the

2006 Character Education Partnership Annual

Conference, “Character education is not

another thing on your plate, it is your plate.” In

other words, Vincent views character educa-

tion as a foundational model or conduit to

compliment the character development pro-

cess while simultaneously improving the

school/learning climate, and increasing suc-

cess of other educational efforts already under-

way within the schools (Vincent, Wangaard, &

Weimer, 2004). The Child Development

Project practiced a similar approach with suc-

cess in their comprehensive, whole-school

interventions to foster social, ethical, and intel-

lectual development in students and caring

communities of learners (Battistich, Schaps, &

Wilson, 2004). Therefore, the efforts (educa-

tional interventions) that we hypothesize will

work best (especially for rural schools strug-

gling with budget and staffing issues) are char-

acter education models that are fully integrated

from dawn to dusk (e.g., from the classroom to

the cafeteria to the playground, all day and

everyday), and basically cost nothing. 

Considering the abundance of educational

research, philosophical views, and theory sup-

porting the promising efficacy of a character

education process model, this study challenged

the participating educators to embrace charac-

ter education as an educational foundation and

new instructional lens. Yet as Berkowitz

(2002) explains, character education for the

most part has been viewed as a practice and not

a science. “Whereas character education is not

new, scientific study of its effectiveness has

been only sporadically implemented … [and]

therefore not informed by a scientific knowl-

edge base” (Berkowitz & Bier, 2004, p. 72).

Thus, the importance of approaching recent

government-funded exploration of character

education with sound methods, as well as reli-

able and more importantly, valid measures, is

essential to discovering the true role that char-

acter education can play in the educational

process. With a process-based definition of

character education proposed, and a multitude

of research and theory that begins to identify

multiple components of the character educa-

tion process, the following dimensional model

was created to assist with a more strategic

approach for guiding our data collection proce-

dures.

PROPOSED DIMENSIONS OF 

CHARACTER EDUCATION

At a recent research symposium sponsored by

the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of

Safe and Drug Free Schools, outside evalua-

tors of character education grants were asked

to submit a list of the core measures that they

currently use for assessing the effectiveness of

their character education experimental stimuli.

Upon compiling the list submitted by more

than 30 grantees, approximately 60 uniquely

different core measures were identified. With

so many evaluators using such a vast array of

differing core measurements focusing on a

broad host of variables, the ability to conceptu-

alize a character education process model as

well as compile and compare future findings

becomes quite challenging. Therefore, though

the main focus of this research study is to high-

light the relationship between random selec-

tion and pretest/posttest designs, before

addressing the methods and outcomes of this

study, let us explore how such variables that

need to be measured at the beginning and end

of the study might actually collapse into more

generic or common dimensions.

With a plethora of character education

products, programs, frameworks, and process

models at work in our schools and more than

60 core measurements at the federal level

being used to assess quantitatively the possible

effects of character-based education on aca-

demic achievement, one might say that

research into character education is quite

diverse. In fact, some might say that research

efforts are too diverse. In order to collect a
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definitive body of evidence on the efficacy of

character education, or possibly some day

actually create a meta-analysis built on effect

sizes collected through reliable, valid, and

sound measures and methods, numerous

researchers would need to focus more often on

a similar variable or set of variables. Such

efforts to compare or compile findings could

be even more fruitful if the same reliable and

validated scales or statistics were used to col-

lect such data across numerous studies. Unfor-

tunately, to agree on specific dimensions or

scales that work across a majority of the ongo-

ing research efforts appears to not be possible

at this juncture. Beyond the differing opinions

as to what constitutes character education, to

some degree each research project demands a

specific dimensional model that fits the focus

and goals of the individual studies; and at this

point there appears to be no single agency or

catalyst capable of providing such a conduit

between character education research efforts. 

Yet when one peruses the decades of quali-

tative and quantitative research amassed on

character education (or other related fields

such as moral education, civic education, val-

ues-based, etc.), one begins to see a few the-

matic threads begin to surface. When

researching new and uncharted waters, such

thematic analysis is beneficial to determining

which components are theoretically and quali-

tatively supported in order to focus quantita-

tive efforts accordingly. Therefore, in order to

help organize our ongoing research efforts we:

(a) reviewed a massive amount of literature,

(b) used the constant comparative method

(Glaser, 1965) (later known as grounded the-

ory) to complete a thorough qualitative analy-

sis of the literature as well as our participating

sample’s insights, and (c) also consulted with

character education specialists and fellow

researchers to determine a rough outline of

such thematic components. Upon reaching

consensus that there are many thematic threads

that appear to create a systemic model of char-

acter education, we created a dimensional

model that fit the identified qualitative themes

(e.g., clusters and/or dimensions), and adopted

or developed scales to measure the variables

within the dimensions that we seek to measure

for our ongoing federal grant research efforts. 

Figure 1 highlights the dimensions identi-

fied and other components that the grant

guidelines request to be measured. The figure

is comprised of categories of experimental

stimuli, independent variables, covariates, and

dependent variables. Although the proposed

thematic dimensions that fall under the inde-

pendent variables category in Figure 1 are the

main focus of these data, we have included the

other components to assist in better visualizing

how all of the parts theoretically work together

and how Figure 1 might create a possible logic

model in the future that might be supported

statistically when all is said and done. In other

words, we find a linear assumption that x

(character education/experimental stimuli)

causes y (increased academic achievement/

dependent variable) to be slightly over zeal-

ous. If the Harry Potter series is unable to have

a significant impact on the reading habits of

children (Rich, 2007), it seems somewhat

illogical to believe that by putting a character

education intervention (or for that matter prod-

uct or program) into place one will instantly

see academic achievement increase. There-

fore, our systemic logic hypothesizes that the

experimental stimulus theoretically could

impact the independent variable dimensions

resulting possibly in proximal or short-term

outcomes. These proximal outcomes then pos-

sibly could create enough synergy over a

period of time to ideally impact more distal

outcomes related to academic achievement.

However, before possibly claiming such

hypothesized impacts, possible causal relation-

ships, or providing quantitative evidence of a

hierarchical linear model; the quasi-experi-

mental process must first be completed, exten-

sive data must be collected on the numerous

variables and covariates addressed in Figure 1,

and figured into the analyses. To initiate such a

process, the baseline pretest data collected on

our study’s sample was organized according to

the dimensional model in Figure 1.
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At the bottom of Figure 1 is the experimen-

tal stimuli section. The character education

intervention should serve as the foundation for

change. When dealing with experimental or

quasi-experimental designs, it is essential to

measure the type, quality, and duration of

implementation or integration taking place.

Such process measurements are crucial to

delineate the differences between the control

samples and the experimental samples. There-

fore, for example, in our studies we use a char-

acter education process evaluation rubric that

is completed regularly by the teachers and

administrators in all of our participating

schools as one of the tools to quantitatively

assess how much character education is being

integrated into the curricula and school, what

type of character education, and numerous

other details. Please note that we are always

monitoring for additional variables relating to

experimental stimuli specifics found at the

school level, community level, as well as indi-

vidual efforts taking place within the class-

rooms. Furthermore, we collect such

qualitative and quantitative self-report insights

from school staff, faculty, parents, and stu-

dents for a multiple triangulation effect.

 At the next level (coming up from experi-

mental stimulus in Figure 1) one finds six

dimensions that are supported theoretically as

well as through decades of qualitative and

mostly non-experimental-based quantitative

studies. These dimensions are hypothesized to

be the locus of change during a character edu-

cation intervention. The dimensions consist of

character development, community engage-

ment, school climate, professional develop-

ment, school leadership, and educational

attitudes. Theoretically, when character educa-

tion is effectively put into practice children

will develop character (Berger, 2003; Lickona,

1991), the school climate improves (Lickona

& Davidson, 2005; Vincent et al., 2004),

teachers experience improvement in efficacy

and instructional success (Grove & Schneider,

2006), leadership finds new direction (Will-

iams & Taylor, 2003), and children embrace

education with more positive attitudes

(Berkowitz & Bier, 2005). To begin to mea-

sure such dimensions we utilize a number of

self-report scales. These scales will be further

addressed in the Method section. Note, how-

ever, that in order to show that change does

take place in dimensions where archival or

schoolwide data are unavailable, one must use

reliable and (when possible) valid scales or

measurements for each category so that quanti-

tative evidence is observable in a meaningful

fashion. This way we can feel more confident

that we are consistently measuring the same

thing over and over (e.g., reliability), and that

we actually are measuring that which we say

we are measuring (e.g., validity). 

The next two levels at the top of Figure 1

designate the need for controlling statistically

for extraneous variables (covariates) and

deciding on dependent variables that suit the

needs of one’s research focus. Covariates are

an important part of this dimensional model,

because before one can confidently state that

character education was responsible for

change, one must control for other measures

that might erase such findings when added to

the equation (e.g., socioeconomic status, SES).

In relation to the character education grants

awarded through the Office of Safe and Drug

Free Schools, the dependent variables for this

study’s dimensional model are more aligned

with showing how character education impacts

academic achievement. Thus, the use of stan-

dardized test scores, grade point average

(GPA), adequate yearly progress (AYP), and

other related variables are expected and are

part of future studies related to this research.

Before comprehensively discussing the meth-

ods and results of the pretest data collection,

let us now consider some challenges associ-

ated with random assignment.

DEPENDING ON RANDOM 

ASSIGNMENT IN

EDUCATIONAL SETTINGS

Exercising random assignment in educational

settings can be very difficult (Cook, 2001;

Kemple, 1998). Issues that exist with experi-
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mental studies in educational settings often

deal with the complexity of random assign-

ment to the said intervention. This complexity

often is intensified when considering the ran-

dom assignment of participants to a character

education intervention. The term participants

may refer to students, teachers, classrooms, or

schools. As is the case in many educational

settings it is difficult to randomly assign indi-

vidual students to the intervention (while con-

trolling for contamination) and the approach

more often is to assign randomly selected

schools or classrooms to the intervention. 

The underlying assumption of random

assignment often presumes, however, that it

will in fact produce equivalent groups. The dif-

ficulty that researchers of character education

studies face with random assignment of

schools is the potential for participant selection

bias where “intervention participants might

differ from comparison participants in impor-

tant ways that may affect the ability to detect

the intended interventions effect” (U.S.

Department of Education, 2007, p. 15). In a

study where the school represents the partici-

pant, there are many intervention factors that

can cause selection bias. In such studies, often

it is not within the scope of the researcher to be

able to eliminate the preexisting effects of

character education interventions that are

already in play; therefore increasing the need

to statistically control for pretest levels. Some

schools in the comparison or experimental

sample may already be doing some form of

character education, whether formal or infor-

mal. School climate and leadership styles also

can differ greatly and impact morale and moti-

vation to learn. As a result, issues such as trust

and safety can be affected (Corrigan & Chap-

man, in press) and suddenly schools that

appear to be similar in size, age, and other con-

textual settings differ considerably when mea-

sured quantitatively in relation to attitudes of

students, staff, and parents. Therefore, even

given the assumption of random selection,

researchers must carefully depend on baseline

data to empirically determine the equivalence

of control and experimental schools (or statis-

tically control for differences) when investi-

gating possible changes on variables that in the

future might be attributed to the character edu-

cation intervention. In other words, there is

more to measuring the homogeneity of schools

than collecting archival data on student body

demographics, academic scores and behavioral

reports. 

When selecting a sample of schools (or in

other situations where data are collected from

existing groups), the potential for preexisting

group effects is present. One way to address

this challenge is to treat the school as the unit

of analysis. By selecting an equal number of

comparison and experimental participants

(schools), this allows for analyses of group

equivalence in the entire sample of schools, as

well as the individual schools themselves

(Roberts, Francois, Batista-Foguet, & King,

2000). The current funding of studies in the

field of character education and the demands

for providing “rigorous evaluation” bring to

the forefront the need for researchers to further

investigate (at baseline) group equivalency and

produce those findings in light of future find-

ings on the impact of the character education

intervention. 

RATIONALE FOR ANALYSIS OF 

PRETEST DATA

According to Lickona and Davidson’s (2005)

report on smart and good high schools, charac-

ter education is a promising practice in our

schools. Centuries of educational philosophy

and more recently developed theory also offer

substance to the theoretical foundations and

possible efficacy of character education. But

similar to many research efforts across numer-

ous social or behavioral science endeavors, a

body of definitive quantitative evidence gath-

ered through sound experimental designs is

lacking. According to What Works Clearing-

house (2005), “The current nationwide empha-

sis on ensuring that all students and schools

meet high standards has increased the demand

for evidence of ‘what works’ in education.”
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Due to the demands and expectations of the

Government Performance and Results Act of

1993, such shortcomings related to methodol-

ogy designs and a lack of reliable and valid

quantitative evidence (collected through sound

methodologies) threaten to affect the future

funding of numerous federal lines of research

and programmatic implementation. Therefore,

to begin collecting data that possibly could

offer evidence to support a multidimensional

approach to measuring character education

efforts and further identify the need for per-

forming baseline measurements on randomly

selected participants, the following research

questions are proposed:

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Are there sig-

nificant differences between the control

and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to self-reported

levels of character (Dimension 1)?

Research Question 2 (RQ2): Are there sig-

nificant differences between the control

and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to self-per-

ceived levels of community engagement

(Dimension 2)?

Research Question 3 (RQ3): Are there sig-

nificant differences between the control

and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to perceived

school climate (Dimension 3)?

Research Question 4 (RQ4): Are there sig-

nificant differences between the control

and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to self-reported

educational attitudes (Dimension 6)?

Research Question 5 (RQ5): Are there sig-

nificant differences between the control

and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to academic

achievement (dependent variables)?

Research Question 6 (RQ6): What are the

relationships shared between the pro-

posed dimensions of character education

and academic achievement?

METHOD

Participants

The selection process for the participants in

this quasi-experimental study began by select-

ing four rural counties from the 55 counties in

the participating Appalachian-based state.

Prior to selecting the four representative rural

counties, however, all counties considered

urban or more heavily populated were

removed from the selection pool. This resulted

in the removal of only four counties, given that

the Appalachian-based state is predominantly

rural and is the only state located completely

within the Appalachian Regional Commission

(ARC) territory. A purposive sampling proce-

dure was then utilized to identify rural school

systems that would: (a) be representative of the

challenges experienced by rural school sys-

tems in the Appalachian-based state; (b) insure

an acceptable level of homogeneity of vari-

ance; (c) be willing to participate in this longi-

tudinal study; and (d) provide enough

participants to employ a matched random sam-

pling selection of schools and an adequate

number of students supporting statistical

power. 

Once the four counties were selected and

secured, we then employed a matched random

sampling technique to select the schools.

Matched random sampling is a method of

assigning participants to groups in which pairs

of participants are first matched on some char-

acteristic and then individually assigned ran-

domly to groups (Brown, Cozby, Kee, &

Worden, 1999). As part of the selection pro-

cess the schools were matched by grade (ele-

mentary, middle, and high schools), assigned a

random number, and then randomly selected to

be either an experimental or control group

school. This approach allowed all schools in

the four counties an equal chance of selection

(by group designation), and an adequate num-

ber of participating schools affordable within

the constraints of the grant award. The result

was the selection of two middle schools (from

a total of six middle schools in the four coun-
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ties), two high schools (from a total of six high

schools in the four counties), and four elemen-

tary schools (from a total of 19 elementary

schools in the four counties). Thus, both of the

experimental and control samples consist of

one high school, one middle school, and two

elementary schools. Furthermore, a priori

examination of the four counties chosen sug-

gests that the counties are strongly similar to

each other and representative of the average

rural county in the participating Appala-

chian-based state. Please note that not all of the

schools selected were meeting AYP at the

beginning of the project. However, all of the

schools were nearly identical in socioeco-

nomic status and students with special needs. 

At the initiation of this study all selected

schools were assessed to be very similar in the

amount of character education being utilized

(experimental stimuli). Note that the level of

character education taking place at all of the

schools was identified as minimal during the

development phase and more associated with

the program approach to character education.

As a control measure against contamination,

all control schools agreed to not introduce any

new programs or processes related or similar

to character education until after the study was

completed.

The individual participants from this study

then were recruited from the selected schools.

Please note that consent rates obtained during

the first year of the grant (project development

phase) by the participating schools range from

75% to 98% participation. Although the com-

plete sample of participants consists of par-

ents, teachers, administrators, school staff, and

students, the focus of this study is on student

baseline measurements to be used as pretest

assessments in a longitudinal study. The stu-

dent participants at the middle and high school

level consist of 151 males (42%) and 199

females (55%) for a combined N = 366. The

high school students at the time of this survey

(beginning of phase two, intervention stage,)

had recently begun 10th grade, and the middle

school students were starting seventh grade.

The participants at the elementary level consist

of 61 males (52%) and 56 females (48%) for a

combined N = 124 (note: 7 nonreports). At the

time of this measurement the elementary stu-

dents recently began fourth grade. 

Overall, the Appalachian-based state has a

low minority rate when compared to other

states. However, data show that the portion of

the population that is minority lives in impov-

erished conditions similar to those of third

world nations. The economic insecurity that

haunts the Appalachian-based state families is

evident in this Appalachian-based state having

the lowest median income (as reported by the

Census Bureau for 2006), and one of the highest

child poverty rates in the country. According to

the state’s department of education, approxi-

mately 51% of the children in the Appala-

chian-based state qualify for free or reduced

lunch. Furthermore, as of March 16, 2004 the

Appalachian-based state had the highest rate of

children with disabilities in the nation. 

In addition to the economical, behavioral,

and physical challenges faced by children in

the participating Appalachian-based state,

there also are environmental factors to con-

sider in regard to the student participant.

According to a Youth Risk Behavior Report

(Centers for Disease Control, 2004), collected

in the Appalachian-based state in 2003 (col-

lected on high school students): (a) a total of

20.7% of students carried a weapon in the past

30 days; (b) a total of 9.3% of students

attempted suicide in the past 12 months; (c) a

total of 44.4% drank alcohol in the last 30

days, (4) a total of 52% of students have had

sexual intercourse; and d) a total of 29% of

current high school students are smokers. 

In the four counties we are studying approx-

imately 10% of the births in the counties are to

unmarried teens, 20% of births are to mothers

with less than a 12th grade education, and

dropout rates average about 17%. In the partic-

ipating elementary schools 60% of the students

receive free or reduced lunch and 21% are des-

ignated as having special needs. In the partici-

pating middle and high schools 53% of the

students receive free or reduced lunch, and

14% are designated as having special needs.
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Experimental and control schools reported lev-

els of students with special needs and SES

challenges were quite similar in Phase 1 of the

grant. To study the affect of character educa-

tion on school systems experiencing such chal-

lenges and threats to child development, all of

the student participants and their parents

agreed to take part in the study by supporting

the character efforts of the school, and agree-

ing to take a survey twice a year as well as pro-

vide access to personal data such as

standardized test scores, attendance, special

needs, SES, and other education-related statis-

tics.

Experimental Settings 

Similar to many rural school settings across

the Appalachian-based state, the participating

schools are surrounded by a sometime surreal

contrast of rich and poor, almost devoid of a

middle class. One often will find new luxuri-

ous homes built in close proximity to pov-

erty-ridden trailer parks or dilapidated

residential structures. School consolidation is

not uncommon to the region. Some of the par-

ticipating schools are new and some are very

old. Yet although, the schools might differ

qualitatively in description, and in some cate-

gories differ slightly quantitatively (to be dis-

cussed shortly), they all seem equally to

provide a home away from home; and unfortu-

nately for some children a place that is much

warmer and loving than the home they live in. 

Experimental Stimuli

As discussed earlier, how one defines char-

acter education will impact the character edu-

cation that one practices. Thus for this study

we defined character education as a process;

not a program, product, or a practice, but more

of an educational foundation supported by the-

ory and approached as a model or framework.

Given that the level of character education

practiced at both the control and experimental

schools was minimal at best at the beginning of

the grant, a good part of the first year of the

grant was dedicated to helping the experimen-

tal schools become educated on character edu-

cation. To begin this process, character

development teams (CDTs) similar to Lickona

and Davidson’s (2005) ethical learning com-

munities (ELCs) were formed at each experi-

mental school. These teams consisted of

teachers, administrators, counselors, service

personnel, parents, and community members.

The CDTs were charged with researching and

developing unique character education models

for their specific schools. Once a school model

of character education was created and agreed

on for the schoolwide initiative by the service

staff, teachers, and administrators, the teachers

were then trained to integrate character educa-

tion into the classroom. Thematic instruction

was encouraged to be a part of all subjects in

order to create more inspirational, moral-based

applicable themes to learning. Furthermore,

teachers were provided a publication that

examined how a large number of state content

standards crossed over to character education.

The experimental participants were asked to

wait until after the baseline measurements to

begin implementing the newly designed mod-

els. The control participants were asked not to

introduce anything new to the school or curric-

ulum that was similar to character education

for the first three years of the grant. The exper-

imental and control schools (as well as the

CDT members in the experimental schools)

were provided stipends for their participation

in the study. 

Procedures

Although this study focuses on pretest data

collected specifically from participating stu-

dents, a multiple triangulation methodology

guides this grant project’s mixed methods

research effort. Multiple triangulation is

defined as when the researchers combine in

one investigation: multiple observers, theoret-

ical perspectives, sources of data, and meth-

odologies. Researchers triangulate by using

different data sources to confirm one another

(Gay & Airasian, 2003). During the first and
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last month of the school year (for the next 3

years), student participants (as well as parents

and staff) will complete a multiple-scale sur-

vey. The measurements are taken twice a year

in order to account for changes that might

take place during the summer months away

from the experimental settings. Given that this

was a multiple site collection process, settings

for the school’s data collection differ from

place to place. However, the surveys for this

pretest assessment were administered in either

the cafeteria or auditorium by outside evalua-

tors, and no school staff or teachers were

present at the time. Furthermore, student iden-

tification numbers were used on the surveys

and answer sheets to provide a greater level of

confidentiality. Participants were asked to

respond truthfully to the survey questions by

reflecting on previous experiences relating to

the past year in their neighborhood, commu-

nity, and school. The surveys were adminis-

tered in accordance with guidelines for

research with human participants (American

Psychological Association and the institutions

involved). As part of an agreement with the

Appalachian-based state’s department of edu-

cation, additional data were provided for indi-

cators of academic achievement, special

needs, and other academic related statistics

for use in analyses. Thus, the student identifi-

cation number also provides a mechanism to

track the youth and their parents longitudi-

nally in relation to character education

received, related dimensional variables, and

education-related dependent variables. Confi-

dential code numbers also are assigned to par-

ticipating parents, educators and school staff

for longitudinal assessment efforts.

Measures

The survey contains demographic questions

that record the participant’s sex, age, involve-

ment in community or school-related activi-

ties, and questions relating to television use,

video games, homework, and family structure.

Additional data were provided by the state and

participating local school systems on academic

achievement (standardized test scores, GPA),

special needs, and free/reduced lunch (SES).

In addition to the demographic questions and

archival data collected, the survey used multi-

ple questions and self-report type scales

described in the following paragraphs to begin

TABLE 1
Characteristics of Dimension 1 Scales Measuring Character

Scale # of Items Item Scale Range Alpha Reliabilities Validitiesb

1. Concern for others scale 9 1-5 9-45 Previous: .78-.81

Present: .68c-.85

content

2. Moral character 12 1-5 12-60 Previous: .80

Present: .56c-.77

content

3. Performance character 12 1-5 12-60 Previous: .80

Present: .60c-.80

content

4. Self-perceived character elements scale 19 1-5 19-95 Previous: n/a

Present: .90

content

5. Misconduct at school scale 4 1-5 4-20 Previous: .74-.79

Present: .73c-.75

content

6. Altruism scale 9 1-5 9-45 Previous: .80-.85

Present: .79c-.81

content

Notes: aAlpha Reliabilities refer to internal consistency of the scale (Coefficient Alpha). bValidities provide the types of

validities (content, construct, predictive-criterion-related, concurrent-criterion-related) that have been reported. cThe reli-

ability coefficients designated with “c” represent alphas that were collected specifically on the elementary samples.
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a more thorough assessment of the proximal

and distal outcomes possibly related to charac-

ter education. The scales on this survey were

selected after several pilot runs administered

during Phase 1 of the study. The scales have

been organized by the dimension they fall

under in relation to Figure 1. See Tables 1, 2, 3,

and 4 for the characteristics of all scales. 

TABLE 2
Characteristics of Dimension 2 Scales Measuring Community Engagement

Scale # of Items Item Scale Range Alpha Reliabilities Validitiesb

1. Interpersonal community enagaement 20 1-7 20-140 Previous: .93

Present: .85c-.93

content

construct

Notes: aAlpha reliabilities refer to internal consistency of the scale (coefficient alpha). bValidities provide the types of

validities (content, construct, predictive-criterion-related, concurrent-criterion-related) that have been reported. cThe reli-

ability coefficients designated with “c” represent alphas that were collected specifically on the elementary samples.

TABLE 3
Characteristics of Dimension 3 Scales Measuring School Climate

Scale # of Items Item Scale Range Alpha Reliabilities Validitiesb

1. Sense of school community (SSAI) 9 1-5 9-45 Previous: .80-.82

Present: .82

content

construct

2. Sense of school community (SSUP) 9 1-5 9-45 Previous: .80-.82

Present: .89

content

construct

3. Victimization at school 6 1-5 6-30 Previous: .75-.79

Present: .81-.83c
content

4. Liking for school 6 1-5 6-30 Previous: .81-.83

Present: .86c
content

5. Loneliness at school 8 1-5 8-40 Previous: .83-.85

Present: .83c
content

Notes: aAlpha Reliabilities refer to internal consistency of the scale (coefficient alpha). bValidities provide the types of

validities (content, construct, predictive-criterion-related, concurrent-criterion-related) that have been reported. cThe reli-

ability coefficients designated with “c” represent alphas that were collected specifically on the elementary samples.

TABLE 4
Characteristics of Dimension 6 Scales Measuring Educational Attitudes

Scale # of Items Item Scale Range Alpha Reliabilities Validitiesb

1. Student motivation 5 1-5 5-250 Previous: .94

Present: .83c-.84

content

construct

2. Academic self-esteem 4 1-5 4-200 Previous: .82-.84

Present: .70c-.73

content

3. Trust in teachers 4 1-5 4-200 Previous: .75-.84

Present: .74c-.83

content

4. Trust in principals 4 1-5 4-200 Previous: .75-.84

Present: .80c-.91

content

5. Student perceived teacher efficacy 24 1-5 24-120 Previous:

Present: .88

content

Notes: aAlpha Reliabilities refer to internal consistency of the scale (coefficient alpha). bValidities provide the types of

validities (content, construct, predictive-criterion-related, concurrent-criterion-related) that have been reported. cThe reli-

ability coefficients designated with “c” represent alphas that were collected specifically on the elementary samples.
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Measurements of Character

(Dimension 1)

Concern for others scale (CFOS). This

9-item Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree

to 5 = strongly agree) was developed by the

Developmental Studies Center to measure the

level of concern that students have for others.

Previous research utilizing this scale reports

past internal reliabilities ranging from .78 to

.81 (Battistich et al., 2004; Battistich,

Solomon, Kim, Watson, & Schaps, 1995;

Solomon, Battistich, Watson, Schaps, &

Lewis, 2000). No formal studies supporting

the construct validity of this scale have been

identified. A sample item is “People should

look after themselves and not try to solve other

people’s problems.”

Assessment of student moral and perfor-

mance character scale (MORC & PERC).

Both of these 12-item Likert-type scales (1 =

strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) were

adapted from a part of the Khmelkov and

Davidson (2006) Collective Responsibility for

Excellence and Ethnics (CREE) assessment

survey that focused on performance and moral

character development. Coefficient alpha reli-

abilities (internal consistency) for these scales

have been reported in the .80 ranges. A sample

item for the moral character scale is “I admit if

I do something wrong.” A sample item for the

performance character scale is “I think about

my school work and consider whether I need to

work harder.” 

Self-perceived character elements scale

(CHAR). This Likert-type scale was developed

for this study by combining the most widely

published/used character traits/values/virtues/

elements (e.g., honesty, respect) that are touted

throughout character education and collapsing

them down to 19 one-word items. For exam-

ple, respondents can answer as to how much

they understand the term “Diligence” on a

scale from 1 to 5; with 1 being “I do not know

what this is” to 3 being “I know what this is, I

think about it often, and practice it occasion-

ally” to 5 being “I know what this is, I think

about it often, and practice it constantly.”

These items will be studied through an educa-

tional psychology based lens that considers the

process of learning through the cognitive,

affective, and behavioral levels. At this time

no reliabilities or validity tests are available.

Please note that this scale is considered too

advanced for elementary students and there-

fore was only utilized in the middle/high

school survey.

Misconduct at school (MS). This 4-item

Likert-type scale (1 = never to 5 = 10 plus

times) was developed by the Developmental

Studies Center to measure the level of miscon-

duct that students practice in school. Research

utilizing this scale reports internal reliabilities

ranging from .74 to .79 (Battistich et al., 1995;

Battistich et al., 2004; Solomon et al., 2000).

No formal studies supporting the construct

validity of this scale have been identified. A

sample item is “Have you ever cheated on a

test?”

Altruism scale (ALTS). This 9-item Lik-

ert-type scale (1 = never to 5 = 10 plus times)

is a scale that was modified after Rushton,

Chrisjohn, and Fekken (1981) by the Develop-

mental Studies Center to measure the level of

altruism that students practice in general.

Research utilizing this scale reports internal

reliabilities ranging from .80 to .85 (Battistich

et al., 1995; Battistich et al., 2004; Solomon et

al., 2000). No formal studies supporting the

construct validity of this scale have been iden-

tified. A sample item is “Have you stood up for

someone who was being picked on?”

Measurements of Community Engagement 

(Dimension 2)

Interpersonal community engagement scale

(ICE). The ICE scale is a 20-item Likert-type

scale that was developed to provide a measure-

ment for the degree to which one is communi-

catively engaged within one’s community or

neighborhood (Corrigan & Walls, 2007). For

this study, participants were asked to consider

the neighborhood in which they live and

answer each item (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =

strongly agree). The scale was designed to
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capture the level of community communica-

tion and involvement to better gauge the con-

nection one feels to one’s neighborhood, and

to empirically measure if interpersonal com-

munity-based dynamics have a relationship to

youth behaviors and educational attitudes.

Research utilizing this scale reports internal

reliabilities ranging from .89 to .93, and some

initial support for construct validity (Corrigan,

2004). A sample item is “My relationships

with my neighbors have helped me to be a bet-

ter person.”

It is noteworth to mention that in addition to

the ICE scale, involvement in community or

school activities at the middle/high school

level was measured by several 5-point Lik-

ert-type items. The questions asked the partici-

pant to “please indicate your level of activity in

the following activities based on your involve-

ment with 1 being the least active and 5 being

the most active.” The activities included (1)

band, (2) church, (3) family, (4) school (extra-

curricular), (5) sports teams, (6) youth organi-

zations, and (7) neighborhood.

Measurements of School Climate 

(Dimension 3)

Sense of school community (SSAI & SSUP).

Both of the 9-item Likert-type subscales (1 =

strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) were

developed by the Developmental Studies Cen-

ter to measure a sense of school community.

The SSAI focuses on the autonomy and influ-

ence experienced by the student participant,

while SSUP focuses on school supportiveness.

Research utilizing this scale reports internal

reliabilities ranging from .80 to .82 (Battistich

et al., 1995). Numerous studies utilizing this

scale offer support for the construct validity of

this scale (Battistich et al., 1995; Battistich et

al., 2004; Solomon, Battistich, Kim, & Wat-

son, 1997; Solomon et al., 2000). A sample

item for SSAI is “Students help to decide what

goes on at this school.” A sample item for

SSUP is “Students at this school are willing to

go out of their way to help someone.” Please

note that these subscales were only used on the

middle/high school survey.

Victimization at school (VICS). This 6-item

Likert-type scale (1 = never to 5 = 10 plus

times) was developed by the Developmental

Studies Center to measure the level of victim-

ization students experience at school. Research

utilizing this scale reports internal reliabilities

ranging from .75 to .79 (Battistich et al., 1995;

Battistich et al., 2004; Solomon et al., 2000).

No formal studies supporting the construct

validity of this scale have been identified. A

sample item is “Did someone threaten to hurt

you but did not actually hurt you?”

Liking for school (LFS). This 6-item Lik-

ert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =

strongly agree) was developed by the Devel-

opmental Studies Center to measure how much

students like their school. Research utilizing

this scale reports internal reliabilities ranging

from .81 to .83 (Battistich et al., 1995; Battis-

tich et al., 2004; Solomon et al., 2000). No for-

mal studies supporting the construct validity of

this scale have been identified. A sample item

is “My school is a fun place to be.” Please note

that due to the length of the middle/high school

survey, this scale was used only in the elemen-

tary survey.

Loneliness at school (LSS). This 8-item Lik-

ert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =

strongly agree) was developed by Asher,

Hymel, and Renshaw (1984) to measure how

lonely students feel at their school. Research

utilizing this scale reports internal reliabilities

ranging from .83 to .85 (Battistich et al., 1995).

No formal studies supporting the construct

validity of this scale have been identified. A

sample item is “I don’t have anyone to hang

around with at school.” Please note that due to

the length of the middle/high school survey, this

scale was used only in the elementary survey.

Measurements of Educational Attitudes 

(Dimension 6)

Student motivation scale (SMS). Brophy

(1987) defined student motivation to learn as

“a student tendency to find academic activities

meaningful and worthwhile and to try to derive

the intended academic benefits from them”
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(p. 205). This study used the Richmond (1990)

Student Motivation Scale (SMS) to measure

the state of a student’s motivation to learn,

which is believed to be intrinsic. The scale

consists of five, five-step bipolar adjectives

(5-point semantic differential scale) with

reported previous alpha coefficients of .94 and

considerable evidence of construct validity

(Rubin, Palmgreen, & Sypher, 1994).

Responses were given to “immediate feelings

about school work.” Examples of the bipolar

adjectives are “motivated-unmotivated” and

“interested-uninterested.” For this study, SMS

also was used to identify the possible relation-

ship between one’s level of engagement in the

community and education-related views. 

Academic Self-Esteem (ASE). This 4-item

Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =

strongly agree) was developed by the Devel-

opmental Studies Center to measure a stu-

dent’s level of academic self-esteem. Research

utilizing this scale reports internal reliabilities

ranging from .82 to .84 (Battistich et al., 1995;

Battistich et al., 2004; Solomon, Battistich,

Watson, Schaps, & Lewis, 2000). No formal

studies supporting the construct validity of this

scale have been identified. A sample item is “I

am doing a good job in school.”

Trust in teachers (TTS) and trust in princi-

pals (TPS). The trust in teachers scale was

originally a 6-item scale that measured the

level of trust a student has in one’s teachers.

Due to requests from one of the participating

school systems, two negatively worded items

were cut from the scale. Also, with permission

from the Developmental Studies Center the

trust in teachers then was adapted to also mea-

sure trust in principals. Research utilizing the

trust in teachers scale (as a 6-item measure)

reports internal reliabilities ranging from .75 to

.84 (Battistich et al., 1995; Battistich et al.;

Solomon et al., 2000). No formal studies sup-

porting the construct validity of the trust in

teachers scale have been identified. The trust

in principals’ scale is a new adaptation of the

trust in teachers scale and will need further

research to support construct validity. Both

have been edited down to 4-item scales that

measure the level of trust a student has for

teachers or principals based upon a 5-point

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly

disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Sample items

for these two scales are “The teachers in my

classes really care about me” and “The princi-

pal in my school really cares about me.”

Student perceived teacher efficacy scale

(SPTES). The SPTES is based on Milson’s

(2003) Character Education Efficacy Belief

Instrument (CEEBI). SPTES consists of 24

statements on a 5-point Likert-type scale

adapted to measure a student’s perception of

their teachers’ ability to teach and develop

character, rather than teacher’s view of them-

selves. The original instrument has two scales:

12 items measuring personal teacher efficacy

(PTE) and 12 items measuring general teacher

efficacy (GTE). The CEEBI scales of PTE

demonstrate alpha scores of .80 and GTE

scales demonstrate alpha scores of .66. Bivari-

ate correlations between the scales have been

significant and strong at .69. For the first test

of the new scale all of the 24 items were rewrit-

ten to fit the student perceived view and will be

considered in future efforts to factor analyze a

more succinct measure. A sample item is “My

teachers know how to use strategies that might

lead to positive changes in students’ charac-

ter.” (Please note that Dimensions 4 and 5 are

more related to data collected through or on

teachers and administrators and will be dis-

cussed further in future reports related to the

adult participants in the study.)

Analyses

The first part of the analyses focuses on

assessing the reliabilities of the scales utilized

for this study. The second part examines the

similarities and/or possible significant differ-

ences between the students’ self-reported sur-

vey data from the control and experimental

schools; as well as data provided by the state

and local school systems on academic

achievement, special needs, and free/reduced

lunch. Therefore, MANOVA will be con-

ducted. Please note that given the age differ-
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ence between the elementary sample and

middle/high school sample, a slightly differ-

ent survey was administered to collect the

data related to the six dimensions. Thus, for

the pretest assessment, the elementary and

middle/high school students will be analyzed

separately. Lastly, to begin considering the

possible relationships between character, aca-

demic achievement, and educational-related

variables, post hoc correlational analyses will

be conducted. The initial baseline post hoc

analyses also will be performed separately on

the middle/high school sample and the ele-

mentary sample. Such an approach will allow

us to go beyond examining differences

between the control and experimental groups,

and help to further (or more specifically)

assess the relationships between proposed

variables and the baseline homogeneity of the

like age groups.

RESULTS

Reliability (coefficient alpha) was computed

for all of the scales discussed in the Method

section. Past and present reliabilities (as well

as validity support) for each scale can be found

in Tables 1-4. Most scales showed adequate

alpha coefficient reliability (.70 to .93) for the

baseline measurements. However, a few of the

scales utilized at the elementary level per-

formed less reliably in comparison to the mid-

dle/high school data. Such results might

suggest that a couple of the scales utilized were

not age-level appropriate to the elementary set-

ting. Therefore, special attention to the ele-

mentary results should be directed toward

specific scale reliabilities of the variables mea-

sured and compared.

Research Question 1 (RQ1) examined if

there were significant differences between the

control and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to the students’

self-perceived character (Dimension 1). To

examine overall findings and to control for

Type 1 error, a one-way MANOVA was com-

puted. According to Wilks’ Lambda, control

and experimental groups at the middle/high

school level did not differ significantly [F(6,

328) = 1.48, p = .184], but the elementary

schools did differ significantly [F(5, 81 ) =

2.639, p = .03]. See Table 5 for a comparison

of mean scores and significant differences

identified for Dimension 1.

Research Question 2 (RQ2) examined if

there were significant differences between the

control and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to the students’

self-perceived community engagement

(Dimension 2). To examine overall findings

and to control for Type 1 error, a one-way

MANOVA was computed. According to

Wilks’ Lambda, control and experimental

groups at the middle/high school level did not

differ significantly [F(5, 349 ) = .448, p =

.815]. At the elementary level only one vari-

able was used to assess community engage-

ment, therefore no MANOVA was conducted.

See Table 6 for a comparison of mean scores

for Dimension 2.

Research Question 3 (RQ3) examined if

there were significant differences between the

control and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to the students’

self-reported perceptions of school climate

(Dimension 3). To examine overall findings

and to control for Type 1 error, a one-way

MANOVA was computed. According to

Wilks’ Lambda, control and experimental

groups at the middle/high school level did not

differ significantly [F(3, 351) = .767, p =

.513], but the elementary schools did differ

significantly [F(3, 89) = 5.839, p = .001]. See

Table 7 for a comparison of mean scores and

significant differences identified for Dimen-

sion 3.

Research Question 4 (RQ4) examined if

there were significant differences between the

control and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to the students’

self-reported educational attitudes (Dimension

6). To examine overall findings and to control

for Type 1 error, a one-way MANOVA was

computed. According to Wilks’ Lambda con-

trol and experimental groups at the middle/
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high school level did differ significantly [F(5,

347) = 8.537, p = .001] and the elementary

schools differed significantly [F(4, 90) =

6.027, p = .001] as well. See Table 8 for a com-

parison of mean scores and significant differ-

ences identified for Dimension 6.

TABLE 5
Control and Experimental School Means in Regard to Character (Dimension 1)

Scale/Variable

Middle/High School Scores Elementary School Scores

Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c
Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c

1. Concern for others scale 29.95

29.51

6.24

6.52

−.45 28.71

31.25

6.71

5.00

2.54

2. Moral character 41.58

41.35

6.37

6.82

−.22 51.19

50.69

6.27

5.20

−.50

3. Performance character 41.07

40.58

6.63

7.04

−.49 47.47

49.03

7.87

5.68

1.56

4. Self-perceived character elements 65.76

67.03

13.33

12.20

1.27 — — —

5. Misconduct at school scale 8.25

7.97

3.56

3.16

−.43 5.17

6.03

2.40

1.73

.859

6. Altruism 25.98

24.51

6.91

7.38

−1.47* 23.40

27.33

7.30

7.42

3.94*

Notes: aFor each scale, the experimental (exp) mean is listed on the top of the control (con) mean. bFor each scale, the

experimental (exp) standard deviation is listed on the top of the control (con) standard deviation. cMean diff, refers to the

mean differences that reflect the number obtained when the mean of the experimental sample is subtracted from the mean

of the control sample. An “—” represents that data was not obtained for the scale on the designated age group.

*p < .05. **p < .01.

TABLE 6
Control and Experimental School Means in Regard to Community Engagement (Dimension 2)

Scale/Variable

Middle/High School Scores Elementary School Scores

Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c
Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c

1.0Interpersonal community 

engagement

70.73

69.05

15.82

13.58

−1.67 83.08

83.67

14.24

12.39

.585

2. Student-perceived parent’s level of 

activity in schoold
3.27

3.30

1.19

1.20

−1.027 — — —

3. Student’s level of activity in 

neighborhoodd
2.95

2.99

1.28

1.26

−1.042 — —

4. Students’ level of activity in 

churchd
3.05

3.23

1.48

1.42

−1.182 — — —

5. Students’s level of activity in 

volunteeringd
2.87

2.91

1.23

1.29

−1.032 — — —

Notes: aFor each scale, the experimental (exp) mean is listed on the top of the control (con) mean. bFor each scale, the

experimental (exp) standard deviation is listed on the top of the control (con) standard deviation. cMean diff, refers to the

mean differences that reflect the number obtained when the mean of the experimental sample is subtracted from the mean

of the control sample. dThese variables were measured with only one item, not a validated scale. A “—” represents that

data was not obtained for the scale on the designated age group.

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Research Question 5 (RQ5) examined if

there were significant differences between the

control and experimental groups (of participat-

ing students) in relation to academic achieve-

ment. To examine overall findings and to

control for Type 1 error, a one-way Multivari-

ate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was

computed. According to Wilks’ Lambda, con-

trol and experimental groups at the middle/

high school level did differ significantly [F(2,

TABLE 7
Control and Experimental School Means in Regard to School Climate (Dimension 3)

Scale/Variable

Middle/High School Scores Elementary School Scores

Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c
Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c

1. Sense of school climate (SSAI) 

autonomy and influence

24.52

23.46

6.00

7.17

−1.05 — — —

2. Sense of school climate (SSUP) 

supportiveness

28.31

28.36

6.21

6.20

−1.05 — — —

3. Victimization in school 13.31

13.24

5.08

5.75

1−.07 10.77

14.48

5.19

6.21

3.71**

4. Loneliness at school — — — 11.23

11.00

5.55

5.42

−.231

5. Liking for school — — — 21.94

28.36

7.31

6.20

4.25**

Notes: aFor each scale, the experimental (exp) mean is listed on the top of the control (con) mean. bFor each scale, the

experimental (exp) standard deviation is listed on the top of the control (con) standard deviation. cMean diff, refers to the

mean differences that reflect the number obtained when the mean of the experimental sample is subtracted from the mean

of the control sample. A “—” represents that data was not obtained for the scale on the designated age group.

*p < .05. **p < .01.

TABLE 8
Control and Experimental School Means in Regard to Educational Attitudes (Dimension 6)

Scale/Variable

Middle/High School Scores Elementary School Scores

Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c
Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c

1. Student motivation 16.09

15.26

4.68

4.42

−.831 16.03

20.03

5.73

4.26

4.000

2. Academic self-esteem 16.23

16.36

3.12

2.90

.136 15.48

15.50

1.24

1.52

0.023

3. Trust in teachers 13.49

14.07

3.74

3.27

.588 18.09

18.32

3.25

2.07

0.230

4. Trust in principals 13.14

15.20

4.48

3.74

2.06 16.28

19.23

4.26

1.43

2.950

5. Student-perceived teacher efficacy 76.01

74.19

10.91

11.83

−1.820 — — —

Notes: aFor each scale, the experimental (exp) mean is listed on the top of the control (con) mean. bFor each scale, the

experimental (exp) standard deviation is listed on the top of the control (con) standard deviation. cMean diff, refers to the

mean differences that reflect the number obtained when the mean of the experimental sample is subtracted from the mean

of the control sample. A “—” represents that data was not obtained for the scale on the designated age group.

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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286) = 3.969, p = .02], but the elementary

schools did not differ significantly [F(2, 97) =

1.235, p = .295]. See Table 9 for a comparison

of mean scores and significant differences

identified for academic achievement.

As part of a post hoc analysis effort to go

beyond accounting for baseline measurements

and to begin exploring how the components of

the dimensional model work together and

relate to academic achievement, Research

Question 6 (RQ6) examined the relationships

shared between the dimensions and academic

achievement. These correlations were per-

formed separately on the elementary and mid-

dle/high school samples in regard to each of

the six dimensions and how they relate to aca-

demic achievement. Pearson correlations iden-

tified numerous significant relationships

between academic achievement scores and the

measurements or scales used to assess all of

the proposed dimensions. Basically, the results

from the correlational analyses offer support to

the hypothesis that a multidimensional model

of character education relates positively to aca-

demic achievement. Therefore, the post hoc

analyses provide support for the belief that

when a student’s self-reported levels of char-

acter, community engagement, educational

attitudes, as well as views of school climate

increase, theoretically, so will that student’s

academic achievement. See Tables 10A

through 13B for the complete listings of the

Pearson correlations and p values.

DISCUSSION

The results of the pretest assessment highlight

that at the beginning of this grant’s character

education intervention, for the most part (on

the data provided by the participating state

department of education) the control and

experimental schools seem quite similar. Yet

when we move deeper into a multi-dimen-

sional analysis that encompasses more than the

typical archival behavior and attendance

reports, or test data readily available, we begin

to see that not all students feel the same way

about one’s school. Such feelings, if signifi-

cantly different, can provide extra challenges

when trying to improve schools through char-

acter education. Often assessment of schools

strictly relies upon academic scores, behav-

ioral reports, attendance, and other archival

data collected county or statewide. 

However, such a strong reliance on school

reports or archival data can be misleading.

Grade point averages are often inflated (Woo-

druff & Ziomek, 2003). State based standard-

ized test scores often only provide a snap shot

of a classroom or school’s mental acuity and

rarely ever track the progress or improvement

made by individual students from year to

TABLE 9
Control and Experimental School Means in Regard to Academic Achievement (Dependent Variables)

Scale/Variable

Middle/High School Scores Elementary School Scores

Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c
Exp M/

Con M a

Exp SD/

Con SDb

Mean

Diff c

1. Total standardized test score 2759

2744

112.90

141.23

−15.66 1246

1242

098.35

114.51

−3.91

2. Overall GPA 3.05

2.75

000.67

000.88

−.302 3.35

3.55

000.68

000.47

−3.20

Notes: aFor each scale, the experimental (exp) mean is listed on the top of the control (con) mean. bFor each scale, the

experimental (exp) standard deviation is listed on the top of the control (con) standard deviation. cMean diff, refers to the

mean differences that reflect the number obtained when the mean of the experimental sample is subtracted from the mean

of the control sample. A “—” represents that data was not obtained for the scale on the designated age group.

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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year. If lack of attendance is assumed to rep-

resent a lack of character, a student who is at

home with a life threatening medical issue

might be labeled incorrectly low in character.

And the unfortunate part of behavioral reports

is that many principals in the worse schools

tend to not fill out the reports as readily as

those principals who have schools that shine

with excellence. Therefore, when beginning

research into the efficacy of a movement such

as character education, we believe that is

important to assess the opinions of all of the

participants involved in order to more thor-

oughly quantitatively assess the bigger picture

of the statistics that exists. Theoretically, the

six dimensions proposed hold great promise

for improving education and research would

suggest that deficiencies in such areas might

impact one’s efforts to improve a learning

environment.

TABLE 10A
Pearson Correlations Between Middle/High School Students

Academic Achievement and Self-reported Character (Dimension 1)

1 2 3  4  5  6  7  8

1. STS — .51** .20** .16** .21** .28** −.05** .04**

2. GPA — — .24** .21** .25** .19** −.25** .05**

3. CFOS — — — .32** .30** .28** −.25** .26**

4. MCHAR — — — — .67** .41** −.48** .27**

5. PCHAR — — — — — .51** −.45** .26**

6. ECHAR — — — — — — −.15** .31**

7. MIS — — — — — — — .11**

8. ALT — — — — — — — —

Note: Dashes were used to avoid repeating the correlation twice on the table or to indicate that the correlation of an item

with itself was not reported. Scales were abbreviated with the following acronyms: 1. STS = standardized test score; 2.

GPA = grade point average; 3. CFOS = concern for others; 4. MCHAR = moral character; 5. PCHAR = performance char-

acter; 6. ECHAR = character elements; 7. MIS = misconduct in school; 8. ALT = altruism. Furthermore, anything that was

at the .01 level was designated .05.

*p < .05. **p < .001.

TABLE 10B
Pearson Correlations Between Middle/High School Students

Academic Achievement and Self-reported Character (Dimension 1)

1 2 3  4  5  6  7

1. STS — .59** .07 −.03** .20** −.26** −.09*
2. GPA — — .07 −.15** .22** −.19** −.08*
3. CFOS — — — −.29** .24** −.09** −.23*
4. MCHAR — — — — .57** −.40** −.26*
5. PCHAR — — — — — −.26** −.24*
6. ECHAR — — — — — — −.03*
7. MIS — — — — — — —

Note: Dashes were used to avoid repeating the correlation twice on the table or to indicate that the correlation of an item

with itself was not reported. Scales were abbreviated with the following acronyms: 1. STS = standardized test score; 2.

GPA = grade point average; 3. CFOS = concern for others; 4. MCHAR = moral character; 5. PCHAR = performance char-

acter; 6. ECHAR = character elements; 7. MIS = misconduct in school. Furthermore, anything that was at the .01 level was

designated .05.

*p < .05. **p < .001.

Downloaded from http://ftp.nowpublishers.com/jced/article-pdf/5/2/103/11620296/ce-12-2007-0001en.pdf by guest on 28 June 2026



124 Journal of Research in Character Education Vol. 5, No. 2, 2007

TABLE 11A
Pearson Correlations Between Middle/High School Students

Academic Achievement and Self-reported Community Engagement (Dimension 2)

1 2 3  4  5  6  7

1. STS  — .51**  −.06  −.06**  −.11**  −.09**  −.11**
2. GPA  — — −.09 −.21** −.16** −.18** −.13**
3. ICE  — —  — −.30** −.58** −.28** −.31**
4. PACTN — —  —  — −.44** −.28** −.38**
5. NBHD  — —  —  —  — −.33** −.47**
6. CHURCH — —  —  —  —  — −.43**
7. VOL  — —  —  —  —  —  —

Notes: Dashes were used to avoid repeating the correlation twice on the table or to indicate that the correlation of an item

with itself was not reported. Scales were abbreviated with the following acronyms: 1. STS = standardized test score; 2.

GPA = grade point average; 3. ICE = interpersonal community engagement. Activities were abbreviated as follows: 4.

PACTN = parents’ level of activity in school (one-item question); 5. NBHD = students’ level of activity in neighborhood

(one-item question); 6. CHURCH = students’ level of activity in church (one item question); 7. VOL = students’ level of

activity in community volunteering (one-item question). Furthermore, anything that was at the .01 level was designated

.05.

 *p < .05. **p < .001.

TABLE 11B
Pearson Correlations Between Elementary Students

Academic Achievement and Self-reported Community Engagement (Dimension 2)

 1 2  3

1. STS — .59**  .03

2. GPA — —  .06

3. ICE — — —

Notes: Dashes were used to avoid repeating the correlation twice on the table or to indicate that the correlation of an item

with itself was not reported. Scales were abbreviated with the following acronyms: 1. STS = standardized test score; 2.

GPA = grade point average; 3. ICE = interpersonal community engagement. Furthermore, anything that was at the .01 level

was designated .05.

*p < .05. **p < .001.

TABLE 12A
Pearson Correlations Between Middle/High School Academic Achievement and School Climate (Dimension 3)

 1 2  3  4 5

1. STS — .51**  .13* −.16** −.03**
2. GPA — — .08* −.22** −.12**
3. SSUP — — — −.17** −.41**
4. VICS — — — — −.10 **
5. SSAI — — — — —

Notes: Dashes were used to avoid repeating the correlation twice on the table or to indicate that the correlation of an item

with itself was not reported. Scales were abbreviated with the following acronyms: 1. STS = standardized test score; 2.

GPA = grade point average; 3. SSAI = Sense of school climate in autonomy and influence; 4. VICS = victimization in

school; 5. SSUP = sense of school climate in supportiveness. Furthermore, anything that was at the .01 level was desig-

nated .05.

*p < .05. **p < .001.
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TABLE 12B
Pearson Correlations Between Elementary School Academic Achievement and School Climate (Dimension 3) 

 1 2  3  4 5

1. STS — .59**  .36** −.15** −.29**
2. GPA — — .17* −.29** −.30**
3. LFS — — — −.07** −.34**
4. VICS — —  — — −.33 **
5. LSS — — — — —

Notes: Dashes were used to avoid repeating the correlation twice on the table or to indicate that the correlation of an item

with itself was not reported. Scales were abbreviated with the following acronyms: 1. STS = standardized test score; 2.

GPA = grade point average; 3. LFS = liking for school; 4. VICS = victimization in school; 5. LSS = loneliness at school.

Furthermore, anything that was at the .01 level was designated .05.

*p < .05. **p < .001.

TABLE 13A
Pearson Correlations Between Middle/High School Students

Academic Achievement and Educational Attitudes (Dimension 6)

 1 2  3  4  5  6 7 

1. STS — .51** .11 .23** .04** .01** .10**

2. GPA — — .16** .41** .04** .05** .08**

3. SMS — — — .24** .29** .25** .34**

4. ASSE — — — .44** .38** .30**

5. TTS — — — — — .60** .56**

6. TPS — — — — — .43**

7. TEFF — — — — — — —

Notes: Dashes were used to avoid repeating the correlation twice on the table or to indicate that the correlation of an item

with itself was not reported. Scales were abbreviated with the following acronyms: 1. STS = standardized test score; 2.

GPA = grade point average; 3. SMS = student motivation; 4. ASSE = academic self-esteem; 5. TTS = trust in teachers; 6.

TPS = trust in principles; 7. TEFF = student perceived teacher efficacy. Furthermore, anything that was at the .01 level was

designated .05.

*p < .05. **p < .001.

TABLE 13B
Pearson Correlations Between Elementary Students

Academic Achievement and Educational Attitudes (Dimension 6)

 1 2  3  4  5  6

1. STS  — .59**  .34**  .20*  .19** .18**

2. GPA  — —  .31** .18*  .15** .17**

3. SMS  — —  —  .16*  .05** .23**

4. ASSE — —  —  —  .33** .19**

5. TTS  — —  —  —  — .53**

6. TPS — —  —  —  — —

Notes: Dashes were used to avoid repeating the correlation twice on the table or to indicate that the correlation of an item

with itself was not reported. Scales were abbreviated with the following acronyms: 1. STS = standardized test score; 2.

GPA = grade point average; 3. SMS = student motivation; 4. ASSE = academic self-esteem; 5. TTS = trust in teachers; 6.

TPS = trust in principles. Furthermore, anything that was at the .01 level was designated .05.

*p < .05. **p < .001.
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For instance, some significant differences

that should catch one’s attention are that the

students at the control schools (at both the ele-

mentary and middle/high school level) seem to

trust their principals more than the students at

the experimental schools. Also, at the elemen-

tary level control school students (in compari-

son to the experimental school students)

appear to like their school better, feel more

motivated to learn, and yet feel more victim-

ized at school. Overall, the pretest data col-

lected from student participants on the six

dimensions should provide an organized, thor-

ough assessment of the preexisting conditions

relevant to this research, as well as an interest-

ing reflection to the same data collected from

parents and school staff. 

However, future assessment of the inter-

vention will seek to utilize these data as a

benchmark and more deeply explore how such

an intervention possibly influences academic

achievement, attendance, and behavior issues;

as well as change of attitudes within the

school’s children, educators, and parents. One

of the goals of the grant is to work toward

determining hierarchical linear models sup-

ported by quantitative evidence. In other

words, it is our intention to try to use the pro-

posed dimensional model (Figure 1) to serve

as a rough hypothesized draft of a possible

logic model. The possible impact of the inter-

vention as well as the interaction between the

proposed components of the dimensional

model should provide more detailed quantita-

tive evidence of how the variables potentially

relate together and provide a role within a

complex system associated with a character

education process model. Thus the post hoc

analyses provided a sneak peek into the win-

dow of what might materialize.

Post hoc correlational analysis provides

reliable evidence that character, as well as

school climate and educational attitudes, are

significantly and positively related to aca-

demic achievement. A positive relationship

suggests that when one variable goes up or

down, the related variable goes up or down

accordingly. Therefore, we gather from this

sample and study that when one’s character is

more positively self-perceived, one’s aca-

demic achievement shows higher levels of suc-

cess. The variables most significantly and

positively related to standardized test scores

were student motivation to learn, liking for

school, and character elements. The question

to be answered from future research on this

grant, however, is whether or not the interven-

tion employing a character education model

(process) can increase levels of perceived

character, school climate, community engage-

ment, and educational attitudes, and if such

increases do lead to increasing academic

achievement.

The pretest data also highlight that there are

a few limitations that should be addressed.

First, Tables 1 through 4 show that some of the

scales did not reach a high enough reliability at

the elementary level. Efforts to monitor such

reliabilities or change/replace scales accord-

ingly should be put forth. Tables 1 through 4

also illustrate that very few of the scales uti-

lized within this study (and also within charac-

ter education in general) have gone through a

formal construct validation effort. This we feel

is paramount to truly supporting findings at the

end of the study. Therefore, major efforts to

perform construct and criterion related valida-

tion studies on scales related to each dimen-

sion are mandatory. Also, the elementary

samples will provide a few challenges when it

comes to statistical power and cell sizes, given

the smaller populations associated with rural

elementary schools and differing class sizes in

the control and experimental samples. 

Research states that schools that are outper-

forming the norm in relation to meeting No

Child Left Behind tend to follow three prac-

tices: (a) they require more hours of class time

than typical public schools (e.g., time on task),

(b) they strongly support teachers in an effort

to enthusiastically treat instruction and lesson

planning more like a science rather than an art,

and (c) they make a conscious effort to guide

behavior, and even values, of their students by

teaching what they call character (Tough,

2006). With character education, the hope lies
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in creating students who are responsible, dili-

gent, and more motivated to learn the essential

skills for meeting No Child Left Behind

demands as well as for becoming contributing

members of society. A more Skinnerian-based

view might propose that we could simply

increase motivation through positive rein-

forcement for learning to take place at a greater

rate and deeper level. Theoretically, children

are more motivated to perform to their highest

ability when they are inspired and feel a need

to make one’s mentors proud. Theoretically,

children can accomplish such goals more often

in learning environments that offer a support-

ive, safe, caring, and constructive avenue to

academic success. If current efforts to increase

proficiency rates across all children are falling

short of expectations, is it possible for schools

practicing integrated character education mod-

els to increase academic performance through

enhancing a positive learning environment and

increasing motivation to succeed? Future

research into the efficacy of character educa-

tion should closely examine this possibility, as

well as the methods employed to measure such

multidimensional educational goals.
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