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ABSTRACT 

 

Educational leaders, families, and politicians debate the methods for teaching, the 

materials taught, and the content learned (Benninga, Berkowitz, Kuehn, & Smith, 2006; Kohn, 

1997).  These stakeholders all agree, however, that a major goal for education is to produce 

learned, productive members of society (DeRoche & Williams, 2001).  The goal of this research 

is to develop a framework that provides schools and division-level leaders with essential 

elements to resolve character education issues and to provide the means for implementing and 

evaluating those programs.  

I used the Delphi research method to collect information from notable researchers and 

practitioners in the educational world (Keeney, McKenna, & Hasson, 2010).  Many of the 

panelists were selected because their previous research on character education formed a large 

part of my literature review in Chapter 2.  The practitioners are current superintendents, 

principals, or program directors in representative school systems.  The study itself consisted of 

three rounds of questionnaires; the first round consisted of three open-ended questions that then 

elicited responses on which the other two rounds were based.  

The panelists indicated that clearly defined goals and values, stakeholder buy-in, and 

inclusion of social/emotional issues were the essential elements needed for an effective character 

education program.  Shared responsibilities by stakeholders and student-driven debates were 

seen as the keys to implementing said program.  Finally, the panelists concurred that attendance 

and discipline data and surveys were the best tools/methods for evaluating character education 

programs.
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GENERAL AUDIENCE ABSTRACT 

 

Educational leaders, families, and politicians all agree that a major goal for education is 

to produce learned, productive members of society (DeRoche & Williams, 2001).  The goal of 

this study is to develop a framework that provides schools and division-level leaders with the 

essential elements needed to resolve character education issues and to provide the means for 

implementing and evaluating those programs.  In my dissertation, I explored the links between 

developmental theory and effective program characteristics.  

I used the Delphi method for research to collect information from notable researchers and 

practitioners in the educational world (Keeney, McKenna, & Hasson, 2010). A Delphi study is a 

multi-round survey of experts who try to come to consensus on a particular subject. The panelists 

were selected because of their previous research on character education and/or their positions as 

superintendents, principals, and program directors. The study consisted of three rounds of 

questionnaires. The first round included three open-ended questions and the second and third 

rounds used responses from the first round.  

The results indicated that panelists believed that the essential elements needed for 

developing an effective character education program included clearly defined goals and values, 

stakeholder buy-in, and the addressing of social/emotional issues.  Keys to implementing an 

effective program included shared responsibilities by stakeholders and student-driven debates.  

Finally, when evaluating the program, the panelists concurred that data on attendance, cheating, 

and student discipline, as well as exit surveys for students and teachers, were the best tools to 

determine success. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION  

Identifying the Problem 

In 1985, I entered the United States Naval Academy and immediately encountered the 

honor code that would become one of the most powerful forces in my life.  Life in Annapolis 

introduced me to the belief that respect and integrity came from the ideal that all of us were 

working for a common goal, best achieved by a shared set of values.  Further, by living this code, 

each of us could trust the next, knowing that knowledge and success came honestly and with 

hard work.  After I left the Academy and eventually entered the teaching world, I saw how often 

people spoke about honor, but did not prioritize educating others in it, nor hold others to the 

higher standard.  Starting with my own experiences with academic integrity, I began to explore 

character education as a whole, learning about theoretical front-runners such as researcher-

educator Thomas Likona. 

Character education is not just a personal crusade for me. News is rife with integrity 

issues and dishonest behaviors.  Where did the Enron fiasco begin?  Who takes the blame for 

cheating scandals at West Point, Colorado Springs, and Annapolis?  What responsibility does the 

community have for creating, teaching, and ultimately enforcing values?  Do our school systems 

mirror our societal values or strive for more (Cunningham, 2007)?  These are the core issues for 

character education in America.  In order to address these issues, one must have a clear 

understanding of the problems, what programs are available to resolve these issues and then how 

best to implement and evaluate those strategies.  

No set of universal definitions exists in the field of character education.  While presidents 

have demanded a return to it (Clinton, 1996; Obama, 2012) and state school boards have created 

policies to regulate it (VDOE, 2012), the actual creation and implementation of programs 
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designed to promote integrity, respect, and community are most often left to individual schools 

(DeRoche &Williams, 2001).  Many programs were created in order to facilitate the 

implementation of character education.  State governments, like those of Washington and 

California, sponsor specific programs, while private spending on public education creates other 

programs (DeRoche & Williams, 2001).  Such “venture philanthropy” programs, (e.g., 

endowments of Kaplan, Pearson, or Gates) allow schools to adopt or modify to fit their needs 

(Scott, 2009).  

A major obstacle to developing strong character education curricula in United States 

schools is defining exactly what character education is and how to implement it.  From a macro-

educational viewpoint, teaching character education includes anything outside of academics that 

might foster social values (Bebeau, Rest, & Navaraez, 1999; Kohn, 1997).  Researchers and 

practitioners in the field identify respect, integrity, and civic responsibility as key ideals 

(Cunningham, 2007; McCabe & Trevino, 1993).  The different programs that approach these 

norms and values often vary as to their definitions.  While honor and integrity are commonly 

understood ideas, a concept like civil responsibility, defined in this paper as a student’s 

understanding of what is expected by the community in order for the group to function well and 

succeed as a whole, can have a variety of meanings (DeRoche & Williams, 2001; Hardy & 

Carlo, 2011; Tirri, 1999).  

As a response to the need to prevent violence, bullying, and other, more minor crimes, 

character education programs were designed specifically for high school students.  Such 

programs promote scholarship, respect, and citizenship (Fenwick, personal communications, 

January 30, 2015).  Why is this important? From 2005 to 2007, the Center for Disease Control 

and Prevention reported that nearly 40% of all public schools had at least one violent incident 
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while 27% reported significant gang activity.  School administrators reported crimes including 

rape, assault, and robbery at a rate of 29 per 1,000 students, while 22% of students participated in 

an illegal drug transaction on school property (Stedje, 2010).  Added to these statistics were 

alarming truancy rates, increased bullying, and decreasing standardized scores (USDOE, 2007).  

Educational leaders needed to find a workable solution to stem this tide.  In addition, statistics in 

student cheating rose from 67% to 86% from 1963 to 1993 (McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 

2001).  More recently, the Josephson Institute’s 2010 survey found that nearly 96% of students 

cheated at some point in the classroom (Jarc, 2011).  

Background 

Character education, as its own area of research, came about because of several early 

studies in the 1960’s.  Spurred on by adolescent development research by Kohlberg and Erikson 

in the 1950’s, educators examined causes for dishonesty and violence in schools.  One of the 

most significant studies on cheating in American universities came from McCabe (1993).  His 

findings, as well as the ever-increasing pressure to get into college, led to additional research 

focused on character development at the secondary school level (Lathrop & Foss, 2005).  

The 1980’s saw an increase in nationally developed character education programs like 

The Character Education Partnership (Likona, 1996).  By the late 1990’s states were legislating 

the addition of character education programs into curriculum, generally with the purpose of 

teaching respect, honesty, and civic responsibility (DeRoche & Williams, 2001).  In addition to 

Likona’s Character Partnership, other programs came into national use (Cunningham, 2007; 

DeRoche & Williams, 2001).  Now, in the early part of the 21stcentury, states and local districts 

can choose from multiple programs.  
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Purpose of Study 

Kohlberg and Erikson explored the adolescent mind and its need to function in a 

community (Erikson, 1993; Kohlberg, 1981).  Character education programs were developed and 

implemented based on these behavioral studies, often without clear linkage to resolving specific 

problems (Benninga, 2006; Kohn, 1997).  The purpose of my study is to learn from what 

practitioners and theorists understand about what works in character education and then to 

provide a framework for division superintendents or local principals as they examine their 

practices for character education.  In this dissertation, I explore the links between developmental 

theory and effective program characteristics.  This may provide education leaders with a guide 

for examining essential elements, implementation, and evaluation of the most appropriate 

programs for their situations.  

Gap in Related Literature 

There are many studies concerning the causes for student cheating (Cunningham, 2007; 

McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Serra, 2001); however, few have examined the elements of specific 

programs in promoting integrity, respect, and community.  Therefore, very little independent 

data support one program over another.  Most of the data available is anecdotal or error-filled 

due to issues of causation and privacy-related access (Kohn, 1997).  Most available information 

comes from the organizations themselves, with the resultant reliability concerns (Jarc, 2011; 

Likona, 2009).  I used this study to determine what educators believe is needed in strong 

character education programs and how to evaluate their success.  I hope it provides useful 

indicators and components for successful programs.  
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Method 

For my research into the elements, strategic implementation, and assessment of character 

education programs, I conducted a Delphi study.  This Delphi study was a multi-staged survey of 

researchers and practitioners; all considered experts in the field of character education, which 

culminates in consensus on the aforementioned topic (Keeney, et al., 2010).  I chose this method 

because I felt that it provided the best vehicle for starting with an open-ended topic like character 

education and has the best potential for resulting in some specific, classroom-tested strategies.  

Franklin and Hart describe the Delphi as “uniquely suited to studying topics with little historical 

evidence” (2006, p. 238).  The historical “newness” of the programs lends itself to this type of 

research. 

Research Questions 

The guiding principle for my research questions is what makes a character education 

program successful.  However, to answer this best, the question must be broken into smaller 

components.  

1. What elements are essential for a character education program? 

2. What are the best methods for implementing a character education program? 

3. How does one evaluate a character education program? 

Definition of Terms 

I have defined the following terms for clarity throughout the dissertation.  Many 

programs and character education literature have similar terms with nuanced differences in word 

choice or detail (Lathrop & Foss, 2005; Likona, 1996). 
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Civic Responsibility- A student’s understanding of community expectations in order for 

the group to function well and succeed as a whole. 

Honesty- An aspect of moral character, requiring one to be truthful, trustworthy, fair, and 

transparent.  

Integrity- The act of seeking and telling the truth in all situations, while holding others to 

a similar standard. 

Mandated- Required by law, regulation, policy or convention. 

Morals- The intentions, decisions, and actions of an individual derived from a specific 

sense of good and bad. 

Values- The philosophy or guiding principle used to determine morals. Generally 

considered subjective based on race, culture, or religion.  

Venture Philanthropy- Private sector investment in character education and other 

educational programs.  This usually implies some form of control over the programs or curricula. 

Limitations and Delimitations 

The major limitation of this study is lack of supportive data available to generate a 

quantitative relationship between components and effectiveness.  The other significant limitation 

is the research method itself.  Delphi studies have inherent issues of conformity or “group-think” 

(Franklin & Hart, 2006; Keeney, McKenna, & Hasson, 2010), limited time available for 

completing surveys, and cost for mailings and communication.  Proper recruitment of subjects 

for the survey can also be a limitation (Hung, Altschuld, & Lee, 2008).  

The self-imposed limitations, or delimitations, of this research center on my scope of 

study.  I chose to survey representatives from public high schools in the United States. I 

eliminated private schools for the same reason I excluded universities from my study.  Both 
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institutions have the advantage of removing students who do not comply with established norms 

associated with honor and personal respect (Bloomfield, 2006) while public schools are 

mandated to keep all children (Alexander & Alexander, 2011).  In addition, I focused on public 

schools since they educate the vast majority of U.S. students.  Another delimitation was the 

methodology itself since a Delphi study uses a smaller and more specific sampling than regular 

survey research.  

Summary 

At its core, education requires judgements. Educational leaders, families, and politicians 

debate the methods for teaching, the materials taught, and the content learned (Benninga, 

Berkowitz, Kuehn, & Smith, 2006; Kohn, 1997).  All of these stakeholders will agree, however, 

that a major goal for education is to produce learned, productive members of society (DeRoche 

& Williams, 2001).  In order to meet this objective, national and local organizations have 

devoted time and resources to accomplish this goal (Likona, 1996; Stedje, 2010).  The ultimate 

goal of this paper is to provide a framework that correlates school concerns with the 

corresponding program characteristics to resolve such issues and the means for implementing 

and evaluating those programs.  After more than 20 years of teaching and coaching high school 

students, as well as raising three children of my own, I am still trying to resolve the honor 

dilemma. If this dissertation can help in any small way, I will consider myself fulfilled.  

Chapter 1 introduces the problem and provides the historical background and a brief 

description of the literature, including gaps in research.  It also includes my rationale for the use 

of the Delphi technique for the study and definitions of important terms.  Chapter 2 is a more in-

depth examination of literature pertaining to character education.  This chapter also contains the 

theoretical framework for the study as well as a review of significant national programs.  Chapter 
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3 focuses on the research methodology itself, including recruitment and a description of the 

Delphi rounds.  Chapter 4 provides a detailed explanation for each round of the Delphi.  The 

questions and analysis for responses are tabulated and explained.  Finally, my conclusions and 

suggestions for further studies are in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Character education has been a part of school curriculum for many generations (DeRoche 

& Williams, 2001; McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Ravitch, 2010).  Despite the efforts of educators 

and administrators to prevent cheating, violence, and low academic performance, these issues 

persist (Lathrop & Foss, 2005; Serra, 2001).  The purpose of this dissertation is to determine the 

essential elements, implementation, and ways to evaluate effective character education programs.  

This chapter examines the relevant literature and rationale for effective character 

education in public schools, related national, state and federal policy, and the theoretical 

foundations of public school character education.  It focuses on some noted character education 

programs according the US Department of Education survey of states: The Character Education 

Partnership developed by Likona, the Josephson Institute’s Character Counts, Positive 

Behavioral Intervention and Supports (PBIS), and Unified Systems along with a general view of 

honor codes in schools (USDOE, 2007).  In this review, I address the history of character 

programs, the theoretical foundations, and issues and critiques of the aforementioned programs. 

History of Character Education 

Since the Puritans established laws requiring public education, communities have used 

the schools to teach morals and values.  As the nation became more educated, character lessons 

moved to institutes of higher learning.  Today, character education takes on multiple forms at all 

levels of education.  

Earliest Studies 

Universities have been the largest promoters of character education and academic 

integrity research as they have grappled with various forms of cheating (Cunningham, 2007; 

McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Meizlish, 2005; Serra, 2001).  As early as the 1920’s, educators 
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bemoaned the lack of morality and decrease in religious values taught in the curriculum 

(Cunningham, 2007).  During the 1960s, researchers began the first specific studies of university 

students’ character habits and their outlook on academic integrity (McCabe et al., 2001).  The 

results shocked the educational community, as they revealed that three-fourths of the 5,000 

students surveyed had engaged in some type of cheating.  Thirty years later, McCabe replicated 

this study and was even more alarmed to see the percentage of academic cheating had increased 

to 86% (McCabe et al., 2001).  These researchers stated, “…the smaller, more selective 

institutions studied here represent the undergraduate institutions of a disproportionate number of 

our nation’s leaders” (p. 536), referring to the reason that character education, especially 

focusing on academic integrity, was so important.  Students interviewed about their behavior 

pointed to factors such as lack of motivation, stress, and the need for situational cheating, i.e. 

cheating out of necessity (Davis, Drinan, & Gallant, 2009).  

From Universities to Secondary School 

While much of the character education research focused on universities and graduate 

schools, later research focused on high school development.  One significant research study was 

based on a survey of honor codes in 29 Washington DC area independent schools over a period 

from 2002-2006 (Bloomfield, 2006).  It found that honor codes and the subsequent threat of 

expulsion alone did not resolve the increasing academic integrity issues (DeRoche & Williams, 

2001).  This is even truer in public schools, where the law guarantees a right to an education so 

expelling students for cheating is rare (Alexander & Alexander, 2011).  The definition of 

cheating often varies from school to school, and even classroom to classroom (Murdock, Miller, 

& Kohlhardt, 2004) because individuals see values differently (Kohn, 1997).  Therefore, the 

crime is too subjective for punishments to be strictly enforced.  Many classroom teachers do not 
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feel backed by administrators, so they do not always enforce rules for academic integrity (Serra, 

2001).  A result is that schools lose “their mandate to teach certain values as absolute and 

true….” (Cunningham, 2007, p. 5).   

Without common definitions of honor, analysts blame poor classroom management for 

creating an environment where cheating can occur. Murdock et al. (2004) stated, “Cheating 

occurs when pedagogy is bad and performance in the classroom is [based on the grade alone]” 

(p. 159).  Pirkle (2013) stated one cause, “Our curriculum, which always had an inherent 

character development component, seems too caught up in the constant pressure to raise test 

scores” (p. 8).  For example, some school systems have policies that prevent teachers from taking 

points off for late assignments or other poor classroom behavioral concerns (Chantilly, 2013).  

Even outright cheating is not cause for significant punishment because, according to many state 

regulations, failing or expelling a student for cheating does not reflect what the students learned 

for the standardized test (Murdock et al., 2004; VDOE, 2015).  This policy removes disciplinary 

action the teacher could use to instill values and relies solely on academics to evaluate a child’s 

performance.  According to DeRoche and Williams, (2001), even as communities bemoan the 

lack of values and honesty, most parents have a “not my child” attitude towards discipline.  

Rather than fight the trend, many teachers have given up trying to teach discipline or ethical 

behavior in class.  Simply writing an honor pledge on a test is not enough (DeRoche & Williams, 

2001; Likona, 2009).  Schools have become more wary of punishing students for character 

issues, even while they are being asked to provide frameworks for teaching children respect, 

honesty, and other values driven concepts (Cunningham, 2007; Davis et al., 2009; Sutter, 2009). 

Every two years, the Josephson Institute for Character Education has conducted a survey 

of adults and students asking for their beliefs about integrity and character.  In 2010, they sent a 
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63-question survey to 43,000 public and private high school students and received 40,000 

responses.  Predominantly yes/no and Likert-type scaled answer items were used.  While the 

study was concerned with the broader question of youth ethics and addressed lying and stealing, 

the academic questions focused on cheating frequency and methods.  Fifty-nine percent of the 

students who completed the survey responded “yes” to cheating on a test within the year.  More 

disturbing, 92%of responders felt satisfied with their ethical behavior (Jarc, 2011).  

Character Education Policies 

Along with the increased research on secondary character education, the federal 

government has been more active in developing policy in recent years.  This has led to a “trickle 

down” effect as these policies become more specific about requirements and implementation at 

the state and even more so at the local levels.  Often these policies are vague, leaving 

interpretation and implementation to the next level down.  

National Policy 

Presidents have always demanded that our nation be morally and ethically sound.  Few 

were as clear as President Clinton was in his 1996 State of the Union Address: 

Our leadership in the world is also strong, bringing hope for new peace.  And perhaps 

most important, we are gaining ground in restoring our fundamental values.  The crime 

rate, the welfare and food stamp rolls, the poverty rate, and the teen pregnancy rate are all 

down.  And as they go down, prospects for America's future go up…I challenge all our 

schools to teach character education, to teach good values and good citizenship. (Clinton, 

1996) 

Politics and bureaucracy are the dominant institutional forms for creating and 

implementing policy for character education (Fowler, 2013).  While the U.S. Department of 
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Education has no specific policy concerning character education teaching, it offers grant money 

to states which have developed their own programs (US DOE, 2008).  The rules and procedures 

governing these grants were created by the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994, later 

reinforced in the 1996 State of the Union address (Clinton, 1996).  

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) mandate of 2001 had a tremendous impact on not 

only the teaching of character education, but also the enforcement of any related discipline.  

NCLB asked schools to contribute not only to students’ academic performance but also to their 

character.  Despite clear national interest in character education, many schools are leery of 

engaging in supplementary initiatives that, although worthy, might detract from what they see as 

their primary focus of increasing academic achievement.  Moreover, many schools lack the 

resources to create new curricular initiatives (Benninga et al., 2006).  As McCabe’s (1993) study 

demonstrated, the need for change was apparent.  Character is an educational priority for 

politicians (DeRoche & Williams, 2001) yet, despite the calls for new federal regulations that 

promote character education, other legislation works to impede it. 

The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act says that any school receiving federal 

funds may not deny a child or parents benefits of any programs including any character 

education initiatives and cannot disclose any educational records.  Therefore, suspension and 

discipline records cannot be public without express permission.  This effects data collection for 

determining character education effectiveness.  The Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment to 

NCLB Act affects survey information and disciplinary action allowed, presenting the same 

problems with data verification (USDOE, 2008).  

Despite campaign promises and claims by all parties that our nation’s values need to be 

upheld, character education policies and programs continue to be expected to “do more with 
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less” (Fowler, 2013, p. 210).  In today’s data driven world, politicians have lost sight of the 

importance of schooling on character development, especially at the lower grade levels (Ravitch, 

2010).  For example, President Obama shifted $12 million from specific character education 

programs to Safe and Drug Free programs (Obama, 2012) just as Common Core was rising to 

prominence with its core values component (Common Core, 2015). 

State Policies 

Per federal requirements, every state in the Union has some form of policy or regulation 

for the teaching of character and civic development.  In this paper, policy examples from 

Virginia, California, and Pennsylvania will be used because these states allow a great deal of 

leeway to building administrators in choosing their own programs to fit their schools (US DOE, 

2009 Virginia Department of Education, 2000).  

As an example, the General Assembly of Virginia passed a character education provision 

in 1999 requiring local schools to establish a program as part of their curricula.  The aim was “to 

improve the learning environment, promote student achievement, and reduce disciplinary 

problems” (Virginia Department of Education, 2000, p.1).  In 2012, the General Assembly added 

HB 1179, which expanded the state recognized programs including Character Counts (by 

Josephson Institute) and Character Development (by Likona). It also created the following 

criteria for designing or selecting a program to implement: 

 Developed in cooperation with all stakeholders (parents, students, and community 

members at large), 

 Specified learned traits to account for ethnic, cultural, and religiously diverse groups, 

 Aligned with State Standards of Learning as well as county Programs of Studies, and 

 Had a method for evaluation. (Virginia Department of Education, 2012)  
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Pennsylvania and California require character education but do not set standards or 

specify which programs.  These states provide funds for this implementation as part of their 

NCLB requirements (United States Department of Education, 2015).  Many states allow the local 

school board and even individual principals to determine which program to use.  Pennsylvania 

and Utah require that its schools have a graduation project involving civic duty (United States 

Department of Education, 2015; Williams et al., 2003) while California mandates developing 

character traits and using programs that reduce violence (Davidson, Likona, & Khmelkov, 2008; 

LAUD, 2008).  

Local Policies 

Character education policy requires attention to multiculturalism, globalism, and 

diversity (Benninga et al., 2006; Cunningham, 2007; Fowler, 2013; Likona, 2009).  Many local 

school systems incorporate school culture and community expectations into their plans.  These 

values need to be included as part of any educational day (Davidson, Likona, & Khmelkov, 

2010; DeRoche & Williams, 2001).  Pirkle (2013) believed that teachers and administrators were 

directly responsible for developing intrinsic core values while also teaching the instructional 

curriculum.  As a specific case of a local policy, Fairfax County schools encourage business 

partnerships to spend a significant amount of money on community awards programs.  Funding 

for specific local events also come from national grants and local businesses such as Northrup 

Grumman and Giant Foods.  Localities promote gender equality through scholarships and grants 

for Women in Technology classes and awards.  On a smaller scale, schools often promote 

diversity through local international nights, diversity day programs, and ethnic history month 

activities. These all count toward fulfilling the local policy to “teach” character education 

(Virginia Department of Education, 2012).  Long time Fairfax Superintendent Robert Spillane 
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put it strongly: “the absence of good character among a sufficiently large population …leads to 

social disintegration” (Fairfax County Public Schools, 1996, p. 5).  

In another example, the Los Angeles Unified School District (2008) established standards 

for character development and then modified their program in 2008.  The most important goal of 

all the programs was to reduce violence and increase community pride (Fenwick, personal 

communications, January 30, 2015).  Individual schools are accountable for this on public report 

cards and demonstrate success by lowering suspension rates and behavior referrals.  It is hard to 

infer a causal relationship between the use of specialized programs and decreasing violent 

episodes, but district leaders felt they worked, at least anecdotally (Fenwick, personal 

communication, January 30, 2015).  

A third example would be the pilot program established by Philadelphia public schools in 

2006.  For this endeavor, 10 high schools, including two magnet academies, added a yearlong 

senior service project as part of graduation requirements.  The idea is to “challenge students to 

demonstrate self-directed, goal setting peak performance” (Billig & Brodersen, 2007, p. i).  

Concerned mostly with developing civic responsibility, this type of program requires seniors to 

complete fieldwork hours, write a paper, and present their journal to the school.  The directions 

and implementation for this vary from school to school, a potential problem discussed later in the 

literature review.  

Theoretical Frameworks 

Before examining various programs available to school systems and state education 

boards, it is important to understand the need to teach character in high school.  The goal is to 

know what outcomes we desire in young adults (respect, integrity, and community 

responsibility), how these relate to the specifically stated core values, and, lastly, how we teach 
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these behaviors.  Table 1 summarizes desired program characteristics, the theoretical justification 

based on adolescent development, and the corresponding research specific to values education.  

By examining developmental principles outlined by behavioral psychologists, practitioners such 

as teachers and administrators know what level of moral interaction children are capable of 

attaining.  This information justifies specific program characteristics as appropriate, because we 

know that children understand the underlying need for them.  These characteristics derived from 

studies of successful character education programs (Cunningham, 2007; Pirkle, 2013).  The most 

important theoretical studies concerning students and their ability to rationalize integrity and 

community come from Kohlberg and Erickson.  

Moral Development 

In behavioral psychology, moral development is the intellectual growth that occurs as a 

child gets older.  Several psychologists have studied this, with Erick Erickson being the most 

widely regarded researcher in this field (Kasschau, 2003).  Moral development means the growth 

of a person’s capacity to understand rules of respect, justice, and community.  As children gain 

knowledge, they also adapt themselves to society (Erickson, 1993).  

Psychosocial Development  

Psychologists have found that adolescence is the stage when the greatest growth in moral 

development occurs.  Erickson (1993) expanded Piaget’s stages of cognitive development by 

adding a psychosocial component.  In a longitudinal study of Native American children 

assimilating into mainstream society, Erikson determined that as children grew up, they satisfied 

their emotional and cognitive needs though interaction in society.  By their early teens, children 

articulate their place as a member of a social group and by young adulthood (ages 16-19), they 

differentiate between intimacy and isolation and learn how to interact with larger groups 
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(Erikson, 1993; Kasschau, 2003; Morris, Eisenberg, & Houltberg, 2011).  Intimacy is the ability 

to form a loving relationship with others, which in turn helps the individual develop attributes 

like character, integrity, and respect.  The opposite is isolation, a stage in which the child cannot 

relate to others and therefore is unable to act for anyone but themselves (Erikson, 1950).  For 

educators and most adolescents, a child’s society is the school setting.  Children need role 

models and guidance to understand their place within the larger group.  Hart referred to this as 

developing a “moral community” and stated that adult character developed during this stage 

(Hart & Carlo, 2005, p. 224).  McCabe took Erickson’s concept of belonging and community 

and applied it in his study of student honor.  Begun in the 1960s, McCabe surveyed thousands of 

college professors and students about their attitudes toward academic integrity.  He found that 

students cheated at a high rate and did not express regret about doing so as long as others were 

also dishonest (McCabe & Trevino, 1993).  Other scholars, such as Bloomberg (2006), Davidson 

(2010), and Wangaard (2011), followed up McCabe’s seminal research corroborating his results 

about the rise of dishonesty in academics.   

Moral Developmental Stages  

Kohlberg introduced his moral development stages in his, now widely referenced, 1958 

doctoral dissertation.  He studied morality and behavior though a series of vignettes or moral 

dilemmas given to children, teens, and adults.  By the conventional stage (teen through young 

adulthood), children grew from merely doing “right” to avoid punishment and referencing only 

themselves to viewing society’s moral standards as their own and making decisions based on 

what was good for the whole rather than self (Kohlberg, 1984).  More recently, Tirri (1999) 

conducted a survey of 33 secondary school teachers, examining their perceptions of their own as 

well as their students’ moral decision-making.  Using vignettes and situations as Kohlberg did, 
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Tirri concluded that teachers cared more about moral issues than did their students and that the 

student’s top concern was how their peers felt about cheating.  Other similar research 

corroborated Tirri’s findings regarding teacher and student values (Eisenberg, 2004). 

Community 

Hart examined the adolescent need for community involvement as identified by Erickson.  

Over 12 years, Hart’s study followed national, randomly selected cohorts of students through 

their four years (grades 5-8) in middle school (Hart, Donnelly, Youniss, & Adkins, 2007).  The 

study concluded that the more socially engaged students were more likely to be involved with 

adults at younger ages (eighth grade), especially in extracurricular activities; thus they were more 

likely to continue participating in civic activities as they got older.  In this way, children adopted 

adult views of morality and applied these to community living.  Literature reviews by Hart and 

Carlo (2005) confirmed that continuing civic responsibility during the high school years led to 

students’ stronger moral identification and better decision-making within the community.  Table 

1 visually represents the correlation between desired program characteristics and the related 

researcher(s) with the appropriate adolescent developmental stage or principle and researcher. 
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Table 1 

Program Characteristics and Relevant Research 

 

Challenges for Character Education 

There is no doubt of the need for character education in today’s world. It is often the 

responsibility of schools to implement and evaluate programs that will make for better citizens 

(McCabe & Trevino, 1993).  After that, agreement ends.  Several problems arise in deciding 

exactly which values to implement and to what extent.  The critiques of character education 

programs fall into several main categories: political and evaluation concerns, buy-in, cultural 

literacy, funding, and implementation.  

Political Issues 

As stated earlier, character development has become a rallying cry for politicians.  After 

Clinton’s State of the Union address in 1996, many nationally distributed programs became 

available.  Detractors refer to this and other “bandwagon” educational issues as “venture 

philanthropy” (Scott, 2009), defined as the funding of specific educational initiatives by private 

Program 

Characteristic 

Program  

Researchers 
Developmental Principle 

Developmental 

Researchers 

Peer Driven 
Pirkle (2013) 

Bloomfield (2006) 

Intimacy vs Isolation, 

decisions on whole 

Kohlberg (1981), 

Erickson (1993) 

Faculty Driven (buy 

in) 

Pirkle (2013) 

Bloomfield (2006) 

Cunningham (2007) 

Role of adults in 

adolescent moral 

development 

(engagement theory) 

Hardy (2011), Hart and 

Carlo (2005) 

Stakeholder Care 

Bloomfield (2006) 

DeRoche & Williams 

(2001) 

Interaction w supportive 

society, Moral 

Community 

Erickson (1993) 

Hart Carlo (2005) 

Faculty Modeling 
Cunningham 

(2007),Wangaard (2011) 

Conventional stage, 

moral community 

Hart, Hardy (2011), 

Kohlberg (1981) 

Reflects 

Community Values 

Sutter (2009) 

Cunningham (2007) 

Social grouping  

Other vs. self 

Academic integrity 

Erickson (1993) , 

Kohlberg (1981) 

Hart and Carlo (2005) 

McCabe, Trevino (1993) 
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businesses.  The most known example of this capitalistic approach to education is Bill Gates’ 

Common Core Initiative.  The problem arises when private funding dictates educational 

pedagogy.  The question is raised as to whose values are being implemented.  One serious 

critique of the Character Counts program, one of the most widely used programs in the United 

States (United States Department of Education, 2014), is that it bills itself as a nonpartisan 

program devoid of any political agenda.  Critics feel that organizations like the Josephson 

Institute promote a conservative ideology (Kohn, 1997).  There is also the belief that politicians 

only care about character in election years; the lack of a national character education agenda 

promoted this feeling (DeRoche & Williams, 2001; Kohn, 1997).  Once they perceive the 

concern is only rhetoric, few district and school administrators put time into developing solid 

curriculum around character issues (DeRoche & Williams, 2001; Ravitch, 2010).  

Many politicians debated character education programs and honor codes, but there 

remained a paucity of practical policies (Epstein, 2004) addressing the concern.  Such programs 

may be stand-alone or become extra parts of curriculum, resulting in inconsistency among 

schools (Manna & McGuinn, 2013).  By adding moral development and character to their math, 

science, or health, school divisions and states are trying to show their support for character 

education as a whole (Billig & Brodersen, 2007; Fenwick, personal communications, January 30, 

2015; United States Department of Education, 2015).  School board members and the Board of 

Supervisors have had a great deal of latitude to promote their own agendas (Green, 1994) since 

the details are so ambiguous.  

Evaluation Issues and Data Support 

Often data related to attendance, expulsions, and the numbers of violent incidences per 

school are the tools used to evaluate character education program’s successes (Billig & 
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Brodersen, 2007; United States Department of Education, 2008).  It is very difficult to isolate the 

effect of character education programs on these measures of success because of the 

preponderance of confounding variables and the difficulty of conducting controlled studies. 

“Character Education agenda appears to have little research … to find out what works with 

whom under which circumstances” (Bebeau et al., 1999, p. 20).  Schools with different socio-

economic demographics often promote character in different ways, while still adhering to the 

local and national directives to encourage positive behaviors through education.  The effect is 

what the individual schools make of it because it is extremely hard to quantify character.  As a 

whole, systems like Fairfax County Public Schools and Los Angles School District look at 

attendance and expulsion rates as benchmarks for success, while avoiding underlying concerns 

such as academic integrity, and school culture (Fenwick, personal communication, January 30, 

2015; Virginia Department of Education, 2012).  

The United States Department of Education (2008) placed an emphasis on measuring the 

effectiveness of Character Education programs through funding guidelines and by establishing 

program parameters.  These programs, policies, and projects used quantitative data like 

attendance, suspension and expulsion rates, and honor roll percentages (Fowler, 2013; Stedje, 

2010; United States Department of Education, 2008)) to show how well norms and values are 

being taught and learned in high schools and middle schools.  

Hard data is difficult to collect and evaluate its veracity.  School evaluation findings may 

be a result of staff not valuing character education to the degree that they value core subjects.  

These findings may be a reflection of the lack of attention given to garnering staff (and 

community) support, training, and commitment to the character education objectives (Sutter, 

2009).  The evidence that Character Counts, PBIS, or other such programs are effective tools 
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against academic dishonesty is more anecdotal than factual just as morality itself is hard to 

define.  The difficulty with aligning performance indicators with stated program goals is finding 

quantitative evidence to support what educators “feel” to be correct. Schools that practice some 

form of character education do have a better view of themselves but tend to overestimate a lack 

of academic issues (Bloomfield, 2006).  That is not always enough to justify neither spending 

nor class time on stand-alone lessons (Bradshaw, Reinke, Brown, Bevans, & Leaf, 2008).  

Staff/Community Buy-In 

The biggest constant in all of the character education literature is the importance of staff, 

community, administration, and student acceptance of whichever program the district 

implements (DeRoche & Williams, 2001; Likona, 2009; McCabe & Trevino, 1993).  If school 

administrators fail to implement, monitor, and evaluate their character education programs, the 

potential for improving academic and behavioral performance is significantly decreased (Davis 

et al., 2009).  Failure to consistently promote and evaluate the school program will create an 

atmosphere where the goals lose meaning.  The character education lesson will become merely 

one more thing the students must endure, the staff will resent the loss of instructional time, and 

its potential decrease in standards based scores, which could be said of many other education 

reforms as well (DeRoche & Williams, 2001). 

An important factor for achieving buy-in is to take into account the competing values 

held by the educational stakeholders.  Character education policy is value laden (Berkowitz & 

Bier, 2005; Kohn, 1997).  Historically, character education has ranged from teaching purely 

Judeo-Christian morals to learning about diversity and multiculturalism (Cunningham, 2007).  

This shift in priorities reflects the growing problems and changing values in American society 

itself (Clinton, 1996; Fowler, 2007; Obama, 2012).  What current character education policies 
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attempt to do is to differentiate programs and goals for the cognitive and social level of the 

students involved, such as varied lessons for high school and elementary school students, or 

urban and rural youth (Hirsch, Kett, & Trefil, 1988; Likona, 2009).  Policy makers argue over 

the curriculum, the means of implementation, and how success is measured (United States 

Department of Education, 2008).  

Cultural Literacy 

Another recently discussed aspect of character education is cultural literacy (Hirsch et al., 

1988; Likona, 2009).  In order to establish values, which guide decisions about curriculum, 

educators must recognize that more and more students are coming from vastly different 

backgrounds.  Hirsch et al. (1988) defined it as “a deep understanding of mainstream culture, not 

just Anglo-Saxon, but the whole civilization” (p. 10).  American education needs to create a 

common language and shared experiences in order to reach shared values and then create a 

community of character.  This is the definition of cultural literacy Likona (2009) describes 

cultural illiteracy as a deterrent to democracy itself (p. 6). To develop traits such as justice, 

honesty, and respect, leaders must be aware of the similarities and subsequent differences in their 

communities (Likona, 2009).  Many ethnic groups link their whole belief in the educational 

system to identity; therefore, leaders must understand those viewpoints before defining moral 

terminology (Ferdman, 1990) and then creating a values based curriculum.  

Researchers have conducted several studies on the cultural literacy needed to prepare 

teachers and pedagogy for multicultural classrooms, but there is little in the way of 

understanding of culture as a means for defining values.  Ladson-Billings (1995) conducted 

several case studies in this area—case studies of eight African-American teachers in various 

educational settings from mainstream to special education classrooms.  These successful teachers 
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used the cultural and social mores of their students to establish classroom rules and etiquette.  

Another series of case studies revealed the vastly differing ways character education in the upper 

Midwest and the Deep South (Smagorinsky & Taxel, 2005).  A more authoritative approach was 

used in the less ethnically diverse areas, while the more heterogeneous classrooms demonstrated 

more communal decisions about morality (Smagorinsky & Taxell, 2005).  Adding ethnography 

by Saravia-Shore & Arvizu (1992) and Chinn’s (2006) examination of curriculum development 

in ethnically diverse school systems, several common themes emerged.  While all of the 

researchers agreed that each ethnic group required its own set of definitions and values, they 

could extrapolate work ethic, importance of family, and the absolutism of a moral code as central 

to core ideals about community and learning.  Therefore, any character-based education would 

need to have these principles at its root (Likona, 2009).  

Funding 

Often, there are no line items for funding character education or specific programs that 

schools must use (Virginia Department of Education, 2012).  Therefore, it becomes a building 

choice, and principals must use their discretionary monies.  Most schools use a commercially 

developed Character Education program, as it is often easier to manage (DeRoche & Williams, 

2001).  Elementary schools tend to focus more on positive behavior constructs while the high 

schools tend to focus on anti-bullying and attendance issues.  The cost of the various programs’ 

elements can range from $400 to $5,000 for the rights to use published materials in a school or 

small district (Jarc, 2011).  The most popular, but also the most expensive programs, are 

Character Counts by the Josephson Institute and Character Education Partnership by Likona.  

Because of their high cost, such programs become the “low hanging fruit” when budget cuts are 

made as the effects are more abstract and do not directly relate to improving a standardized test 
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score (Fowler, 2013).  The alternative is for districts or schools to design and implement their 

own character education programs.  This may be a better way of instituting a more customized 

character education program that fits the unique needs of the community and staff (Fenwick, 

personal communication, January 30, 2015).  

Scott’s (2009) research on the efficacy of venture philanthropy seemed to support two 

different conclusions.  At first, his conclusions seemed to approve of the influx of needed monies 

and school choice programs, but, at the end, he questioned the validity of corporate grants and 

foundations in the role of policy makers.  Scott (2009) agreed with Ravitch (2010) that the 

money was unevenly distributed (Scott, 2009), creating conflicting interests over appropriate 

values.  Bill Gates’ Common Core, an educational program of national standards, has a vague 

character education component.  Over 40 states have adopted it because of the massive amount 

of money Gates is willing to provide for its implementation, while squelching many teachers’ 

voices of opposition to those standards (Dillon, 2011).  Common Core is accused of 

corporatizing education to focus almost solely on math and science, at the expense of the 

humanities, which is where values lessons often reside (Kovacs & Christie, 2008). 

Implementation  

Once administrators pick the most suitable aspects of the character education program, 

the staff is ready to support it and the program paid for, the last hurdle is putting the plan in to 

action.  Stanford University’s Challenge Success (2012) program detailed the following several 

practical steps to encourage character building in schools:  

1. emphasize mastery and learning (hard to do in today’s test driven curricula), 

2. reduce unnecessary workload, and 

3. model (pp. 6-7). 
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DeRoche (2001) reiterates many of these points, such as school buy in, specific rules, and 

modeling.  He goes further by adding the need for parental support, educating the community 

before starting the program, and establishing a process for collecting longitudinal data for later 

feedback (Davidson, 2003; DeRoche &Williams, 2001).  Benninga (2006) added his four steps 

to improving the academic climate and implement values.  He said good schools had a safe 

environment, promoted positive social relationships, and allowed students to contribute in 

meaningful ways.  

Effective Programs 

Effective character education programs address the concepts of respect, integrity, and 

civic responsibility by adhering to the research into adolescent development done by 

psychologists Kohlberg and Erickson.  Stated program goals need to align with specific 

outcomes from both a practical standpoint as well as philosophical one.  The best programs 

provide opportunities for growth, self-examination, and model moral behavior, as discussed in 

the following section. 

Developmental Theory and Program Characteristics  

For generations, social scientists have studied the growing abilities of humans from 

childhood to adulthood.  In the following section, specific program characteristics correspond to 

the developmental theories upon which they are based.  Behavioral theorists Kohlberg (1976) 

and Erikson (1964), as well as educational researchers McCabe (1993), Hart, and Carlo (2005), 

have written that students understand the distinction between self and others by adolescence.  

Additionally, they found that students are attracted to social groups for mutual advancement.  In 

these groups, the students have the opportunity to learn the importance of academic and personal 

integrity.  Based on these developmental theories, Hart and Carlo (2005) concluded that school 
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based character programs needed to reflect community values.  The task of these programs is to 

provide models for adolescents to use when navigating the conflicting values of home, school, 

media, and peers so that they may better participate in the success of their neighborhood.  For 

example, the Unified Studies program in Utah emphasizes working collaboratively on 

community projects (Williams, Yanchar, Jensen, & Lewis, 2003).  Hart (2005), Hardy & Carlo 

(2011), and Kohlberg (1976) found that students live in a moral community that guides decisions 

about behavior.  According to Kohlberg, after teens understand the role of a community, they 

begin to respect that its values and morals are in place for the betterment of society.  The social 

contract guides teens to individual behavior that affects the whole (Kasschau, 2003; Kohlberg, 

1976).  

Students learn how to interact with their peers and adults by modeling their behavior 

based on authority figures, such as teachers, coaches, clergy, administrators, etc. (Cunningham, 

2007; Wangaard, 2011).  Both Cunningham and Wangaard describe the need for conscious adult 

modeling of moral behavior as a requirement for effective character educational programs.  

Cunningham (2007) stated “ideals in which some of these children were being exposed to in 

class…were gradually building up their resolve to begin acting in a moral fashion” (p. 12).  

Teachers show their students how to treat peers and subordinates with dignity and respect, which 

the students then copy in their own relationships.  

Kohlberg and Erickson found that adolescents understand that their actions affect their 

social groups and communities.  As a result, they come to understand that individual decisions 

have larger consequences.  They also found that adolescents base decision-making on peer 

acceptance rather than correctness. Pirkle (2013) and Bloomfield (2006) state for an effective 

character education program to work, it must be peer driven; peers desire to do the “right thing”.  
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Any authenticity comes from peer adherence to a code (Bloomfield, 2006; Pirkle, 2013). 

Programs like Character Counts teach traits like respect and trust as elements of this peer code.  

Once the code is established, the individual internalizes it as a personality trait.  Hardy and Carlo 

(2011) link moral identity to personality traits and suggest that these traits turn into moral action, 

especially if other students view that action positively.  

As stated earlier, engagement theory holds that children look to adults for moral guidance 

(Carlo, 2005; Hardy & Carlo, 2011).  Effective character education programs require faculty buy 

in. If the staff believes that civic, responsibility is important and upholds school based honor 

codes, so will their students (Bloomfield, 2006; Pirkle, 2013).  Teachers must demonstrate their 

faith in the implemented character education program by making it a part of their daily lessons 

(Cunningham, 2007).  

Erikson’s moral community and Hart’s supportive society occur when the parent, child, 

and school all believe they are working together with a shared moral and ethical vision.  

Successful programs derive their strength from interaction and support of all stakeholders 

(Bloomfield, 2006; DeRoche & Williams, 2001).  Hart (2007) emphasized volunteer community 

service not only as a way of giving back to society but also as a way of familiarizing with the 

other members of the community.  

Specific Commonly Used Programs in Secondary Schools 

After establishing this framework of theory based characteristics, the next step is to use 

this framework to describe current programs.  Predesigned programs became popular in a large 

part because of their perceived effectiveness.  The Virginia Character Education Project staff 

indicated that the best data to demonstrate that effectiveness included “attendance, suspensions, 

or [reduced incidents of…] fighting, bullying, etc.” (Virginia Department of Education, 2000, p. 
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15).  School districts adopt such programs in expectation of addressing the questions of 

attendance, bullying, fighting, and suspensions.  Institutionalizing the moral development 

process and actively teaching character appears to be the best way to develop these students and 

create a student-centered moral culture where the students themselves have ownership (Davis et 

al., 2009). 

The most popular character education program, according to the US Department of 

Education report on state projects (United States Department of Education, 2008), has been 

Likona’s Character Education Project used directly by Alabama, Georgia, Idaho, Kansas, 

Montana, Nebraska, South Dakota, Tennessee, and West Virginia and, in part, by Colorado, 

California, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Iowa, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, and New York.  

Josephson Institute’s Character Counts, the second most widely used program, was incorporated 

in whole or in part by every state in the U.S. as well as Puerto Rico (Berkowitz & Bier, 2005; 

United States Department of Education, 2008).  Josephson Institute also contributed a bi-annual 

report card on cheating across the nation (Josephson Institute, 2012).  Other often-used programs 

include Unified Systems based primarily in Utah, and Smart and Good Schools from Maryland 

(USDOE, 2008).  Because many states are not required to have one specific program, they will 

adopt programs piecemeal to suit their own needs (United States Department of Education, 

2008).  Table 2 summarizes several nationally used programs, their stated character goals are, 

and strengths and weaknesses.  In addition, the table describes which programs are legally 

required, suggested, and/ or funded by which states.  

Character Education Project. The most widely used program in America is Likona’s 

Character Education Partnership (Berkowitz, 2005; Likona, 2009; Maryland DOE, 2008; 

USDOE, 2008).  Schools that use it in whole or in part showed an 89%) decline in suspensions 
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and an 87% improvement in state reading and math scores (Stedje, 2010).  School systems 

throughout the country promote leadership and respect by adopting and modifying Likona’s 

Eleven Principles (FCPS, 1996; USDOE, 2008).  

Summarizing Likona’s Eleven Principles and Josephson’s Six Pillars, character education 

is about the instruction, modeling, and assessment of the following ideals: 

1. Promote core ethical values (Respect, Responsibility, and Community).  

2. The School is the agent for change (Community). 

3. Parent, student, teacher, and administrator involvement is crucial; without it, no 

change occurs (Community, responsibility). 

4. Character education must fit in with, not be separate from, academic curriculum.  

5. Perform an evaluation for implementing, instructing, and revising at regular intervals 

(Integrity). 

Character Counts! The Josephson Institute for Ethics developed the Character Counts 

Program, which President Obama touted on National Ethics Day in 2012 (Obama, 2012).  A 

stand-alone program, it can be broken into parts based on the Six Core Values.  The main 

emphasis for Character Counts is to improve personal and interpersonal respect, which 

purportedly leads to better academics and reduced relational disciplinary issues like fighting and 

personal crime (Jarc, 2011).  From 2004-2006, Character Counts claimed a 47% decrease in 

suspensions and a 61% increase in honor roll members at schools that used their program 

(Maryland State Department of Education, 2008).  Another innovative program is the Smart and 

Good schools, used predominantly in California and Maryland.  The Josephson Institute 

sponsored this program and incorporated moral development along with performance 

achievement (Davidson et al., 2008).  Smart and Good Schools are recognized because they 
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developed an ethics team within the school, self-assessed development goals, and visibly 

displayed the connection between character and academic success.  “Character education 

…stands at the very center of schooling; it is not conducted as an ancillary or even parallel 

sequence with academic instruction…” (Davidson et al., 2010).  In order to test his belief, 

Davidson used a grounded theory approach, reviewing thousands of books and articles as well as 

conducting hundreds of interviews with educational professionals and students.  Davidson 

identified four key roles for integrating character into academic life: 

1. Students need a work ethic and self-discipline to achieve their best academic work 

(Integrity). 

2.  Students develop these traits through active and rigorous coursework (Respect, 

Integrity). 

3. Students need a sense of fairness and respect in the classroom (Respect). 

4. Students develop these traits through feedback and interaction with peers and adults 

(Community).  

Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports (PBIS). PBIS is a nationally 

recognized system with a focus on training district and local staffs on core ideas and best 

implementation techniques.  PBIS schools address problems such as bullying, adolescent 

violence, increased drug use, and victimization, all subsets of respect and civic responsibility.  

Sugai and Horner, Special Education professors at the University of Oregon, set out to examine 

the growing popularity and historical growth of PBIS schools.  What started in 1968 with a study 

of classroom discipline issues in the Journal of Applied Behavioral Analysis blossomed into an 

entire educational movement used by well over 500 schools today (Sugai & Horner, 2002).  

What they found was that school handling of most issues was inconsistent.  Most of the data used 
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to support PBIS were anecdotal, based on previous findings and mixed-methods research, which 

raised questions about the validity of claims for the program. 

PBIS supporters examined schools that had low negative discipline rates.  First, they 

found defining characteristics such as the integration of critical elements, multiple perspectives, 

and a continuum of behavior supports (Sugai & Horner, 2002).  The advantages of using PBIS 

are that it is proactive, positive, and easy to implement, particularly useful in smaller schools 

(Bohanon-Edmonson, Flannery, Eber, & Sugai, 2005).  The negatives include the lack of teacher 

buy-in, a top-down approach, and the length of time needed for PBIS to become effective.  In his 

study of ontology, which included PBIS schools, Cunningham (2007) described the teaching of 

character education as” gradually building up [the children’s] resolve to begin acting in a moral 

fashion as soon as they were capable of exercising such control” (p. 12).  Osher (2007), in a best 

practices study including PBIS schools, concurred, “Successful schools realize strong academic 

outcomes by combining high behavioral …expectations with equally high levels of student and 

adult support” (p. 1).  PBIS programs are gaining traction because they have been successful 

repeatedly, as shown in studies from various states (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005; Davidson 

et al., 2010; Jeffrey, 2009).  PBIS programs for high schools usually focus on the dangers of drug 

use and providing a social framework of respect and relationships; raising standardized scores is 

not the focus (PBIS, 2014).  Using the PBIS model helps schools meet the goals of establishing 

community and civic identity while developing the adolescent sense of self because it provides 

specific program initiatives for teaching (Hardy & Carlo, 2011; Kasschau, 2002).  Ultimately, 

PBIS is about building community and fostering respect. 

More commonly used by elementary schools, PBIS teach kindness, sharing, and conflict 

resolution.  Since older students have already learned these skills, many high schools developed 
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their own versions of Likona’s Eleven Principles of Character Education.  These programs focus 

on community and opportunities to demonstrate moral leadership (Likona, 2009).  These types of 

policies allow schools to tailor their character education programs to their needs, which in turn 

promotes higher success and buy-in (Kirst & Wirt, 2009).  An example of such tailoring is the 

Philadelphia school district that requires a senior capstone project, guided by faculty that teaches 

research, language skills, and civic engagement (Billig & Brodersen, 2007). 

Unified Systems. Closely related to PBIS is the Unified Systems approach, used with 

eleventh and twelfth graders from Utah.  Students in Utah schools completed a yearlong, open-

ended practicum outside of their regular state requirements.  They provided community service 

while experiencing communal living, similar to the New Deal’s Civilian Conservation Corps 

(Williams et al., 2003).  Post-program comments from the children included, “Real character 

education is not preached at you, but rather lived with you” (Williams et al., 2003, p. 9); 

“Teachers really cared about us as people” (p. 16); and “This was the first time I realized I was 

responsible for what I was doing” (p. 19).  This corroborates the theoretical impact of a teacher 

who believes strongly in character development and models that faith in the students (Maryland 

State Department of Education, 2008).  Similar to Unified Systems programs, Philadelphia 

schools also encouraged personal ownership along with civic responsibility by requiring a public 

service component and written reflection for graduation (Billig & Brodersen, 2007; Morris et al., 

2011; Williams et.al., 2003).  

Honor Codes. One of the original approaches to creating a school environment where 

not only academic integrity is upheld, but a wider social value is established, was the student- 

run honor council.  Many colleges and universities have honor codes that govern academic 

practices already in place since the 19th century.  Without these constructs, student achievement 
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becomes meaningless.  “Without these efforts [at establishing character guidelines], the student’s 

grades become so contaminated by cheating that they are no longer a fair evaluation of work 

accomplished” (Lathrop & Foss, 2005, p. 250). 

In surveying honor codes, studies have examined the effect of programs in both public 

and private schools.  Johnson (2013) stated, “The key to success is the relationship between 

institutional policies and the impact these policies have on students” (p. 18).  Schools with honor 

codes that were primarily student run had less cheating because these places held academic 

integrity as a common value (Johnson, 2013).  Earlier, McCabe (2001) had found in his research, 

“…any movement to adopt honor codes is ill conceived if it is undertaken as the sole solution…” 

(p. 533).  Peer connection to the institution’s honor code is instrumental to its success, as 

students and faculty felt that the school was “better” for having a strong values system.  This has 

become an ever-increasing issue as more and more people are disillusioned with a school’s 

ability or desire to implement values based education (Serra, 2001).  In high school, exacerbating 

the temptation to cheat is the lack of response from adults, many of whom had given up on 

creating moral environments (Serra, 2001).  This apathy demonstrated that the approach had to 

be school-wide and incorporate all stakeholders. 

Clarity and education are necessary to provide a fully developed honor code to work.  

Honor codes are mainly about enforcement and punishments and not education and prevention 

(Eisenberg, 2004; Kessler, 2003).  While the global idea is to build the better person, Kessler 

described the more pressing issue: the shock that most high school students have when they 

transition from a rather loose and generally ineffective integrity system to the far more harsh 

college system.  Most Virginia colleges have strict and well-respected honor codes, and students 
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need to be prepared to live under these guidelines (Barefoot, 2008; Fredericksburg Honor 

Council, 2013).  

Researchers McCabe and Bloomfield studied a variety of infractions including 

plagiarism, lying to authority figures, cheating on tests, and using technology to cheat.  The 2001 

Wangaard survey showed that 95% of high school students reported cheating of some kind.  The 

most common types of cheating were copying answers or allowing others to copy from them and 

working collaboratively when told not to do so (Wangaard, 2001).  Factors that reduced these 

violations included trust, a sense of community, and, most importantly, peer values against such 

behaviors.  The purpose of character education is to inculcate the values of the community. 

The Character Education project (2014), which detailed each state’s mandated or 

encouraged goals for character development, demonstrated that all states had the common desire 

to teach good character traits, prevent bullying, and reduce violence in schools.  As indicated in 

Table 2, Likona’s Character Education partnership is the most widely utilized and funded 

specific program in the nation.  Its 11 pillars are similar to Josephson’s Character Counts tenants 

for teaching respect, community, and responsibility.  The major character education programs 

are also alike in their implementation strategies and support available.  However, since funding is 

so limited, less than half the states receive money specifically earmarked for developing and 

instituting character education; most states choose a hybrid approach and often leave all 

decisions to the localities (United States Department of Education, 2008). 

Table 2 summarizes the main characteristics of the major national programs.  The goals, 

strengths, and, weaknesses for each program are listed.  The final three columns indicate which 

programs are state legislated, suggested, or specifically funded.  The final row, “No Specific 
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Program” delineates which states have mandated, suggested and/or funded character education 

provisions without requiring a certain program. 

Table 2 

Character Education Program Summary 

Sources: Bohanon et al., 2005; CEP, 2014; Likona, 1996; MD DOE, 2008; Stedje, 2010; Williams, 2003 
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Conclusion  

Teaching character is one of the many jobs educators have embraced.  At the same time, 

it is the responsibility of the student to learn these character lessons.  Throughout our educational 

history, values have shifted.  From early school programs, which emphasized religion as the path 

to knowledge to today’s more diverse teaching of right behaviors, the common thread has been 

to develop sound, strong, thinking citizens.  I hope that by removing economic and political 

barriers, character education policy helps create such a student.  

Which character education program provides the best environment for improving school 

and countywide issues involving attendance, expulsion rates, and incidents of violent crime?  On 

a larger scale, which programs are most effective?  What began with McCabe, Jarc, and Likona, 

continues to merit study.  With enough research into the areas of why and how students cheat, 

the next phase of research needs to concentrate on solutions.  

This chapter has discussed the early history of character education in America, from 

university studies to secondary schools.  I also read about national, state, and local policies 

concerning morals/values based learning.  Melding research on adolescent moral development 

with research about effective character education components (shown in Table 1), I established a 

theoretical framework to understand the topic.  The literature also pointed out several challenges 

for character education including political concerns, cultural issues, lack of support, and funding 

problems. Finally, I specifically looked at the goals, strengths and weaknesses, and legal 

requirements for the four most widely recognized programs.
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CHAPTER 3 THE DELPHI STUDY AS METHODOLOGY 

In this chapter, I provide the structure of the study, the research questions, and the design 

of the Delphi study.  In addition, I detail the qualifications of the participants, steps for each 

round of the Delphi, data collection procedures, and analysis.  I also highlight biases and 

limitations of the study.  The Delphi technique allowed me to survey both academics and 

educational practitioners.  This methodology provided input from both groups, ultimately leading 

to consensus among experts as to best practices in character education (Keeney et al., 2010). 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to provide district superintendents, principals, and other 

decision makers with essential elements of character education programs, implementation ideas, 

and evaluation strategies.  The current research data and literature focus primarily on the causes 

for dishonest academic behaviors and related implications (Bloomfield, 2006; McCabe et al., 

2001; Serra, 2001).  There are many conflicting views as to what program pieces are most 

critical, leaving confusion for the persons responsible for picking a program (DeRoche & 

Williams, 2001; Likona, 2009).  Practitioners rely on anecdotal data (Kohn, 1997) or data from 

studies conducted on researchers’ own programs (Jarc, 2011) to make decisions on which 

programs to use for character education.  The goal of this research is to gain consensus for 

researchers and educators with guidelines for implementing and evaluating such programs.  

Research Questions 

The overarching question is to determine what makes a character education program 

successful.  To answer this, however, the question must be broken into smaller components.  

1. What elements are essential for a character education program?
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2. What are the best methods for implementing a character education program? 

3. How does one evaluate a character education program? 

Research Design and Rationale 

I used the Delphi Method to survey academics and educational practitioners.  This survey 

technique targets experts in the field, both researchers and practitioners, and uses their input to 

quickly come to consensus.  The theoretical framework, grounded in research-based study, then 

can be applied to the practical knowledge of the school executives and administrators, making a 

synthesized model for other educators to use.  

Role of the Researcher 

I currently serve as the Assessment Coach at West Springfield High School, in the 

Fairfax County Public Schools system, one of the largest districts in the country.  My role 

requires that I conduct and disaggregate results for all of the major testing that occurs in the 

school including end-of-course Standards of Learning (SOL) tests, student achievement tests 

(SAT), and advanced placement (AP) exams.  Prior to that, I was a history teacher for 21 years. I 

taught primarily United States History in all of its forms: honors, AP, standard, combined with 

special education students, and for limited language learners.  

In addition to my years in the classroom, I was also a department chair and leadership 

team member; I wrote local school honor codes and conducted student ethics conferences.  It was 

in these positions that I became acutely aware of the lack of defined programming to deal with 

honor and integrity issues.  While there were several plans to choose from, I also felt there was 

no rubric in place for school leaders to decide which lesson was best suited for which issue.  

Having lived in a community that relied on honor at the Naval Academy, I know it is possible to 

create programs that work.  When colleges like Annapolis and West Point were in the news for 
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class-wide cheating scandals, it reaffirmed my belief that integrity needs to be prioritized at the 

secondary level.  

My role as the researcher was to identify other researchers and practitioners as my panel 

of experts and gain consensus on the previously mentioned research questions.  I also conducted 

the surveys, distilled the data, and used the results to establish further rounds of surveys (Keeney 

et al., 2010).  Another important task for me was timely reporting and keeping the panel engaged 

until the end of the project. 

I began this dissertation with the goal of studying effective honor codes and then hoped 

to use this knowledge to create the perfect honor system for public high schools.  Very quickly, 

the literature pointed to the difficulties public secondary schools had in enforcing honest 

behaviors.  Even at the university and graduate school level, the issues with using an honor code 

alone to combat academic integrity seemed daunting and unlikely to succeed.  Since I still 

wanted to create a useful tool for school systems to use in developing their own character 

education programs, I expanded my research to include the essential elements, implementation 

strategies, and evaluation tools that should be used.  

Potential Bias 

Removing bias from this study is of major concern, as the overarching topic of character 

education has been a driving factor in my personal and professional life since my days in 

Annapolis.  In college, I saw the first hand benefits of an honors program, which created a 

campus based on respect and integrity.  As a teacher, I have had numerous experiences with 

student cheating and lying.  I believe there are specific components and implementation 

strategies for establishing an honorable campus.  Using an established metric to determine 

consensus was used to remove my own bias for selecting survey questions.  I also kept a journal 



42 
 

 
 

to examine for bias and asked my cohort members to check my coding for accuracy and 

consistency (Merriam, 1998). 

Personal and professional relationships with some of the panelists could be grounds for 

bias, but by keeping responses anonymous and having outside reviewers for my data alleviated 

concerns over undue influence.  Adding panelists outside of my professional sphere also created 

a barrier from personal influence by me.  Keeping the panelists informed throughout the survey 

process minimized bias, because the panelists were making the decisions and guiding the 

subsequent rounds of the Delphi (Merriam, 1998).  

The Delphi Procedures 

The research procedures consisted of a three-round Delphi study designed to gain 

consensus among theorists and practitioners related to essential characteristics of programs, 

elements of character education programs that best fit specific district needs, and effective 

evaluation strategies for education programs (Keeney et al., 2010).  After one round of open and 

two rounds of structured questioning, responses converged on best practices for character 

education.  Figure 1 illustrates the order and relationship for each round of questions and 

analysis.  
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Figure 1. Graphic of Procedures for a Three round Delphi Study 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Round I  

Panelists received the Round I Delphi survey (Research Questions 1 and 2) as a 

Microsoft Word document hyperlink in an e-mail.  The document had three open-ended 

questions that encouraged extended responses.  I also offered to provide a hard copy of the 

questionnaire through the traditional mail service if necessary, although none of the panelists 

requested it.  The Round I Delphi consisted of the following open-ended questions for the 

panelists to answer:  

1. What elements are essential for a character education program? 

2. What are the best methods for implementing a character education program? 

3. How does one evaluate a character education program? 
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The Round I document is included in Appendix A.  I address specific analysis of these data later 

in this chapter.  

Round II 

From an analysis of the compiled data from Round I, I constructed the Round II Delphi 

survey using survey software Qualtrics.  This survey had four parts; title, introduction, 

directions, and items. I did not need a demographics section as I have very specific people that 

are taking the survey (Colton & Convert, 2007).  For each of the open-ended questions from 

Round I, I grouped like responses of the panelists from Round I and coded them.  I will address 

specific analysis of these data and coding later in this chapter.  From this analysis, I generated a 

list of Likert-type items that comprised the Round II instrument.  I sent out the Round II Delphi 

instrument to the same panelists and asked them to rate each item for the degree of importance 

using a five-point Likert scale of Extremely Important, Strongly Agree, Extremely Useful (1) to 

Not Important at All, Strongly Disagree, Not Useful at All (5).  Some questions required that the 

panelists to agree with a given statement and other questions provided the opportunity to pick 

several options.  This allowed me to rank responses in order to eliminate those at the lower end 

(Colton & Covert, 2007).  Panelists also had the opportunity to add any additional information, 

including feedback, they deem important to the study but not previously covered.  An essential 

component of a reliable survey is stakeholder feedback (Colton & Covert, 2007).  The Round II 

document is included in Appendix B. 

Round III 

After compiling and analyzing the data from the Round II Delphi questionnaires, I 

created the Round III questionnaire.  The purpose of the Round III Delphi was to re-assess and 

finalize uncertain or questionable items and responses.  To gain consensus, I calculated the 
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percentage of panelists that rated an item as either Extremely important to important, Strongly 

Agree, Extremely Useful (Scales 1-3).  From these data, I developed a questionnaire consisting of 

items that the panel indicates need further evaluation.  In Round III, I gave panelists a list of 

items that reach the consensus level of 70% or better, a list of items that were far from 

consensus, and a questionnaire consisting of the items that the panel needed to review.  I 

analyzed those results to determine if any of the questionable items then became consensus 

items.  The Round III document is included in Appendix C.  

Selection of Participants 

Critical to the success of this study is the selection of Delphi participants.  Keeney (2010) 

identified five essential areas for panel selection.  These are defined sample population (meaning 

the generic group surveyed), established criteria for selection, size of sample, determined 

response time, and potential attrition rate.  The sample population can be heterogeneous or 

homogenous, realizing that the more specific the population, the less generalized the responses 

will be.  For this study, the sample population included academics and practitioners in the 

program development (Hung et al., 2008).  Additional criteria for panel selection entail: 

1. Knowledge and experience in the field 

2. Capacity and willingness to participate 

3. Effective communication skills (Skulmoski, Hartman, & Krahn, 2007, p. 10) 

Most research suggests having between 10 and 50 subjects for the Delphi, being cognizant of the 

trade-off between the depth a large sample gives against issues with managing a large population 

(Hung et al., 2008; Keeney et al., 2010).  
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Recruitment Procedures 

For my research, I recruited panelists from all levels of education (national, state, and 

local); these panelists are “informed individuals”, qualifying as experts in the field of character 

education (Keeney et al., 2010, p. 7).  I sent an initial e-mail (Appendix D) inviting the subject to 

be part of the research panel.  In the letter, I explained the purpose of the study and provided a 

general timeline and commitment expectations.  I asked each of the participants to respond as to 

whether they would be part of the study or not.  Those I did not hear from, I sent a second e-mail 

again asking if they would participate (Appendix E).  Of the 38 people invited to join the Delphi 

group, 23 responded affirmatively, five said they were unable to participate, and 10 did not 

return correspondence.  The participating group was evenly divided among researchers (8) and 

practitioners (13).  

The panel consisted of two different groups which allowed a wider range of viewpoints 

(Keeney et al., 2010).  The first group included college professors, noted researchers, and those 

involved in national programming.  This group has conducted studies on a variety of aspects 

related to character education and scholastic integrity issues identified during the literature 

review.  Many have published their findings or led the development of programs.  The second 

group consists of current practitioners in education such as superintendents, principals, and 

program managers.  I selected these people because they have demonstrated an understanding of 

the character issue through their professional position, presentations or noted papers, or 

placement on national boards.  Many have experience implementing character education 

programs and are responsible for their successes.  I began by inviting subjects to participate on 

my Delphi panel, divided into the aforementioned two groups.  Those agreeing to be a part of the 

study were sent the Virginia Tech IRB Consent agreement as part of the Round I Survey 
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Invitation (Appendix F).  This document outlined the research, highlighted any potential hazards 

to the participant, and gave them procedures for dropping out if, at any time, they were 

uncomfortable with the study 

Potential Bias in the Selection of Panelists 

Keeney et al. (2010) state, “Complete anonymity cannot be guaranteed when using the 

Delphi technique” (p. 9).  In many cases, I will personally know my panelists, as I have been in 

education for more than 20 years and have met many of the practitioners. 

Panelists 

The following people were selected to be on the survey panel because they fit the criteria 

proposed earlier (Skulmoski et al., 2007).  I invited the researchers based on reading their works 

as I compiled my literature review or because their school or program had gained national 

recognition for excellence in character education.  When inviting the practitioners, I sought 

school leaders that would represent a variety of viewpoints concerning character education 

programs. Not all of the panelists are listed, as some chose to remain anonymous.  

National Experts 

The national experts’ panel members included: 

 Dr. Marvin Berkowitz, University of Missouri-St. Louis –PBIS researcher  

 Dr. Melinda Bier, University of Missouri-St. Louis-PBIS researcher 

 Dr. Thomas Likona, State University of New York-Courtland, Character Education 

Partnership creator 

 Dr. Tony Smith, Tufts University- Political Science professor, researcher 

 Dr. Suzy Q. Groden-University of Massachusetts- Melrose Human Rights 

Commissioner 
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 Dr. Timothy Healy, Prince William County- Virginia Tech researcher 

Practitioners 

The practitioners’ panel consisted of: 

 Mr. Michael Mukai, Fairfax County Public Schools- Principal 

 Mr. Matthew Hornbeck, Baltimore City Public Schools- Principal 

 Mr. Timothy Thomas, Fairfax County Public Schools- Principal 

 Mr. John Davis, Shenandoah Public Schools- Superintendent  

 Mr. Matthew Ragone, Fairfax County Public Schools- Principal 

 Mr. Ben Fiacco, Fairfax County Public Schools, Systems of Support Administrator 

 Ms. Robyn Lady, Fairfax County Public Schools- Director of Student Services 

 Mr. Ryan McElveen, Fairfax County Public Schools- School Board Member 

 Dr. Kathleen Hoeker, Old Bridge School System- Assistant Superintendent 

 Dr. Lori Vollandt, Los Angles United School District- Director of Health Education 

 Ms. Maryanne Panarelli, Fairfax County Public Schools- Character Education 

Director. 

 Mr. Nicholas Hine, University of Virginia Honor Chair 

Assurances of Confidentiality 

For each round of the Delphi process, I was the only person to see individual responses.  

Throughout the multiple rounds of the Delphi data collection, I attributed individual responses to 

any particular respondent.  In reporting the data, I created a code for each participant and used 

individual responses or data from participants in this anonymous fashion.  At the start of each 

round, I requested permission from each panelist to publish his/her name as well as a summary 
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of his/her related expertise.  One participant bowed out because of this concern for anonymity.  

The rest remained comfortable with the degree of security. After the conclusion of the Delphi, I 

asked each member for permission to use their name and title in my final paper. Only those who 

agreed where acknowledged here.  

Issues of Entry and Ethics 

I started recruiting panelists by e-mail, requesting their voluntary participation in this 

study.  The e-mail contained a description of the study itself as well as a description of the 

Delphi technique.  After the initial contact, I reminded the participants that they are part of a 

limited panel of national experts and practitioners identified for this study and the importance of 

their participation and timeliness. 

I followed the Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board (IRB) protocols for working 

with human participants.  I submitted my research request to the Virginia Tech Institutional 

Review Board well in advance of any contact with the panelists.  Participation was voluntary, 

and I informed the panelists of their right to stop participation at any time.  Participants received 

an informed consent document (Appendix G).  The potential for injury or unethical treatment of 

the subjects was limited. The IRB then sent back approval for my study (Appendix H). 

Data Collection and Analysis 

After receiving the Round I questionnaire, the panelists had a short turnaround time of 

two weeks in which to provide their input.  I followed up with any tardy panelist with a reminder 

e-mail 10 days after the initial contact.  According to Kenney (2010), using the modified Delphi 

format of three rounds encourages a higher response rate.  Generally, most of the responses came 

within the first three days of the invitation, while only two or three waited until the deadline to 

participate.  
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Delphi – Round I Analysis 

In a Delphi technique, the first round starts with open-ended questions to generate ideas 

and allow panelists to have freedom in their responses (Skulmoski et al., 2007).  The Round I 

questionnaire included three open-ended questions that gave the panel the opportunity to express 

their opinions.  The purpose of Round I was to generate ideas that guided further, more specific 

questions (Keeney et al., 2010, p. 65).  The questions are: 

1. What elements are essential for a character education program? 

2. What are the best methods for implementing a character education program? 

3. How does one evaluate a character education program? 

At the end of the Round I Delphi questionnaire, panelists also had the chance to add any 

additional thoughts that they wanted to cover.  The directions for the questionnaire defined the 

purpose of the questions and stated that the panelists identify their ideas about and insights 

concerning the questions.  Nineteen of the 23 panelists who agreed to participate returned the 

survey on time.  One panelist requested they be replaced and gave my contact information for 

their substitute.  The replacement quickly joined the panel.  

Content Analysis of Round I 

The open-ended Delphi questionnaire produced 98 narrative responses from the panel for 

the questions related to required elements for character education programs.  I used the 

previously discussed theoretical component framework (adult modeling, faculty buy-in, and 

shared community values) for the initial analysis of the data, specifically for coding and 

grouping responses.  There were 82 responses for the second question pertaining to 

implementation of the aforementioned programs.  These responses were more specific in nature, 
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although not related to any one program.  The final question concerning evaluation had 90 

responses, all very similar, allowing for easy grouping.  

I used the four elements of the research based theoretical frameworks (engagement, 

supportive society, moral community, and others versus self) as my main structure, initially 

coding the responses by these categories, tallying and then eliminating duplicates, and combining 

similar ideas.  Subsequent Delphi rounds took the form of structured, increasingly more specific 

Likert-type questions.  In this way, the Delphi allows for efficient and rapid collection of expert 

opinions (Keeney et al., 2010).  

I incorporated two strategies for internal validity.  First, I asked peers from my cohort to 

review my dissertation and questions, looking for bias and consistency.  This technique, known 

as peer examination according to Merriam (1998), provides an outsider’s view of the survey.  I 

also kept a journal throughout the research process that which allowed me to examine my own 

beliefs and procedures that I reviewed for bias as I wrote the summary and conclusions.  The 

journal will also allow others to repeat my study, which helps ensure reliability.  

Delphi- Round II 

The purpose of the second round of the Delphi was to deriving consensus from the 

panelists (Hung et al., 2008).  I took the information gathered through the Round I responses to 

generate a forced-choice Likert-type questionnaire for the second round (Keeney et al., 2010).  I 

used Qualtrics, a Virginia Tech survey tool, for formatting and administering the questionnaire.  

I then e-mailed the Round II questionnaire to 23 panelists who originally responded affirmatively 

to my request to join the survey.  For those that did not complete the first round, I linked the 

results for them to examine before continuing with Round II.  Colton & Convert (2007) suggest 

that a qualitative survey include six parts: title, introduction, directions, items, and closing 
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section.  The e-mail provided a cover letter that explained the purpose of the second round as 

well as encouraging their continued involvement in the research process (Appendix I).  Keeney 

(2010) states that keeping respondents actively involved in the process gives them ownership and 

ensures better future participation.  The e-mail had an embedded link to the second round of the 

survey as well as a link to Round I results.  

The Round II responses were automatically entered into the Qualtircs statistical package 

for descriptive analysis.  This method of data collection sorts and codes a qualitative study into 

quantitative information (Colton & Convert, 2007).  In a Delphi, the percentage to reach 

consensus is debated (Hung, 2008; Kenney et al., 2010; Skulmoski et al., 2007) so I set my 

parameters as follows: 

1. If an item scored a 90% or more on panelists’ ratings as Extremely important to 

important; Strongly Agree to Agree; Extremely Useful to Very Useful I considered 

that it has reached consensus; 

2. If an item scored between a 70% and 90% on panelists’ ratings as Extremely 

important to important; Strongly Agree to Agree; Extremely Useful to Very Useful I 

considered that it needs to be reconsidered and was included in Round III; 

3. If an item scored a 69% or less on panelists’ ratings as Extremely important to 

important; Strongly Agree to Agree; Extremely Useful to Very Useful I considered 

that as lacking consensus and was be eliminated; 

If certain questions only had two or three response choices, I included them in Round III 

to verify their importance and allow the respondents choices.  I also included any comments or 

items made by the panelists they deemed as important.  I used these comments in the 

construction of Round III questions to add depth or further explain a question.  
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Delphi- Round III 

Based on the responses from Round II, I created the Round III questionnaire. I sent an e-

mail reiterating the Delphi process (Appendix J).  The e-mail had Round III embedded as a 

hyperlink, and attached a statistical analysis of Round II for the respondents to examine.  

Panelists verified their responses from the previous round using summary data from Round II.  

This data showed the percentages for each question that remained as well as the comments from 

Round II.  The panelists were to review Round II before answering the Round III questionnaire.  

I also reminded the panel that the purpose of the research was to determine elements, 

implementation strategies, and evaluations for effective character education programs.  

After the Round III study was complete, I again used the Qualitrics to run a statistical 

analysis of the responses.  For all items that reach at least a 70% agreement rate, I used the mean 

response to rank the items such as Extremely important (1) to Not important at All (5).  I 

incorporated the top responses for the questions that allowed for multiple answers into the 

summary and conclusion.  

In analyzing the responses from Round III, 90% was the benchmark for consensus.  

While some items were close to that percentage, Keeney (2010) points out the “law of 

diminishing returns” effect in that some items will not ever reach that mark (p. 82).  The items 

that did not reach consensus can also be as telling as those that do and were included in the final 

summary as such.  

Reliability and Validity 

The integrity of any dissertation or research relies on the level of rigor with which I 

conducted the study.  Rigor is more easily determined in a purely quantitative study as numbers 

are less subjective than opinions (Keeney et al., 2010).  Traditionally, reliability means 
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repeatability.  Researchers should strive for consistency and dependability, especially when 

examining qualitative results (Merriam, 1998).  In a Delphi technique, the reliability comes from 

the stability of the conditions and procedures in two ways.  First, the fact that there is no face-to-

face interaction among the participants insures that there is no collusion or undue influence on 

the responses.  The second measure of reliability comes from the fact that there are two groups, 

one researcher and one practitioner.  Any consensus between the two provides a crosscheck for 

similar ideas and beliefs (Keeney et al., 2010).  One of the main criticisms of a Delphi study is 

that rigor is subjective and that there is not enough agreement on the number of rounds needed 

for consensus.  Using the high percentage rate of 90% statement agreement should help to 

alleviate this concern.  Finally, reliability is assured by keeping detailed records to provide an 

“audit trail” for others to follow (Merriam, 1998, p. 207).  

Validity measures divide into content and criteria.  Content validity means I am 

measuring what I claim to be studying.  The multiple rounds of questionnaires increase the 

chance that the panelists and I remain focused on the correct aspects of the study.  The multiple 

rounds also allow us to measure criterion validity when one round of statements accurately 

predicts the next (Keeney et al., 2010).  The threats to validity are primarily internal—involving 

the selection of the panel, lack of accountability in responses, and subjectively picking the 

number of rounds  

Summary 

Chapter 3 described the design of the study: a three-round Delphi technique with a panel 

of academic researchers and educational practitioners.  Starting with three open-ended questions 

in Round I followed by two rounds that narrowed the focus using specific statements about the 

indicators and evaluation components of character education programs.  The panel modified their 
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original responses in the subsequent questionnaire.  Round III asked the panel to validate their 

rankings of the most important aspects for a character education program by providing data from 

Round II and reemphasizing the most agreed upon responses.  Using this methodology, this 

study should provide practitioners with a guide to navigate some of today’s behavioral issues. 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

By using a three-round Delphi technique as my research methodology, I was able to 

identify essential elements, implementation strategies, and evaluations of a successful character 

education program.  Twenty-three panelists participated in the study including national program 

directors, college researchers, and practitioners at the state and local levels.  Surveyed in 

isolation, the panelists arrived at a consensus on several items.  The surveys took place over six 

months at approximately two-month intervals. 

Delphi Round I 

Round I began with three open-ended questions designed to let the panelists express their 

opinions and provide their knowledge and expertise free of bias or direction from me (Appendix 

A).  Nineteen of the 23 invitees responded to all of the questions, although with varying levels of 

detail. Many panelists had several responses for each question, producing a variety of 

interrelated items (Keeney et al, 2011).  The goal of this round was to discover common themes 

from which to develop the survey questions for Round II.  To do this, I examined each individual 

answer given by the panelists for the research questions, grouping those responses that were 

similar.  These became the collapsed responses, which I then listed under the theoretical frame 

work categories as they best applied, according to the definitions from the literature review (see 

Appendix K).  These collapsed responses and framework categories are shown in tables 3, 4, and 

5. 

Question 1: Essential Elements 

Question 1 asked the panelists to tell me what they considered the essential elements of a 

character education program.  There were 98 different responses ranging from general to specific 

in nature. Some of the panelists answered in detail, while others simply bulleted their responses. 
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After combining similar answers, I broke the responses into general concepts and specific 

elements.  The general themes included defining stakeholders, ensuring the elements were based 

on research, and having “buy-in” at all levels-faculty, students, and community.  Specific 

responses included using the PBIS model, providing professional development training for staff, 

and agreeing upon set definitions for character education learning and training.  Using Question 

1 as an example, the following individual responses were grouped into collapsed responses.  The 

collapsed response was then assigned to the theoretical framework category of Peer Driven: 

1. Peer driven-Buy-in 

2. Opportunities to do something-Buy-in 

3. School activities-During school 

4. Understand definitions of character education-PBIS 

5. Peer Buy-in-Buy-in 

6. Buy-in- Buy-in 

7. Student Centered-Buy-in 

8. Intrinsic-Buy-in, Service learning 

9. Consistent language-PBIS 

10. Supports PBIS-PBIS 

11. Collective responsibility-Buy-In 

12. Commitment-Buy-in 

13. Similar language-PBIS 

14. Service learning project-Service learning 

15. Celebrations around core values- During school 

16. Not extrinsic- Service learning 
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17. Scope K-12- Buy-in 

Using a content analysis of the responses to Question 1 (What are the essential elements 

of a character education program?), I initially collapsed the 98 responses into 19 collapsed 

responses.  These responses were then allocated into the five categories from the theoretical 

framework described in Chapter 2.  As can be seen in Table 3, I included the following 

categories:  

 four responses under Peer Driven,  

 three in Faculty Driven,  

 two in Stakeholder Care,  

 four in Faculty Managed, and  

 six in Reflects Community Values.  

Buy-in was essential in multiple categories with 19 separate responses that correlated to 

much of the character education literature (Cunningham, 2007; Hardy, 2011; Pirkle, 2013).  The 

biggest category of responses was Faculty Managed with 27 responses (or 28 % of the total) with 

Reflecting Community Values second with 20 responses (or 20% of the total).    
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Table 3 

Round 1, Questions 1: Collapsed Responses by Theoretical Framework Categories 

Question 1: What elements are essential for a character education program? 

Categories from Theoretical Framework 

Peer Driven  

(N=17) 

Faculty Driven 

(N=17) 

Stakeholder Care 

(N=17) 

Faculty Managed 

(N=27) 

Reflect Community 

Values (N=20) 

Peer Buy in 

(n=8) 

Faculty Buy in 

(n=10) 

Identify stakeholders 

(n=6) 

Adult modeling 

(n=10) 

Community Buy in 

(n=1) 

PBIS-related 

(n=4) 

Tied to school 

plan/vision (n=6) 

Identify available 

resources (n=11) 

Calendar (n=2) Tied to school culture 

(n=3) 

During school 

(n=2) 

Provide 

opportunities (n=1) 

 Steering 

committee (n=7) 

Culturally sensitive 

(n=3) 

Service 

learning (n=3) 

  Training (n=8) Expresses core values 

(n=9) 

    
Sustainability (n=2) 

    
Community support 

(n=2) 

N=Total Responses in category    n=specific responses 

 

Question 2: Implementation Strategies 

The second research question asked for the best methods for implementing character 

education programs.  The panelists provided 82 responses in a variety of formats such as bulleted 

answers and full paragraphs.  I was able to combine many of the similar answers to end up with 

19 summary responses.  Again, these responses aligned to the previously established theoretical 

framework (Table 4).  Several of the general answers for implementation were the same as the 

essential elements, such as requiring buy-in from adults and students as well as providing 

leadership opportunities to demonstrate character.  

Again, using a content analysis of the responses to Question 2 (What are the best methods 

for implementing a character education program?) I initially collapsed the 82 responses into 19 

separate collapsed responses.  Some of these responses fit into multiple categories.  As with 

Question 1, I allocated these responses into the five categories from the theoretical framework.  

Table 4 displays the following results: 

 five responses under Peer Driven,  
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 five in Faculty Driven (one repeated),  

 two in Stakeholder Care,  

 four in Faculty Managed (one repeated), and  

 three in Reflects Community Values.  

The single biggest categories for implementation were Peer Driven (30% of the total) and 

Faculty Driven (30% of the total), validating Pirkle (2013) and Bloomfield’s (2006) assertions 

that character education must start and end with the students and local staff themselves.  One 

panelist summed it up by stating, “Faculty and student voice in planning, creating, and 

continuously improving the program…maximize[s] shared ownership”.  Some responses, like 

“whole –school” or “teacher led” related to multiple theoretical categories, so I counted them as 

separate responses as the connotation changed, albeit slightly in some cases.     

The more specific answers suggested case studies, focus on social/emotional issues and 

even provide examples of programs the panelists were using.  These included LGP (Leaders Go 

Places), Character Education Partnership, and CASEL (Collaborative for Academic, Social, and 

Emotional Learning).  Most prevalent was the theme of empowering the stakeholders to make 

decisions on the structure and format for implementation.  Many suggested case studies, debates, 

and other situational discussions as a means to deliver the values and vocabulary desired in the 

program.  
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Table 4 

Round 1, Question 2: Collapsed Responses by Theoretical Framework Categories 

What are the best methods for implementing a character education program? 

Categories from Theoretical Framework 

Peer Driven 

(N=25) 

Faculty Driven 

(N=25) 

Stakeholder Care 

(N=12) 

Faculty Managed 

(N=11) 

Reflect Community 

Values (N=9) 

Student centered 

n=8 

Teacher led 

n=4 

Created with input 

n=8 

Teacher led 

n=4 

Supports community 

/ school mission 

n=3 

Leadership 

opportunities 

n=3 

Faculty engagement 

n=4 

Academically 

focused 

n=4 

Develop agenda 

n=2 

Active participation 

in/ by community 

n=3 

Whole school 

n=5 

Whole school 

n=5 

 Decision making 

structure 

n= 4 

Social/ emotional  

elements 

n= 3 

Service learning 

n=2 

Case studies/ 

Debates 

n=7 

 Celebrations 

n=1 

 

Discussions/ debates 

n=7 

Tied into school 

plan/ mission/ 

vision 

n=5 

   

N=Total Responses in category    n=specific responses 

 

Question 3: Evaluation 

The final question dealt with evaluating character education programs. I was purposefully 

vague about what I meant by evaluation in order to get a broad spectrum of responses.  I was 

looking for both specific assessment tools as well as theoretical discussions of methodology.  

The general themes centered around learned values, changes in thinking/behavior, and overall 

better morale among students and staff.  Panelists suggested many data points for measuring a 

character education program’s success.  Decreases in tardiness, discipline referrals, and personal 

assault incidents combined with increased extracurricular participation and standardized test 

scores were the most common responses. 

As before, I placed the panelists’ responses into the theoretical framework.  For the 

content analysis of the responses to Question 3 (How does one evaluate a character education 

program?) I summarized the 90 responses into 16 collapsed responses.   
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As can be seen in Table 5 below, I included the following:  

 five responses under Peer Driven,  

 three in Faculty Driven (one repeated),  

 two in Stakeholder Care (one repeated),  

 four in Faculty Managed (two repeated), and  

 two in Reflects Community Values.  

By far, peer driven evaluations were the most common response because I included 

reports about student behaviors in this category (30% of the total).  After specifically student 

focused data, having measurable goals was the second most popular suggestion.  Measuring 

morale and monitoring its increase, while not commonly suggested, belonged in several 

categories.  This was done to demonstrate the different sub categories that morale applied to as 

well as its possible effect as it rose or fell. 

Table 5 

Round 1, Question 3, Collapsed Responses by Theoretical Framework Categories  

Categories from Theoretical Framework 

How does one evaluate a character education program? 

Peer Driven (N=27) 
Faculty Driven 

(N=18) 

Stakeholder Care 

(N=14) 

Faculty Managed 

(N=26) 

Reflect Community 

Values (N=5) 

Student focused 

data (Attendance, 

Discipline) 

n=17 

Measurable goals 

n=13 

Morale 

n=2 

Measurable goals 

n=13 

Change in climate/ 

culture 

n=2 

Peer modeled n=1 FAC Teacher 

pros/cons n=3 

Measured input 

n=12 

Teacher Morale n=2 Increased 

commitment n=3 

Exit survey 

n=5 

Faculty Morale 

n=2 

 Evaluation 

protocols 

n=7 

 

Learned values 

n=2 

  Faculty 

questionnaires 

n=4 

 

Student Morale 

n=2 

    

N=Total Responses in category    n=specific responses 
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Delphi Round II 

I wrote 18 multiple choice and three open-ended questions using Qualtrics Survey 

Software based on the coded and assimilated information from the Round I input.  The questions 

were divided into three categories based on the original research questions: essential elements, 

implementation, and evaluation.  In creating the questions, I used the collapsed responses (see 

Appendix L) and grouped them by using the most appropriate scale (Extremely Important to Not 

at All Important, for example).  This is how I expanded from the nineteen collapsed responses in 

Question 1 to the question stems for evaluation and consensus.  For example, Question 2 of 

Round II (see Appendix B) asks the panelists to rate the importance of five items that were 

drawn from the collapsed responses listed in Appendix K.  These question stems included 

original responses commitment, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.  After writing the questions, I 

asked three members of my doctoral cohort to review them for clarity.  They responded with 

feedback that I used to improve the questionnaire before I sent it out. I also sent the Round II 

letter and questionnaire to the VT IRB for approval, as a modification to my original study.  I 

then sent an e-mail (see Appendix I) to all 23 panelists who originally agreed to be part of the 

Delphi process regardless of whether they had responded to the first questionnaire or not.  Again, 

19 responded to the survey, although not all the same people.  

The Round II survey had 10 questions in part one (elements), seven in part two 

(implementation), and four in part three (evaluations) including the open ended response 

opportunities.  The number of questions in each section corresponded to the number of distinct 

item responses from the Round I open ended survey.  This unevenness represents the amount of 

disagreement on essential elements to agreement about evaluating character education programs.  

Eight questions asked the respondents to choose an answer on a Likert scale (five or seven 
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choices) to rank statements based on importance, agreement, or usefulness.  Ten questions asked 

the respondents to select any choice they felt was important.  At the end of each section, I gave 

each panelist an open-ended question to add or clarify any previous responses.  

While most panelists responded to the survey within a day or two, I needed to send out a 

reminder e-mail within two days of the deadline set for completing Round II.  Once I had all of 

the data, I used the Qualtrics report generator to analyze the information.  The reports included 

standard deviations, variances, and means, which then allowed me to identify a rank order for 

those items that had reached consensus, those that needed further review, and those that had little 

to no consensus.  A mean closest to 1 represented the highest level of importance on a question 

and a low standard deviation told me how close to that mean the spread of answers was.  These 

statistics got used more in Chapter 5.  

If 70% to 100% of the panel rated an item as Extremely Important, Strongly Agree, or 

Extremely Useful, then it was considered already to be a consensus item from the group.  These 

items were included in the Round III survey to assure they had reached this level of agreement.  

If less than 70% of the panel rated an item as Extremely Important, Strongly Agree, or Extremely 

Useful, then it was considered too far from consensus.  These items were not included in the 

Round III survey, but were listed in an attachment for reference.  

In Round II, 48 question stems, those items within the questions themselves, reached 

consensus: 25 in Part One (Essential Elements), 15 in Part Two (Implementation), and eight in 

Part Three (Evaluation).  At the end of each section, I asked the panelists to add any thoughts or 

comments they wished to add.  See Appendix M for Round II Data Report. Some of the 

comments asked for clarification of questions in the survey, which I then addressed in Round III.  

Other comments simply reiterated what they had expressed in the survey, such as “It is extremely 
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important…to focus on building positive relationships among students, and students and staff, 

and among staff members”.  

Delphi Round III 

Based on the feedback from Round II, I created the Round III Delphi survey.  The survey 

itself was 19 questions built from the summary response items that had received a 70% rating or 

better as well as a question asking for any final reflection on character education.  In certain 

cases, if a question was close to the 70% threshold, and there were no other clear consensus 

items, I admitted the question for review in Round III.  Keeney (2011) suggested repeating 

questions if they receive a high frequency, but not necessarily enough overall support.  These 

items often reach consensus the second time.  I sent the survey via email to the 19 panelists who 

participated in the second survey, getting 16 responses within the two weeks allotted.  A 17th 

response came late, but was still included in the results as I had not yet started the analysis.  

Along with the survey request, I provided the panelists with the data from Round II created by 

the Virginia Tech Qualtrics statistical program so they could review all of the questions from the 

previous survey and add, comment upon, or change a previous answer as recommended by 

Keeney (2010, p. 78).  The Round III survey had nine questions related to essential elements, six 

questions referencing implementation, three questions about evaluation, and one open ended 

question for final thoughts (see Appendix C).  

Examining Round III Part One (elements), respondents rated 15 of 25 items 90 % or 

better.  In Part Two (Implementation) two of 15 items scored above 90% with five more items 

receiving a consensus rate in the 80% range.  Four of the seven items in Part Three reached full 

consensus, i.e., 90% or greater.  This rate was similar to the Round II survey so I concluded my 

research.  In Round III, 17 of the 47 items had a 100% agreement from the panelists, as opposed 
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to 16 of 82 items in Round II.  See Appendix N for Round III Data Report.  Table 6 displays the 

range of responses reflected by the mean and standard deviation for each question under 

consideration.  The numerical values for the mean correspond to 1=Extremely Important, 2=Very 

Important, 3=Moderately Important, 4=Slightly Important, and 5=Not at All Important. Means 

that fell between 1.00 and 1.99 represent responses rated extremely to very important.  Table 6 

also indicates the consensus percentage for questions requiring multiple answers.  Another factor 

in ending the Delphi was the dwindling response rate, which Keeney (2010) referred to as a 

natural outcome of the law of diminishing returns.  

When I compared Round II and Round III, only a few items shifted in their level of 

importance.  In Table 6, a shift from least significant to most significant (within the parameters 

of which responses were kept) is marked in yellow, while those response items that dropped 

from most significant to least are marked in red.  The biggest changes were in items categorized 

as essential elements.  Clearly defining goals became more important than having set definitions.  

Also, allowing students more control, making character education intrinsic, and embedding 

character education curriculum in the school vision all rated higher in importance in Round III.  

Values were among the few items that scored 100% support in both rounds, notably in which 

values to teach (respect, and responsibility).  

There were very few changes in item scoring in the category of implementation and none 

under evaluation.  When implementing a program, student-centered activities became more 

important in the final round, a response reflected in evaluations as well.  Debates resulted in the 

switching of levels of importance with teacher training and student delivery of the lesson 

replacing teacher-focused lessons. Further analysis and implications for this data are included in 

Chapter 5.   
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Table 6  

Quantitative Results for Rounds II and III 

Q1 How important are the following elements of a character education 

program? 

Round II Round III 

1=Extremely Important2=Very Important3=Moderately Important4=Slightly Important5=Not at all Important 

 N Mean S.D.  N Mean S.D.  

Has clear definitions 19 1.68 .67 17 1.56 .63 

Based on adolescent moral development research 19 1.95 1.13 16 2.07 .80 

Has a proven track record 19 2.32 .82    

Is based on a specific program 19 2.22 4.3    

Has clearly defined goals* 19 2.33 3.42 17 1.31 .48 

Q2. To what degree of importance are the following items as 

components of a successful character education program 

Round II Round III 

1=Extremely Important2=Very Important3=Moderately Important4=Slightly Important5=Not at all Important 

 N Mean S.D.  N Mean S.D.  

School leadership commitment 19 1.26 .73 17 1.63 .89 

Intrinsic motivation 19 1.47 .77 17 1.81 .66 

Extrinsic motivation 19 3.05 1.35    

Focused on academics 19 2.84 .83    

Applicable to division/ state goals 18 3.06 1.35    

Q3 How important is/ are the following stakeholders to 

a character education program's success? 

Round II Round III 

1=Extremely Important2=Very Important3=Moderately Important4=Slightly Important5=Not at all Important 
 

 N Mean S.D.  N Mean S.D.  

Division/ state administration 19 3.16 1.17    

School based administration 19 1.26 .45 17 1.31 .60 

Faculty 19 1.11 .32 17 1.19 .40 

Students 19 1.26 .45 17 1.31 .48 

Parents/ community 19 1.79 .92 17 2.00 1.15 

       

Q4. How important is it for a character education program to... Round II Round III 
1=Extremely Important2=Very Important3=Moderately Important4=Slightly Important5=Not at all Important 

 N Mean S.D.  N Mean S.D.  

Teach decision making skills 19 1.58 .84 17 1.56 .73 

Teach social-emotional skills 19 1.16 .37 17 1.19 .40 

Provide leadership opportunities for students 19 1.84 1.12 17 2.00 .82 

Provide leadership opportunities for faculty/ administration 19 2.58 1.17    

       

Q5. To what degree should a character education program have the 

following elements? 

Round II Round III 

1=Strongly Agree2=Agree3=Somewhat Agree4=Neither Agree nor Disagree5=Somewhat Disagree 6=Disagree 7=Strongly 

Disagree 

 N Mean S.D.  N Mean S.D.  

Values based 19 1.53 .61 17 2.13 .87 

Sustainability 19 1.21 .42 17 1.25 1.24 

Specifically allocated budget 19 2.68 1.53    

*Yellow shading indicates items that shifted from least significant to most significant (within the parameters of responses that 

were kept) ** Red shading indicates those items that dropped from most significant to least significant 
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Table 6 (cont.) 

Quantitative Results for Rounds I and II 

Q6. A character education program should… Round II Round III 
1=Strongly Agree2=Agree3=Somewhat Agree4=Neither Agree nor Disagree5=Somewhat Disagree 6=Disagree 7=Strongly 

Disagree 

 N Mean S.D.  N Mean S.D.  

Be embedded in curriculum 19 1.47 .70 17 1.69 .60 

Be embedded in school day 19 1.32 .67 17 1.31 .60 

Included in school plan/ mission* 19 1.74 .93 17 1.19 .40 

Q16. How useful are the following in the implementation 

of a character education program? 

Round II Round III 

1=Extremely Useful2=Very Useful3=Moderately Useful4=Slightly Useful5=Not at all Useful 

 N Mean S.D.  N Mean S.D.  

Slogans 19 2.37 1.16 17 2.25 1.00 

Symbols 19 2.21 .79 17 2.25 .77 

Celebrations 19 1.47 .77 17 1.63 .62 

*Yellow shading indicates items that shifted from least significant to most significant (within the parameters of responses that 

were kept) ** Red shading indicates those items that dropped from most significant to least significant   

Q18. Rate the following as sources of data in evaluating 

a character education program. 

Round II Round III 

1=Extremely Useful2=Very Useful3=Moderately Useful4=Slightly Useful5=Not at all Useful 

 N Mean S.D.  N Mean S.D.  

Student surveys 19 1.63 1.07 17 1.44 .51 

Faculty surveys 19 2.00 1.00 17 1.88 .72 

Parent surveys 19 2.47 1.12    

Person to person interviews 19 2.05 1.03 17 2.06 .68 

Tests to measure understanding 19 2.79 .98    

Q7. Choose the essential elements of a character 

education program. Select all that apply. 

Round II 

N=19 

Round III 

N=17 

 n % n % 

Honor code/ counsel 8 42   

Service learning 11 58   

Values driven** 17 89 13 81 

Adult steering committee 12 63 13 81 

Student steering committee* 14 74 14 88 

Q8. Which are important values driven elements for a 

character education program? Select all that apply.  

Round II 

N % 

Round III 

N % 

Honesty** 19 100 14 88 

Responsibility 19 100 17 100 

Religious context 0 0   

Independence 0 0   

Respect for others 19 100 17 100 

     

Q9. Which of the following elements should be required 

in a character education program? Select all that apply 

Round II 

N % 

Round III 

N % 

Service learning 11 65 11 79 

Scheduled events 9 53   

Specific lesson plans 8 47   

Curriculum handbook 11 65 9 64 

Pre-made teaching materials 7 41   
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Table 6 (cont.) 

Quantitative Results for Rounds I and II  

11. How often teacher / faculty training for 

implementing character education should be held? 

Round II Round III 

N % N % 

Summer before implementation 5 26   

0-6 months prior 9 47 9 60 

1 year prior 4 21 6 40 

More than 1 year prior 1  5   

Q12. Select items a character education program 

should utilize for instructional implementation. Select 

all that apply. 

Round II 

 

N % 

Round III 

 

N % 

Case studies 13 68 10 67 

Guided discussions/ debates* 15 79 14 93 

Open discussions/ debates 12 63   

Nationally recognized programs 6 32   

On-going training** 18 95 13 87 

Q13. At what grade level should character education 

programs be taught? 

Round II 

N % 

Round III 

N % 

9th 4 21 2 12 

10th 1   5   

11th 0   0   

12th 0   0   

Prior to HS 14 74 15 88 

Q14. How often should character education lessons be 

taught 

Round II 

N % 

Round III 

N % 

Daily* 4 21 7 44 

Weekly** 10 53 6 38 

Monthly 4 21 3 19 

Each semester  1   5   

Once a year 0   0   

Q15. Who should be responsible for delivering the 

character education lessons? You may choose more 

than one. 

Round II 

N % 

Round III 

N % 

Student* 15 79 17 100 

Classroom teacher** 19 100 13   81 

Principal/ administrator 10 53   

Community member 11 58   

Division superintendent/ representative   1   5   

Q19. What do you consider as indicators of a successful 

character education program? Select all that apply. 

Round II 

N % 

Round III 

N % 

Grades 9 47   

Attendance 15 79 12 75 

Standardized scores 6 32   

Honor roll 7 37   

Enrollment in honors classes 5 26   

Student discipline reports 16 84 15 94 

Q20. Which behaviors do you consider as indicators of 

a character education program? Select all that apply. 

Round II Round III 

Bullying/ personal violence cases 18 95 15 94 

Vandalism/ personal property damage 15 79 12 75 

Cheating/ academic dishonesty reports 16 84 15 94 

Participation in extra-curricular activities   7 37   
*Yellow shading indicates items that shifted from least significant to most significant (within the parameters of responses that 

were kept) ** Red shading indicates those items that dropped from most significant to least significant  
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Summary 

I chose the Delphi for my research method because many experts believe that it is the 

most effective and accurate way to study a specific topic in which experts in the field can be 

surveyed (Keeney, 2011, p. 101).  The objective was to identify the essential elements, 

implementation strategies, and best evaluation strategies for a character education program for 

public schools.  Twenty-three experts agreed to participate in three surveys, with only 17 actually 

responded in all rounds.  Round I had three open-ended questions related to the research 

questions I had developed from the literature review.  From the results of Round I, I grouped into 

three sections based on my research questions.  I used this to make the Round II questionnaire, 

which I sent to the original 23 panelists.  The questionnaire consisted of five-point Likert scale 

questions, questions that required multiple answers, and an open-ended question at the end of 

each section. I developed the Round III survey by taking all of the questions for which at least 

70% of the panelist rated in the top two groups and resubmitting them to the panel.  

The panelists were consistent in responding to Rounds I and II, with 19 of the 23 experts 

complying with the survey.  Round III had two previous respondents drop out, with several 

needing extended time to finish the survey.  Overall, the panelists responded quickly and 

thoroughly at each round, as expected in a small Delphi study (Keeney, 2011).  

Consensus items for Part One, (Essential Elements) centered on staff and student buy-in, 

values driven curriculum, and embedding lessons in the school day.  There was more agreement 

on elements as well as more items to consider in this section.  Part Two (Implementation) 

resulted in consensus on being delivered frequently and by the students themselves.  Panelists 

agreed that data on discipline and student surveys were the best means to evaluate a program 

(Part Three-Evaluation).  The data reveal five essential elements, ten implementation necessities, 
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and four sources of evaluation of a character education program.  The essential elements needed 

for a successful character education program include: clear definitions, clear goals, and values 

such as responsibility and respect; character must be intrinsically motivated; a program must 

teach specific skills like decision-making and socio-emotional awareness; and, finally, a program 

must provide leadership opportunities for students.  

The important implementation strategies include introduction by school leadership with a 

focus on student–led activities and support from administrators, staff, and students.  The program 

must be embedded into the curriculum and into daily lessons as well as be a part of the school 

mission statement, vision, and improvement plan.  Staff trainings need to stay focused and 

current and need to occur within the year of implementation; they also need to incorporate 

service learning, have student–led discussions and debates, include celebrations of success over 

slogans and symbols, and be sustainable.  

The evaluation tools most agreed upon were: student exit surveys, discipline reports, 

bullying/personal crime reports, and academic dishonesty reports.  As one panelist stated, 

Evaluations should therefore assess both ethics and excellence. Individual indicators of character 

lead one to a clear assessment of a school’s culture.  
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The final chapter summarizes the findings of the three round Delphi study on character 

education programs.  First, I reiterate my research process.  Next, I compare the findings and 

consensus items from the study to the previously reviewed literature in order to validate or 

invalidate the theoretical framework.  The chapter concludes with suggestions for practical 

implications of the dissertation and recommendations for further research.  

Description of the Study 

For this dissertation, I conducted a three-round Delphi study.  The Delphi method 

allowed me to survey a panel of experts in the fields of education, child development, and 

character education in order to establish what factors make for a strong character education 

program.  By my sending the surveys as an email to each panelist individually, they were able to 

be anonymous and free from each other’s bias.  Round I was an open-ended survey with three 

research questions derived from my research: 

1. What elements are essential for a character education program? 

2. What are the best methods for implementing a character education program? 

3. How does one evaluate a character education program? 

I created the Round II survey after analyzing and codifying the results of the first survey.  

This survey took the form of several Likert questions, divided into three categories based on the 

research questions.  Most items asked the panelists to rank from Extremely Important to Not at 

all important.  Some questions required the experts to choose more than one response.  After 

gathering the data at the end of the survey window, I eliminated items that failed to reach a 70% 

consensus.  The Round III survey consisted of items rated at 70% or better, including items 

above 90%, although they were already consensus items. 
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For the Round III survey, I sent the panelists the data report for Round II in order for them to 

examine previous responses if they wanted to.  The questions in Round III required that the 

panelists reevaluate their choices that had reached consensus, ensuring these were the items 

panelists thought most critical to a character education programs success.  Through an open-

ended question, the panelists also had one last opportunity to add or expand upon any of the 

aforementioned items or ideas.  

Discussion of Findings 

The research centered around character education predominantly focused on reasons for, 

as well as an explanation of, the increase in academic dishonesty.  Nationwide programs were 

also developed to guide behaviors and address some of these issues.  By reviewing the literature 

related to character education, I established a theoretical framework for creating a successful 

program.  This framework was based on adolescent development philosophy and more current 

research concerning character education in general.  The consensus items from the surveys 

connect the data to the literature, albeit some areas have a stronger tie than others do.  In the 

discussion and analysis in this chapter, I am referring to the highest ranked items in the Round III 

survey.  The ranking is based on the mean closest to 1 (Extremely Important; Strongly Agree, 

Extremely Useful) coupled with the smallest standard deviation.  

Essential Elements  

The first research question was to identify the essential elements of a character education 

program.  The literature points with some agreement that there are three essential elements 

necessary when creating a successful character education program: expressed core values, 

stakeholder buy-in, and an emphasis on social-emotional lessons.  As stated in the literature, the 

first element is to have clearly defined goals which express the core values of the community and 
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school or division (Cunningham, 2007; McCabe et al., 2001; Sutter, 2009). Defining core values 

is the beginning of having clearly defined goals.  These goals need to be tied to the school plan 

or mission statement as an outward manifestation of the plan or mission.  Another way to show 

support for core values is to fund the program and find the needed resources as the panelists 

indicated.  They believed the most important values needed were responsibility and respect for 

others, each having 100% consensus.  “Character consists of moral virtues [like] honesty and 

respect.” Likona concurred (2009) and added honesty as an important virtue to be taught.  The 

literature varied here as Sutter (2009) and McCabe (2001) believed character values were 

important while Kohn (1997) did not.  Hardy and Carlo (2005) did not support values-driven 

elements, while Kohn went so far as to say that values cannot be used as they are too politically 

and socially biased.  While not discussed by the panelists in the survey, Hirsch (1988) reminds us 

that values are often culturally driven.  It is surprising, given the rising concern for cultural 

awareness, that cultural values and identity were not a bigger concern and generally not 

mentioned by the panel.  In the study, this finding could show a bias of the panelists, given their 

homogenous nature.  

The second element the research group agreed upon was the importance of including 

stakeholders and getting buy-in from both staff and students.  “All stakeholders should have a 

voice, with students serving in a leadership capacity.”  Stakeholders include students, teachers, 

administrators, parents and community members.  Panelists identified faculty and student buy-in 

as the most important elements stakeholders needed for a character education program.  The 

literature concurred, viewing staff buy-in as one of the most significant constants for success 

(DeRoche & Williams, 2001; Likona, 2009; McCabe &Trevino, 1993).  Pirkle (2013) and 

Bloomfield (2006) focused on student buy-in.  
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Along with buy-in, researchers added adult modeling as a major component 

(Cunningham, 2007; Wangaard, 2011).  Administrators and teachers who believe in the need for 

character education and who demonstrate it in their everyday dealings with students have more 

successful programs.  The panelists indicated faculty investment highest with student and school-

based administrators next when asked about importance to program success.  

For the final essential element, the literature stated that programs need to address socio-

emotional lessons (Benninga et al., 2006).  The panelists agreed with this: “Character education 

cannot take place unless embedded in a larger social/emotional learning system.”  Along with 

decision making and provide leadership opportunities, panelist rated social/emotional awareness 

as a program essential.  “I see empathy as an area of need in today’s society and therefore a 

critical element.”  

Some areas included in the literature review that the panelists did not rate as essential in 

this study were cultural literacy (Hirsch, 1998; Likona, 2009) and the concern over venture 

philanthropy (Ravitch, 2010; Scott, 2009).  Panelists referred to training and tying a character 

education program to a school’s mission or vision statement as essential, which did not emerge 

in the literature.  

Implementation 

The second research question addressed the best practices for implementing a character 

education program.  The results of the survey pointed to three components: (a) implementation 

must be tied to the school vision (similar to essential elements); (b) stakeholders must share 

responsibility for initiating the agreed upon programs although the lessons or activities 

themselves should be student driven; and (c) best practices are to make use of discussions, 

debates, and case studies to disseminate core beliefs.  
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According to both the panelists and the literature ( Likona, 2009), implementing a 

character education program should be part of the school’s plan for each year, just as increasing 

test scores and closing achievement gaps are.  It also needs to be embedded into the school day 

as a natural extension of any lesson plan.  As one panelist said, “The more character education 

is infused into the culture of the school, the more successful it will be.”  This validates the 

literature, as both Davidson (2010) and DeRoche (2001) emphasized the need for any program to 

be part of the mission or plan for the school.  When character education is made part of the 

school vision and mission, students and staff can celebrate the successes achieved by all.  These 

celebrations, whether that means academic honor rolls, team and club championships, or 

recognition assemblies, allow the school to come together over what it considers important.  This 

also allows active participation from the community, another factor the literature also believed 

essential (Likona, 2009; McCabe et al., 2001).  

The responsibility for instituting character education falls on all of the stakeholders.  This 

means the school or division should appoint an adult steering committee to guide the 

implementation but let the students choose the tools and direction the program takes.  Bloomfield 

(2006) and Billig (2007) considered student involvement as critical because it created positive 

peer pressure.   

The third element the panelists agreed upon was the most concrete.  They agreed that the 

teaching of behaviors and concepts like empathy and respect should occur mostly through 

discussions and debates about modern concerns.  “Case studies that are relevant to local 

circumstance” provide the best opportunity for students to interact in a meaningful way.  When 

used as part of a lesson in history or science, for example, the abstract ideas of honor and 

integrity can have a specific example or lead to a discussion over a controversial topic.  Peer 
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driven implementation was a theme in much of the literature (Bloomfield, 2006; Pirkle, 2013).  

The literature also acknowledged the necessity of authentic debate and discussion in order for 

students to buy into the character values (Billig & Broderson, 2007; Williams et al., 2003).   

Evaluation 

The last research question asked and the final component the panel pointed to as 

significant concerned the evaluation of the character education program implemented as well as 

a look at how effective the program itself was.  It is critical that the character education 

program’s outcomes relate back to the essential elements.  Implementation evaluations compare 

a program’s design to what the literature suggests the program “should” look like.  For example, 

one outcome goal the panelists had was that a program would reduce bullying, then an evaluation 

would look for case studies that focused on scenarios that allowed students to make decisions or 

react to that situation.  Similarly, for any evaluation to be valid the lesson plans, school created 

literature, and discussion questions must relate to the essential elements stated at the outset of 

program.  As one panelist stated, “A formative evaluation that monitors the extent to which 

school members are actually implementing those essential principles.”  Much of the literature, 

while recognizing the need for evaluation and reflection, admitted to the difficulty in measuring 

implementation success (Sutter, 2009).  

For outcome evaluation, the respondents felt data on attendance and discipline measure a 

school’s successful implementation of a character education program.  Increased attendance and 

a decrease in person-to-person acts of violence often demonstrate respect and responsibility, 

qualities that were singled out in the essential elements section.  These same data were 

considered as significant indicators of success in the literature as well (Jarc, 2011; Virginia 

Department of Education, 2000).  
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Several panelists worried that too much attention was fixed on counting negative data and 

there were not enough positive indicators.  “Evaluation should assess both ethics and excellence- 

indicators of student moral and performance character.”  However, researchers like Bebeau 

(1999) admit that these correlations are often anecdotal.  The Delphi subjects agreed but added 

that student and faculty end of year surveys could provide insight into a program’s successes.  

Implications for Practice 

As school systems continue to deal with issues like cheating, bullying, and truancy, 

educational leaders need to find creative and effective means for combating these concerns.  The 

federal government has passed the responsibility for resolving character issues to the states, who 

have, in turn, handed this responsibility to local school systems and, sometimes, to individual 

schools.  This study, based on current character education literature and the educational expertise 

of researchers and practitioners, provides a framework for choosing or creating an appropriate 

program.  

Respect for others and personal responsibility had 100% agreement as integral values for 

a character education program.  In order to create a school culture that honors academic integrity, 

respect of its citizens, and makes everyone communally responsible for excellence several steps 

must be followed.  First, work with the school and community leadership to develop clear goals, 

values, and definitions for the program, know what the outcome is at the beginning.  Panelists 

rated this as their most essential element.  

Any school using the suggested elements, implementation strategies, and evaluation tools 

should be aware of their own issues first and how to approach their community and other 

stakeholders to institute a program best suited for their needs.  According to the survey, these 

goals become the school vision, and the implementation of these goals becomes the school 
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improvement plan.  Identify a steering committee and begin training staff on disseminating these 

goals as a natural occurrence in their classrooms rather than a series of stand-alone lessons that 

become cumbersome and soon discarded.  In both the literature as well as the survey results, 

stakeholder buy-in and cooperation is critical in all aspects of the development of a school’s 

program.  

Develop relevant readings and case studies and build meaningful discussions around 

them as a means for implementing the values.  Guided discussions and debates reached over 90% 

agreement as the best tool for introducing and examining character education ideals.  Allow 

these “lessons” to be student led (100% consensus on who should implement), but be cognizant 

that success comes when the adults model the behaviors while the children are learning them.  

Also important is the need for school leadership to be aware of how crucial its modelling 

of the hoped-for behaviors is to the success of the program “walk the walk” as the cliché goes.  

This commitment ranked highest in necessary components for starting the program.  Another 

significant factor for developing values is to establish some form of project, capstone, or 

culminating activity that allows these students to celebrate their successes and understanding 

character as envisioned by the leadership team.  

Finally, evaluate the success of the program based on a regular basis, using repeatable 

standards.  Measure its ability to meet the goals stated during the establishment of the essential 

elements.  Two suggested tools for measurement are student and teacher surveys on effectiveness 

and school related data like attendance figures and a reduction in crime (bullying, fights, and 

vandalism).  The panelists had over 90% agreement that reducing bullying and cheating were the 

strongest outcome indicators for successful character education.  This would need to be done as a 

pre/post survey to examine growth in understanding and practice.  
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Recommendations for Further Research 

Significant and copious research has been conducted about the causes and effects of 

cheating and the lack of moral education.  Programs have been developed to combat this as well 

as promote positive behaviors in schools like respect and responsibility.  However, there is a gap 

that neither the available literature nor this study properly addresses.  The most significant area 

that should be researched further is the need for independent examination of the effectiveness of 

national programs.  Most of the data used to rate program effectiveness is based on research by 

the programs’ developers themselves or is predominantly anecdotal.  Evaluation protocols need 

to be established and then put into place before a character education program is implemented.  

The data gathered (increased attendance, decreased acts of violence, and an increase in school 

pride) can be used as metrics for success; however, linking the data to the more abstract beliefs 

in a character education program is difficult.  The research should be done longitudinally and at a 

variety of locations and situations to examine the program’s worth.  

In order to test the reliability of my Delphi study, I would also repeat the survey using a 

different group of panelists.  Comparing the responses would either strengthen the findings or 

reveal a need for further research in the same area.  I would also use these survey questions with 

another group, such as parents, students, and teachers.  Their perspectives could be unique and 

lead to some interesting studies examining the differences.  Another option, rather than using the 

Delphi method again, is to conduct focus groups and/or interviews with students, faculty, and 

parents as an effective evaluative practice.    

Finally, I would consider expanding the scope of the research questions to see how 

character education groups or programs address gender equity, gender issues, cultural 
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insensitivity, and the like.  I would want to know how successful they are in combating 

intolerance as well as how information like that should be measured. 

Reflection on Process 

The Delphi research method was an effective tool for gathering information (Keeney et 

al., 2010).  The “hands-on” nature of this study has more meaningful results by surveying 

specific researchers and secondary educators because they had the educational experiences 

mattered the most.  Character education has so many meanings to many different people that I 

wanted to survey only those with extensive study or experiences in this field.  

One of the many things I learned through this process was to grasp the various methods 

for doing research.  While reading for the literature review, I studied surveys, case studies, and 

other designs.  I learned to discern which methods should be used for which questions. As a 

scholar, my biggest growth was as a writer.  Through undergraduate and graduate school, I 

always believed myself to be a strong writer but this is the area in which I have improved the 

most.  After setting my ego aside, I learned to be more analytical and, at the same time, more 

succinct in what I say and why I am saying it.  I am far more critical in how I look at writing, 

both in style and substance.  Finally, I truly have a deeper understanding for the subject of 

character education itself.  I know the issues in schools do not have a quick fix, but with an 

integrated, leadership supported, and peer instituted program, long term solutions are possible. 
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Appendix A Round I Delphi Survey 

Character Education Delphi Round I 

 

Q 1. What elements are essential for a character education program? 

 

Q 2. What are the best methods for implementing a character education program? 

 

Q3. How does one evaluate a character education program? 
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Appendix B Round II Delphi Survey 

Character Education Round II 

 

DIRECTIONS: This survey is designed to gain insight into the essential 

elements, implementation strategies, and evaluations of a strong character education program. 

Please respond to the items below. They are based on the open ended survey you submitted 

earlier.  

 

Part I: Essential Elements 

 

Q1 How important are the following elements of a character education program? 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very 

important (2) 
Moderately 

important (3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

Has clear 

definitions 

(1) 

          

Is based on 

adolescent 

moral 

development 

research (3) 

          

Demonstrates 

a proven 

track record 

of success (5) 
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Q2 To what degree of importance are the following items as components of a successful 

character education program 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very 

important (2) 
Moderately 

important (3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

School 

leadership 

commitment 

(1) 

          

Intrinsic 

motivation 

(2) 

          

Extrinsic 

motivation 

(3) 

          

Focused on 

academics (4) 
          

Applicable to 

Division or 

State goals 

(5) 

          

 

Q3 How important is/ are the following stakeholders to a character education program's success? 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very 

important (2) 
Moderately 

important (3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

Division/ 

State 

administration 

(1) 

          

School based 

administration 

(2) 

          

Faculty (3)           

Students (4)           

Parents/ 

Community 

(5) 
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Q4 How important is it for a character education program to... 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very 

important (2) 
Moderately 

important (3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

Teach 

decision 

making skills 

(1) 

          

Teach social-

emotional 

skills 

(compassion, 

empathy, 

kindness) (2) 

          

Provide 

leadership 

opportunities 

for students 

(3) 

          

Provide 

leadership 

opportunities 

for faculty 

and/or 

administration 

(4) 
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Q5 To what degree should a character education program have the following elements? 

 
Strongly 
agree (1) 

Agree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
agree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

Values based 

(1) 
              

Sustainability 

(defined as 

able to 

survive after 

a change in 

leadership) 

(2) 

              

Specifically 

allocated 

budget (3) 

              

 

 

Q6 A character education program should 

 
Strongly agree 

(1) 
Somewhat 
agree (2) 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(3) 

Somewhat 
disagree (4) 

Strongly 
disagree (5) 

Be embedded 

in the 

curriculum 

(1) 

          

Be embedded 

in the school 

day (2) 

          

Be 

specifically 

included in 

the school 

plan or 

mission 

statement (3) 
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Q7 Choose the essential elements of a character education program. Select all that apply. 

 Honor code/ Honor counsel (1) 

 Service learning (2) 

 Values driven (3) 

 Adult steering committee (4) 

 Student steering committee (5) 

 

Q8 Which are important value driven elements for a character education program.? Select all that 

apply. 

 Honesty (1) 

 Responsibilty (2) 

 Religious context (3) 

 Independence (4) 

 Respect for others (5) 

 

Q9 Which of the following elements should be required in a character education program? Select 

all that apply 

 Service learning (1) 

 Scheduled events (2) 

 Specific lesson plans (3) 

 Curriculum handbook or guide (4) 

 Pre-made teaching materials (5) 

 

Q10 What else would you like to add about essential elements for a character education 

program? 

 

Part II: Implementation 

 

Q11 How often should teacher/ faculty training for implementing character education be held? 

 Summer before implementation (1) 

 0-6 months prior (2) 

 One school year prior (3) 

 More than one year prior (4) 

 

Q12 Select items a character education program should utilize for instructional implementation. 

Select all that apply. 

 Case Studies (1) 

 Guided discussions/ debates (2) 

 Open discussions/ debates (3) 

 Nationally recognized program lessons (4) 

 On-going training (5) 
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Q13 At what grade level should character education programs be taught.  

 Ninth grade (1) 

 Tenth grade (2) 

 Eleventh grade (3) 

 Twelfth grade (4) 

 Prior to high school (5) 

 

Q14 How often should character education lessons be taught 

 Daily (1) 

 Weekly (2) 

 Monthly (3) 

 Each Semester (4) 

 Once a year (5) 

 

Q15 Who should be responsible for delivering the character education lessons? You may choose 

more than one. 

 Student (1) 

 Classroom teacher (2) 

 Principal or other administrator (3) 

 Community member (4) 

 Division superintendent or representative (5) 

 

Q16 How useful are the following in the implementation of a character education program? 

 
Extremely 
useful (1) 

Very useful (2) 
Moderately 

useful (3) 
Slightly useful 

(4) 
Not at all 
useful (5) 

Slogans (1)           

Symbols (2)           

Celebrations 

of success (3) 
          

 

 

Q17 What else would you like to add about the implementation of a character education 

program? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



100 
 

 

 

Part III: Evaluation 

 

Q18 Rate the following as sources of data in evaluating a character education program. 

 
Extremely 
useful (1) 

Very useful (2) 
Moderately 

useful (3) 
Slightly useful 

(4) 
Not at all 
useful (5) 

Student 

surveys about 

effectiveness 

(1) 

          

Faculty 

surveys about 

effectiveness 

(2) 

          

Parent 

surveys about 

effectiveness 

(3) 

          

Person-to 

person 

Interviews (4) 

          

Tests to 

measure 

understanding 

of core 

content (5) 

          

 

 

Q19 What do you consider as indicators of a successful character education program? Select all 

that apply. 

 Grades (1) 

 Attendance (2) 

 Standardized test scores (3) 

 Honor Roll membership (4) 

 Honors classes enrollment (Advanced Placement/ International Baccalaureate) (5) 

 Student discipline reports (6) 
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Q20 Which behaviors do you consider as indicators of a character education program? Select all 

that apply. 

 Bullying/ personal violence cases (1) 

 Vandalism/ property damage (2) 

 Cheating/ academic dishonesty reports (3) 

 Participation in extracurricular activities (4) 

 

Q21 What else would you like to add about significant or important evaluations of a character 

education program? 

 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. There will be one more questionnaire to 

take which you will receive approximately two weeks after the window this survey closes. It will 

reflect agreement on certain questions as well as reintroduce questions that still needed 

consideration.  
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Appendix C Round III Delphi Survey 

Character Education Round III 

 

DIRECTIONS: Round III Survey is designed to allow the panel to reach consensus on the most 

important aspects for developing and implementing a character education program. I have 

included the items with 70% or greater agreement on the Round II survey. Using the 

same question stems, please reevaluate your top responses. I have included the statistics from 

Round II as link from the email for those who wish to examine the overall group response 

before reevaluating their choices.  

 

Part I: Essential Elements 

 

Q1 How important are the following elements of a character education program? 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very 

important (2) 
Moderately 

important (3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

Has clear 

definitions 

(1) 
          

Is based on 

adolescent 

moral 

development 

research (3) 

          

Has clearly 

defined goals 

(4) 
          

 

 

Q2 How important are the following items as components of a successful character education 

program 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very 

important (2) 
Moderately 

important (3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

School 

leadership 

commitment 

(1) 

          

Intrinsic 

motivation 

(2) 
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Q3 How important are the following stakeholders to a character education program's success? 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very 

important (2) 
Moderately 

important (3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

School based 

administration 

(2) 
          

Faculty (3)           

Students (4)           

Parents/ 

Community 

(5) 
          

 

 

Q4 How important is it for a character education program to... 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very 

important (2) 
Moderately 

important (3) 
Slightly 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

Teach 

decision 

making skills 

(1) 

          

Teach social-

emotional 

skills 

(compassion, 

empathy, 

kindness) (2) 

          

Provide 

leadership 

opportunities 

for students 

(3) 

          

 

 



104 
 

 

Q5 A character education program should be.... 

 
Strongly 
agree (1) 

Agree (2) 
Somewhat 
agree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

Values 

based (1) 
              

Sustainable 

(defined as 

able to 

survive 

after a 

change in 

leadership) 

(2) 

              

 

 

Q6 A character education program should be... 

 
Strongly agree 

(1) 
Somewhat 
agree (2) 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(3) 

Somewhat 
disagree (4) 

Strongly 
disagree (5) 

Be embedded 

in the 

curriculum 

(1) 

          

Be embedded 

in the school 

day (a regular 

part of the 

day) (2) 

          

Be 

specifically 

included in 

the school 

plan or 

mission 

statement (3) 
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Q7 Which of these elements listed below are essential for the success of a character education 

program? Check all that apply.  

1. Values driven (3) 

2. Adult steering committee (4) 

3. Student steering committee (5) 

 

Q8 Which of the values listed below are essential for a character education program? Select all 

that apply. 

4. Honesty (1) 

5. Responsibility (2) 

6. Respect for others (5) 

 

Q9 Which of the following elements should be required in a character education program? Select 

all that apply 

7. Service learning (1) 

8. Curriculum handbook or guide (4) 

 

Part II: Implementation 

 

Q11 How often should teacher/ faculty training for implementing character education be held? 

 0-6 months prior (2) 

 One school year prior (3) 

 

Q12 Select essential strategies from the list below that a program should utilize for instructional 

implementation. Select all that apply.. 

9. Case Studies (1) 

10. Guided discussions/ debates (2) 

11. On-going training for faculty (5) 

 

Q13 At what grade level should character education programs be taught.  

 Ninth grade (1) 

 Prior to high school (5) 

 

Q14 How often should character education lessons be taught 

 Daily (1) 

 Weekly (2) 

 Monthly (3) 
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Q15 Who should be responsible for delivering the character education lessons? You may choose 

more than one. 

12. Student (1) 

13. Classroom teacher (2) 

 

Q16 How useful are the following in the implementation of a character education program? 

 
Extremely 
useful (1) 

Very useful (2) 
Moderately 

useful (3) 
Slightly useful 

(4) 
Not at all 
useful (5) 

Slogans (1)           

Symbols (2)           

Celebrations 

of success (3) 
          

 

 

Part III: Evaluation 

 

Q18 Rate the following as sources of data in evaluating a character education program. 

 
Extremely 
useful (1) 

Very useful (2) 
Moderately 

useful (3) 
Slightly useful 

(4) 
Not at all 
useful (5) 

Student 

surveys about 

effectiveness 

(1) 

          

Faculty 

surveys about 

effectiveness 

(2) 

          

Person-to 

person 

Interviews (4) 
          

 

 

Q19 What do you consider as indicators of a successful character education program? Select all 

that apply. 

14. Attendance (2) 

15. Student discipline reports (6) 
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Q20 Which student behaviors do you consider as useful indicators when evaluating a character 

education program? Select all that apply. 

16. Bullying/ personal violence cases (1) 

17. Vandalism/ property damage (2) 

18. Cheating/ academic dishonesty reports (3) 

 

Q21 What else would you like to add about significant or important elements, implementation 

strategies, or evaluations of character education programs?  

 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Results from Round II are attached to the 

email if you wish to reference the group responses. If you feel a question or questions which did 

not receive a 70% or better group response deserves a second look, please let me know and I will 

send it out to the group for further review.  
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Appendix D Initial E-mail to Potential Panelists 

Dear _________________, 
 

My name is Phil Cronin and I am a doctoral candidate at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

University (Virginia Tech) and an Assessment Coach in Fairfax County Public Schools. I am 

contacting you to request your participation in my dissertation study as one of only 25 expert 

panelists across the country. I have selected you based on your expertise and knowledge of 

character education programs. The potential panel of 25 is a blend of professors, researchers, 

national leaders, and practitioners. 
 

My research will examine indicators and evaluation tools of character education programs. I will 

be using the Delphi Technique to conduct this research. The Delphi Technique is used to gather 

the opinions of experts and practitioners alike, while not having to bring the panelists together 

geographically.  
 

My specific request for your participation is to respond to a brief questionnaire three different 

times. Each time the questionnaire should take you less than 30minutes. After the initial 

questionnaire you will be able to see the compiled responses from the group (without the 

individuals identified) and react to these data). 
 

Your responses are confidential from other panelists and in my reporting of the data. I do plan to 

use some direct quotes from the feedback without identification of the individual respondent. 
 

I will utilize email attachments to deliver the questionnaires and receive your responses. If this is 

not acceptable to you, I will be happy to send you a hard copy via the U.S. Mail. Although, for 

this research your informed consent will be implied from the return of the questionnaires, I have 

attached to this email specific information regarding your participation. 
  
Thank you for your consideration of this request. I would be honored to have someone of your 

stature participate in this study. Please let me know if I can answer any questions you may have 

about the study or your time commitment. Feel free to email or call me with any questions or 

thoughts. 
 

If you are agreeable to participate, please respond to this email. Again, with a panel of 25 

experts, your participation is critically important to me and the validity of the results. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Phil Cronin 

pscronin@fcps.edu 

  

mailto:healeyt@pwcs.edu
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Appendix E Follow-Up E-mail to Potential Panelists 

 

Hello _____________, 

 

On November 15, 2015, I sent the attached email asking you to consider an invitation to be one 

of only 25 panelists on my dissertation study surrounding character education programs. So far, I 

have commitments from 24 panelists. I specifically selected you based on your expertise and 

knowledge. Please consider the attached request. 

Thank you very much for your time. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Phil Cronin 

pscronin@fcps.edu 

 

 

mailto:pscronin@fcps.edu
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Appendix F Round I Delphi Survey Invitation 

Dear ___________________, 

Thank you for agreeing to be part of my research, I look forward to working with you over the 

next several weeks.  

Purpose of research project: The purpose of this study is to examine several popular 

character education programs, learn from what practitioners and theorists feel works in 

moral education, and finally provide a framework for division superintendents or local 

principals to use when examining their practices for character education. The results will 

be used for a dissertation and publication. 

 

Procedures: This study will involve three to four rounds of questionnaires. The first will 

be three open-ended questions, sent via email to be returned within two weeks. The 

second and subsequent questionnaires will be between 30-40 questions long, designed to 

be answered in about 30-45 minutes and returned within two weeks. You may chose 

NOT to answer all questions or provide additional comments at any time.  

 

Risks: The researcher does NOT anticipate any risk to the participant. However, due to 

the small sample size, there is a risk of your answers being attributed to you although no 

direct mention will be made. If at any time during the administration of this assessment 

or after completion you feel uncomfortable or if for any reason you wish to stop you may 

do so and your results will be deleted. 

 

Benefits: No individual benefits or promise thereof will accrue to you for participating in 

this study.  

 

Extent of Anonymity and Confidentiality: Your assessment results will be strictly 

confidential, and the data will be kept in a secure environment. The Virginia Tech 

Institutional Review Board (VT IRB) may view the data for auditing purposes. The IRB 

is responsible for the oversight of the protection of human subjects involved in research.  

 

Questions or Concerns: Should you have any questions about the study, you may 

contact me at pscronin@fcps.edu . Should you have questions about the study’s conduct 

or your rights as a subject, or need to report a research-related injury, you may contact 

VT IRB Chair, DR. David Moore at moored@vt.edu or (540) 231-4991. 

 

You can complete the first round of the survey by clicking on the secure link Character 

Education Survey Round I. By clicking on the survey link, you indicate your consent to 

participate in this survey. 

Again, thank you very much for your participation. Please complete this form by February 16th, 

2016.  

Phil Cronin 

West Springfield Assessment Coach 

(W) 703-913-3812  

mailto:pscronin@fcps.edu
mailto:moored@vt.edu
https://virginiatech.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_6xobdwmouUwOuNv
https://virginiatech.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_6xobdwmouUwOuNv
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Appendix G Informed Consent Document 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

Informed Consent for Participants in Research Projects  

Involving Human Subjects 

Title of Project: Character Education in Public Schools 

Investigator: Philip S Cronin pscronin@fcps.edu/703-927-5432 

I. Purpose of research project: The purpose of this study is to examine several popular 

character education programs, learn from what practitioners and theorists feel works in 

moral education, and finally provide a framework for division superintendents or local 

principals to use when examining their practices for character education. The results 

will be used for a dissertation and publication. 

II. Procedures: This study will involve three to four rounds of questionnaires. The first 

will be three open-ended questions, sent via email to be returned within two weeks. 

The second and subsequent questionnaires will be between 30-40 questions long, 

designed to be answered in about 30-45 minutes and returned within two weeks. You 

may chose NOT to answer all questions or provide additional comments at any time.  

III. Risks: The researcher does NOT anticipate any risk to the participant. However, due 

to the small sample size, there is a risk of your answers being attributed to you 

although no direct mention will be made. If at any time during the administration 

of this assessment or after completion you feel uncomfortable or if for any reason you 

wish to stop you may do so and your results will be deleted. 
IV. Benefits: No individual benefits or promise thereof will accrue to you for participating 

in this study.  

V. Extent of Anonymity and Confidentiality: Your assessment results will be strictly 

confidential, and the data will be kept in a secure environment. The Virginia Tech 

Institutional Review Board (VT IRB) may view the data for auditing purposes. The 

IRB is responsible for the oversight of the protection of human subjects involved in 

research.  

VI. Questions or Concerns: Should you have any questions about the study, you may 

contact the research investigator whose contact information was provided at the 

beginning of this document. Should you have questions about the study’s conduct or 

your rights as a subject, or need to report a research-related injury, you may contact 

VT IRB Chair, DR. David Moore at moored@vt.edu or (540) 231-4991. 

VII. Subject Consent: I have read the consent form and conditions of the project. I have 

had all of my questions answered. I hereby acknowledge the above and give my 

voluntary consent: 

 

____________________________        Date_________________ 

Subject Signature (electronic) 

 

____________________________ 

Subject Printed Name 

  

mailto:pscronin@fcps.edu/703-927-5432
mailto:moored@vt.edu
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Appendix H Virginia Tech IRB Approval Document 
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Appendix I  Round II Delphi Survey Invitation 

Dear ___________________,  

 

Thank you for your response to the first Delphi round questionnaire on character education. You 

are participating in this research as one of 24 expert panelists and your input remains critically 

important to this study. 

 

As a quick review, this research is a three round Delphi study centered on character education 

programs. Specifically, the research is examining the essential elements of a comprehensive 

program, strategic implementation, and the appropriate data to examine the success of a 

character education program. The Delphi method supports the blending of the thoughts and 

opinions of national experts, researchers, and practitioners.  

 

The Delphi II instrument utilizes the Virginia Tech Qualtrics survey maker. Clicking the link 

embedded in this email will take you directly to the second round surveys. This instrument was 

created based on the data provided by all panelists in Round I. For each of the original questions, 

the answers have been grouped into three categories: elements, implementation, and evaluations. 

Please read the directions carefully and indicate the appropriate response for each item. The 

survey should take you approximately twenty minutes. Please complete the surveys by March 

25, 2016.  

 

Round II Survey 
 

Thank you again for your participation, time, and expertise. Do not hesitate to contact me with 

any questions at pscronin@fcps.edu or by phone at 703-927-5432 
Sincerely, 

 

Phil Cronin                                              

Doctoral Candidate - Virginia Tech 

                         

  

https://virginiatech.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_cuR7HnOZRqoWggl
mailto:pscronin@fcps.edu
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Appendix J Round III Delphi Survey Invitation to Participants 

Dear _____________________,  

 

 

Thank you for your response to the Round II Delphi survey on character education programs. 

You are participating in this research as one of 24 expert panelists and your input remains 

critically important to this study. This round is the last scheduled data collection for the study. 

 

As a quick review, this research is a three round Delphi study centered on character education. 

Specifically, the research is examining the indicators/evaluations of a comprehensive program, 

the essential components, and the appropriate data to examine the success of a character 

education program. The Delphi method supports the blending of the thoughts and opinions of 

national experts, researchers, and practitioners.  

 

The Round III instrument was created based on the data provided by all panelists in Round II. 

The following parameters were used in analyzing the data from Round II. 

 If 90% to 100% of the panel rated an item as "Very Important" or "Important," then it was 

considered already to be a consensus item from the group. These items are not included 

in the Round III survey, but are listed in the respective attachment to this email for your 

reference. 

 If less than 70% of the panel rated an item as "Very Important" or "Important," then it was 

considered too far from consensus. These items are not included in the Round III survey, 

but are listed in the respective attachment to this email for your reference. 

 If between 70% and less than 90% of the panel rated an item as "Very Important" or 

"Important," then it did not reach the 90% consensus threshold, but is close enough for 

the panel to consider again. These items are included in the Round III survey for your 

second review. 

 

As with the Round II Delphi, the Round III Delphi instrument utilizes the Virginia Tech 

Qualtrics Survey Maker. By clicking the link below you will automatically be taken to the 

survey. Once you complete the surveys, the system will notify me by email. Please complete the 

last survey by June 20, 2016 

 

. https://virginiatech.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_bqnThYL4RF8Xvhj 

I have also attached the results from Round II for you to examine. 

 

 

Please accept my sincere thank you for your time and participation during this study. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Phil Cronin 

West Springfield Assessment Coach 

(W) 703-913-3812  

https://virginiatech.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_bqnThYL4RF8Xvhj
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Appendix K Examples of Initial Responses to Theoretical Framework for Question 1 

 

Initial Response 

 

Collapsed Response 

Theoretical Framework 

Category 
Student Centered Peer Buy In Peer Driven 

Buy-in Peer Buy In Peer Driven 

Celebrations around core values PBIS Peer Driven 

Supports PBIS PBIS Peer Driven 

Whole school During school Peer Driven 

Whole school/ district During school Peer Driven 

Service Learning Service Learning Peer Driven 

Leadership opportunities Service Learning Peer Driven 

Decision Making component Service Learning Peer Driven 

Administration buy in Faculty Buy-in Faculty Driven 

Faculty supports Faculty Buy-in Faculty Driven 

School activities tied to support 

Character education 

Tied to Vision/mission Faculty Driven 

Connect to vision Tied to Vision/ mission Faculty Driven 

Time to reflect Provide opportunities Faculty Driven 

Leadership commitment Provide opportunities Faculty Driven 

Parent involvement Identify Stakeholders Stakeholder Care 

Stakeholder inclusion Identify Stakeholders Stakeholder Care 

Researched based practices Identify Available Resources Stakeholder Care 

National programs Identify Available Resources Stakeholder Care 

Open Dialogue Adult modeling Faculty Managed 

Model attributes Adult modeling Faculty Managed 

Calendar Calendar Faculty Managed 

Professional development Calendar Faculty Managed 

Credible staff Steering committee Faculty Managed 

Committee to create lessons Steering committee Faculty Managed 

Norms and Goals Training Faculty Managed 

Understand data Training Faculty Managed 

Community Buy in Community buy-in Reflects Community Values 

Collective responsibility Community buy-in Reflects Community Values 

Ethical culture at school Tied to school culture Reflects Community Values 

Culture Tied to school culture Reflects Community Values 

LGBT issues Culturally sensitive Reflects Community Values 

Varied images Culturally sensitive Reflects Community Values 

Honesty, responsibility Expresses core values Reflects Community Values 

Positive attitude Expresses core values Reflects Community Values 

Sustainability Sustainability Sustainability 

Core values communicated to 

stakeholders 

Community support Reflects Community Values 

Community values  Community support Reflects Community Values 

Applied in interchangeable 

settings 

Sustainability Sustainability 
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Appendix L Question Stems Related to Collapsed Responses for Question 1  

Question Stem  Collapsed Response  

1 Clear definitions PBIS 

1 Proven record of success ID Resources 

1 Based on Moral Development research ID Resources 

2 Division or state goals Tied to school plan/ mission 

2 Intrinsic PBIS 

2 Extrinsic PBIS 

2 Focused on academics Tied to school plan/ mission 

2 Leadership commitment Faculty Buy-in 

3 Division/ state administration ID Stakeholders 

3 School administration Adult modeling 

3 Faculty  Faculty Buy in 

3 Student  ID Stakeholders 

3 Parent/ Community  Community support 

4 Teach decision making skills Peer Buy in 

4 Teach social/ emotional skills Training 

4 Provide leadership opportunities for students Provide opportunity 

4 Provide leadership opportunities for staff Faculty Buy in 

5 Values based Core Values 

5 Sustainability  Sustainability 

5 Allocated budget ID Resources 

6 Embedded in curriculum During School 

6 Embedded in school day During School 

6 Specifically in mission/ vision Tied to school plan/ mission 

7 Honor Code Tied to school culture 

7 Service learning Service learning 

7 Values driven Core Values 

7 Adult steering committee Steering committee 

7 Student steering committee Steering committee 

8 Honesty Core Values 

8 Responsibility Core Values 

8 Religious context Culturally sensitive 

8 Independence Core Values 

8 Respect for others Core Values 

9 Service learning Service Learning 

9 Scheduled events Calendar 

9 Specific lesson plans ID Resources 

9 Handbook or guide ID Resources 

9 Pre-made teaching materials  ID Resources 
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Appendix M Round II Data Report 

Last Modified: 05/01/2016 

1. How important are the following elements of a character education 

program? 

 
 

# Question 

Extremel
y 

importan
t 

Very 
importan

t 

Moderatel
y 

important 

Slightly 
importan

t 

Not at all 
importan

t 

Total 
Response

s 

Mea
n 

1 
Has clear 

definitions 
8 9 2 0 0 19 1.68 

3 

Is based on 

adolescent 

moral 

development 

research 

8 7 2 1 1 19 1.95 

5 

Demonstrate

s a proven 

track record 

of success 

3 8 7 1 0 19 2.32 
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Statistic Has clear definitions 
Is based on adolescent 

moral development 
research 

Demonstrates a proven 
track record of success 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 3 5 4 

Mean 1.68 1.95 2.32 

Variance 0.45 1.27 0.67 

Standard Deviation 0.67 1.13 0.82 

Total Responses 19 19 19 

 

2. To what degree of importance are the following items as 

components of a successful character education program 
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# Question 

Extremel
y 

importan
t 

Very 
importan

t 

Moderatel
y 

important 

Slightly 
importan

t 

Not at all 
importan

t 

Total 
Response

s 

Mea
n 

1 

School 

leadership 

commitmen

t 

16 2 0 1 0 19 1.26 

2 
Intrinsic 

motivation 
13 3 3 0 0 19 1.47 

3 
Extrinsic 

motivation 
2 6 4 3 4 19 3.05 

4 
Focused on 

academics 
0 7 9 2 1 19 2.84 

5 

Applicable 

to Division 

or State 

goals 

4 1 5 6 2 18 3.06 

 

Statistic 
School 

leadership 
commitment 

Intrinsic 
motivation 

Extrinsic 
motivation 

Focused on 
academics 

Applicable to 
Division or 
State goals 

Min Value 1 1 1 2 1 

Max Value 4 3 5 5 5 

Mean 1.26 1.47 3.05 2.84 3.06 

Variance 0.54 0.60 1.83 0.70 1.82 

Standard 

Deviation 
0.73 0.77 1.35 0.83 1.35 

Total 

Responses 
19 19 19 19 18 
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3. How important is/ are the following stakeholders to a character 

education program's success? 

 
 

# Question 

Extremel
y 

importan
t 

Very 
importan

t 

Moderatel
y 

important 

Slightly 
importan

t 

Not at all 
importan

t 

Total 
Response

s 

Mea
n 

1 

Division/ 

State 

administratio

n 

2 3 6 6 2 19 3.16 

2 

School based 

administratio

n 

14 5 0 0 0 19 1.26 

3 Faculty 17 2 0 0 0 19 1.11 

4 Students 14 5 0 0 0 19 1.26 

5 
Parents/ 

Community 
9 6 3 1 0 19 1.79 

 

Statistic 
Division/ State 
administration 

School based 
administration 

Faculty Students 
Parents/ 

Community 

Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 

Max Value 5 2 2 2 4 

Mean 3.16 1.26 1.11 1.26 1.79 

Variance 1.36 0.20 0.10 0.20 0.84 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.17 0.45 0.32 0.45 0.92 

Total 

Responses 
19 19 19 19 19 
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4. How important is it for a character education program to... 

 
 

# Question 

Extremel
y 

importan
t 

Very 
importan

t 

Moderatel
y 

important 

Slightly 
importan

t 

Not at all 
importan

t 

Total 
Response

s 

Mea
n 

1 

Teach 

decision 

making skills 

12 3 4 0 0 19 1.58 

2 

Teach social-

emotional 

skills 

(compassion, 

empathy, 

kindness) 

16 3 0 0 0 19 1.16 

3 

Provide 

leadership 

opportunities 

for students 

10 4 4 0 1 19 1.84 

4 

Provide 

leadership 

opportunities 

for faculty 

and/or 

administratio

n 

3 7 6 1 2 19 2.58 
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Statistic 
Teach decision 
making skills 

Teach social-
emotional skills 

(compassion, 
empathy, 
kindness) 

Provide 
leadership 

opportunities for 
students 

Provide 
leadership 

opportunities for 
faculty and/or 
administration 

Min Value 1 1 1 1 

Max Value 3 2 5 5 

Mean 1.58 1.16 1.84 2.58 

Variance 0.70 0.14 1.25 1.37 

Standard 

Deviation 
0.84 0.37 1.12 1.17 

Total Responses 19 19 19 19 

 

5. To what degree should a character education program have the 

following elements? 

# Question 
Strong

ly 
agree 

Agre
e 

Somewh
at agree 

Neithe
r 

agree 
nor 

disagr
ee 

Somewh
at 

disagree 

Disagr
ee 

Strong
ly 

disagr
ee 

Total 
Respons

es 

Mea
n 

1 
Values 

based 
10 8 1 0 0 0 0 19 1.53 

2 

Sustainabil

ity 

(defined as 

able to 

survive 

after a 

change in 

leadership) 

15 4 0 0 0 0 0 19 1.21 

3 

Specificall

y allocated 

budget 

5 4 5 4 0 0 1 19 2.68 
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Statistic Values based 
Sustainability (defined 
as able to survive after 
a change in leadership) 

Specifically allocated 
budget 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 3 2 7 

Mean 1.53 1.21 2.68 

Variance 0.37 0.18 2.34 

Standard Deviation 0.61 0.42 1.53 

Total Responses 19 19 19 

 

6. A character education program should 
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# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 
Responses 

Mean 

1 

Be 

embedded 

in the 

curriculum 

12 5 2 0 0 19 1.47 

2 

Be 

embedded 

in the 

school day 

15 2 2 0 0 19 1.32 

3 

Be 

specifically 

included in 

the school 

plan or 

mission 

statement 

10 5 3 1 0 19 1.74 

 

Statistic 
Be embedded in the 

curriculum 
Be embedded in the 

school day 

Be specifically included 
in the school plan or 
mission statement 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 3 3 4 

Mean 1.47 1.32 1.74 

Variance 0.49 0.45 0.87 

Standard Deviation 0.70 0.67 0.93 

Total Responses 19 19 19 

 

7. Choose the essential elements of a character education program. 

Select all that apply. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 

Honor code/ 

Honor 

counsel 

  
 

8 42% 

2 
Service 

learning 
  
 

11 58% 

3 Values driven   
 

17 89% 

4 
Adult steering 

committee 
  
 

12 63% 

5 

Student 

steering 

committee 

  
 

14 74% 
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Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Total Responses 19 

 

8. Which are important value driven elements for a character 

education program.? Select all that apply. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 Honesty   
 

19 100% 

2 Responsibilty   
 

19 100% 

3 
Religious 

context 
  
 

0 0% 

4 Independence   
 

9 47% 

5 
Respect for 

others 
  
 

19 100% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Total Responses 19 

 

9. Which of the following elements should be required in a character 

education program? Select all that apply 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 
Service 

learning 
  
 

11 65% 

2 
Scheduled 

events 
  
 

9 53% 

3 
Specific 

lesson plans 
  
 

8 47% 

4 

Curriculum 

handbook or 

guide 

  
 

11 65% 

5 

Pre-made 

teaching 

materials 

  
 

7 41% 

 

Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Total Responses 17 

 

Total Responses 11 
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11. How often should teacher/ faculty training for implementing 

character education be held? 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 
Summer before 

implementation 
  
 

5 26% 

2 
0-6 months 

prior 
  
 

9 47% 

3 
One school year 

prior 
  
 

4 21% 

4 
More than one 

year prior 
  
 

1 5% 

 Total  19 100% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 4 

Mean 2.05 

Variance 0.72 

Standard Deviation 0.85 

Total Responses 19 

 

12. Select items a character education program should utilize for 

instructional implementation. Select all that apply. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 Case Studies   
 

13 68% 

2 

Guided 

discussions/ 

debates 

  
 

15 79% 

3 

Open 

discussions/ 

debates 

  
 

12 63% 

4 

Nationally 

recognized 

program 

lessons 

  
 

6 32% 

5 
On-going 

training 
  
 

18 95% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Total Responses 19 

 



127 
 

 

13. At what grade level should character education programs be 

taught.  
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Ninth grade   

 

4 21% 

2 Tenth grade   
 

1 5% 

3 
Eleventh 

grade 
  
 

0 0% 

4 
Twelfth 

grade 
  
 

0 0% 

5 
Prior to high 

school 
  
 

14 74% 

 Total  19 100% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Mean 4.00 

Variance 3.00 

Standard Deviation 1.73 

Total Responses 19 

 

14. How often should character education lessons be taught 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 Daily   
 

4 21% 

2 Weekly   
 

10 53% 

3 Monthly   
 

4 21% 

4 
Each 

Semester 
  
 

1 5% 

5 Once a year   
 

0 0% 

 Total  19 100% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 4 

Mean 2.11 

Variance 0.65 

Standard Deviation 0.81 

Total Responses 19 

 



128 
 

 

15. Who should be responsible for delivering the character education 

lessons? You may choose more than one. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Student   

 

15 79% 

2 
Classroom 

teacher 
  
 

19 100% 

3 

Principal or 

other 

administrator 

  
 

10 53% 

4 
Community 

member 
  
 

11 58% 

5 

Division 

superintendent 

or 

representative 

  
 

1 5% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Total Responses 19 

 

16. How useful are the following in the implementation of a character 

education program? 
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# Question 
Extremely 

useful 
Very 

useful 
Moderately 

useful 
Slightly 
useful 

Not at 
all 

useful 

Total 
Responses 

Mean 

1 Slogans 5 6 5 2 1 19 2.37 

2 Symbols 4 7 8 0 0 19 2.21 

3 
Celebrations 

of success 
12 6 0 1 0 19 1.47 

 

Statistic Slogans Symbols Celebrations of success 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 5 3 4 

Mean 2.37 2.21 1.47 

Variance 1.36 0.62 0.60 

Standard Deviation 1.16 0.79 0.77 

Total Responses 19 19 19 

 

Statistic Value 

Total Responses 13 

 

18. Rate the following as sources of data in evaluating a character 

education program. 
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# Question 
Extremely 

useful 
Very 

useful 
Moderately 

useful 
Slightly 
useful 

Not at 
all 

useful 

Total 
Responses 

Mean 

1 

Student 

surveys about 

effectiveness 

12 4 2 0 1 19 1.63 

2 

Faculty 

surveys about 

effectiveness 

6 9 3 0 1 19 2.00 

3 

Parent 

surveys about 

effectiveness 

3 8 6 0 2 19 2.47 

4 

Person-to 

person 

Interviews 

6 8 4 0 1 19 2.05 

5 

Tests to 

measure 

understanding 

of core 

content 

1 7 7 3 1 19 2.79 

 

Statistic 
Student 

surveys about 
effectiveness 

Faculty 
surveys about 
effectiveness 

Parent surveys 
about 

effectiveness 

Person-to 
person 

Interviews 

Tests to 
measure 

understanding 
of core 
content 

Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 

Max Value 5 5 5 5 5 

Mean 1.63 2.00 2.47 2.05 2.79 

Variance 1.13 1.00 1.26 1.05 0.95 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.07 1.00 1.12 1.03 0.98 

Total 

Responses 
19 19 19 19 19 
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19. What do you consider as indicators of a successful character 

education program? Select all that apply. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 
1 Grades   

 

9 47% 

2 Attendance   
 

15 79% 

3 
Standardized 

test scores 
  
 

6 32% 

4 
Honor Roll 

membership 
  
 

7 37% 

5 

Honors classes 

enrollment 

(Advanced 

Placement/ 

International 

Baccalaureate) 

  
 

5 26% 

6 

Student 

discipline 

reports 

  
 

16 84% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 6 

Total Responses 19 

 

20. Which behaviors do you consider as indicators of a character 

education program? Select all that apply. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 

Bullying/ 

personal 

violence cases 

  
 

18 95% 

2 

Vandalism/ 

property 

damage 

  
 

15 79% 

3 

Cheating/ 

academic 

dishonesty 

reports 

  
 

16 84% 

4 

Participation in 

extracurricular 

activities 

  
 

7 37% 
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Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 4 

Total Responses 19 

 

 
 

 

Text Response- Elements 
It is extremely important for a character education program to focus on building positive 

relationships among students, and students and staff, and among staff members. 

I am unsure what age group you are looking at. In college it is far less the faculty who matter, 

whereas for high school the faculty seems to me far more vital. Also, what character means is 

vague here. To some it is a conservative term suggesting conformity to religion, for example, 

whereas to others it suggests more individual or group independence to operate free of more 

formal constraints. I see fromthe following questions that you are thinking of those unlikely to be 

over 18. 

Empowerment of students, intentional relationships among all stakeholders, clear definitions of 

values and related behaviors, intrinsic motivation, positive adult role models 

I do not like the idea of a specific "character education program." I do believe you need to 

directly teach teachers and students to recognize, understand, label, and regulate their emotions. I 

also believe that you need to build an environment of respect and community, where we have 

responsibility to each other. I have yet to see one "character education" off the shelf program that 

does this. The closest is RULER from Yale, but the natural outgrowths of that program (service 

learning, responsibility to community, empathetic and compassionate understanding of others) 

needs to also be built in to "how the school works" and to be modeled by adults in the school and 

broader community. Also, these choices miss the critical element of sensitivity to cultural 

diversity, a key issue in our division. 

Values should be embedded throughout the school day and into extra curricular activities. All 

stakeholders should have a voice with students serving in a leadership capacity. Surveys should 

be used as a method of collecting data on the effectiveness of practices. 

I see empathy as an area of need in today's society and therefore, a critical element for high 

school character ed. programs. 

professional development is critical to CE implementation and success. 

It is important that the school is clear about its goals/core values and that all stakeholders are 

involved in the development, informed and committed to the implementation. 

For me, the most important component of a curriculum that seeks to help students develop 

character is its ability to provide opportunities for the students to examine and define their own 

values, and to apply them to questions and dilemmas arising from the real world of contemporary 

society. 

A token economy in concert with a character education program is effective. 

Character consists of virtues. Virtues are good habits that develop through effort and practice. An 

essential element of a character ed program is therefore to provide many and varied opportunities 

for practicing the virtues. Many character initiatives fall short in this area, Without sufficient 

practice, the impact of a program on behavior will be weak. Experienced-based Intervention 

strategies such as regular and well-structured collaborative learning, weekly class meetings, 

conflict resolution, and the like provide such practice and should therefore be given high priority. 
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Is there a mistake in Q#1? Item 3 speaks of "adolescent moral development research"? Why just 

adolescent research? 

 

Text Responses -Implementation  
Teacher buy-in is vital! 

Case studies that are relevant to local circumstances--say bullying--and that have a high degree 

of student as opposed to faculty input and leadership would seem to me critical. 

It is not about lessons. It is about relationships, role models, mission and culture. 

I don't like the questions in this section. feels like we are being used as part of a focus group for a 

particular product, which is not what was presented in the introductory materials. I believe 

character education has to be embedded in instruction...discussed when discussing history, 

literature, ethics in science, etc and not as an isolated "program" with daily or weekly or monthly 

lessons. 

This program did not allow me to check every grade level for when they should be taught. It 

made me select only one and I selected ninth grade. 

Consistency in expectations and use of a common language are critical. 

Q13 suggests that character ed. should be taught at or prior to a certain grade level however, in 

my opinion character ed. is ongoing and should be addressed in some capacity at all grade levels. 

Some of these questions should not have had such limited answers - CE should be taught in all 

grades, by everyone (directly and via modeling behaviors) and integrated across the curriculum 

such that it is a daily occurrence. 

The more character education is infused into the culture of the school the more successful it will 

be. It's not about particular lessons but about the culture & commitment of the the school. 

Character ed should be implemented in grades 9-12, not just 9. Survey forces me to chose only 1 

grade level. 

I think that the key to success for such programs is their direct and authentic connection to the 

real world of choices and actions in which students, families, and teachers live. There should be 

a minimum of things like slogans and catch phrases, and a maximum of personal engagement 

and responsibility by the teachers and students, and a feeling of immediacy in every session. 

Weekly community circles that include a recitation of slogans/promises, acknowledgments, 

apologies, and announcements can be very effective. 

Monitoring teacher implementation--to what extent are intended practices being used? Faculty 

and student voice in planning, creating, and continuously improving the program in order to keep 

it fresh and vital and maximize shared ownership. 

 

Text Responses –Evaluations 
Look at discipline referrals received by students. 

I do not see why a student's academic rank would be a good measure of character. Some weak 

students are excellent while some excellent students are weak on these measures. 

Need to assess school climate too. 

We utilize an annual risk and protective factor survey, which also includes survey items looking 

at risky behaviors. We also conduct an annual "climate survey" which is completed by adults and 

students in grades 7-12. I would expect to see changes in those surveys, but do not think that 

another survey asking about effectiveness of a program is helpful, unless the program is online, 

and the user is surveyed with 3-4 key questions before, immediately after, and again at 3-6 

months on sense of feeling you know more, anticipation of changes in your behavior, 
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anticipation of changes in your school community, and then at 3-6 month mark all of the above, 

and something that assessed if you actually changed behavior. (see At Risk by Kognito) 

indicators of success for character education should be broader - school climate, voluntary 

participation in community service as well as service learning. attitudes toward others, personal 

goals beyond individual achievement, helping behaviors.... 

Informal observations of the student growth & behavioral/academic performance 

I would include the creation of a joint student-faculty mediation board, responsible for dealing 

with authentic problems and controversies that arise in the building, and able to make 

recommendations that are implemented by school authorities. 

Intrinsic value should be included. 

Character consist of moral virtues (honesty, respect, kindness, etc.) that help us be our best in 

relationships and performance virtues that help us do our best work (effort, perseverance, 

creativity, etc.) Evaluation should therefore assess both ethics and excellence--indicators of 

student moral and performance character and indicators of school culture and professional 

culture that promote moral character and performance character. Is there a mistake in Q#11? The 

Q asks about the FREQUENCY of teacher training but the answers are all about the TIMING of 

training. 
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Appendix N Round III Data Report 

Last Modified: 05/01/2016 

1. How important are the following items as components of a 

successful character education program 

# Question 

Extremel
y 

importan
t 

Very 
importan

t 

Moderatel
y 

important 

Slightly 
importan

t 

Not at all 
importan

t 

Total 
Response

s 

Mea
n 

1 

School 

leadership 

commitmen

t 

9 5 1 1 0 16 1.63 

2 
Intrinsic 

motivation 
5 9 2 0 0 16 1.81 

 

Statistic School leadership commitment Intrinsic motivation 

Min Value 1 1 

Max Value 4 3 

Mean 1.63 1.81 

Variance 0.78 0.43 

Standard Deviation 0.89 0.66 

Total Responses 16 16 

 

2. How important are the following stakeholders to a character 

education program's success? 

# Question 

Extremel
y 

importan
t 

Very 
importan

t 

Moderatel
y 

important 

Slightly 
importan

t 

Not at all 
importan

t 

Total 
Response

s 

Mea
n 

2 

School based 

administratio

n 

12 3 1 0 0 16 1.31 

3 Faculty 13 3 0 0 0 16 1.19 

4 Students 11 5 0 0 0 16 1.31 

5 
Parents/ 

Community 
7 5 1 3 0 16 2.00 
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Statistic 
School based 

administration 
Faculty Students 

Parents/ 
Community 

Min Value 1 1 1 1 

Max Value 3 2 2 4 

Mean 1.31 1.19 1.31 2.00 

Variance 0.36 0.16 0.23 1.33 

Standard 

Deviation 
0.60 0.40 0.48 1.15 

Total Responses 16 16 16 16 

 

3. How important is it for a character education program to... 

# Question 

Extremel
y 

importan
t 

Very 
importan

t 

Moderatel
y 

important 

Slightly 
importan

t 

Not at all 
importan

t 

Total 
Response

s 

Mea
n 

1 

Teach 

decision 

making 

skills 

9 5 2 0 0 16 1.56 

2 

Teach 

social-

emotional 

skills 

(compassion

, empathy, 

kindness) 

13 3 0 0 0 16 1.19 

3 

Provide 

leadership 

opportunitie

s for 

students 

4 9 2 1 0 16 2.00 

 

Statistic 
Teach decision making 

skills 

Teach social-emotional 
skills (compassion, 
empathy, kindness) 

Provide leadership 
opportunities for 

students 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 3 2 4 

Mean 1.56 1.19 2.00 

Variance 0.53 0.16 0.67 

Standard Deviation 0.73 0.40 0.82 

Total Responses 16 16 16 
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4. A character education program should be.... 

# Question 
Strong

ly 
agree 

Agre
e 

Somewh
at agree 

Neithe
r agree 

nor 
disagr

ee 

Somewh
at 

disagree 

Disagr
ee 

Strong
ly 

disagr
ee 

Total 
Respons

es 

Mea
n 

1 
Values 

based 
4 7 4 1 0 0 0 16 2.13 

2 

Sustaina

ble 

(defined 

as able to 

survive 

after a 

change 

in 

leadershi

p) 

12 4 0 0 0 0 0 16 1.25 
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# Question 
Strong

ly 
agree 

Agre
e 

Somewh
at agree 

Neithe
r agree 

nor 
disagr

ee 

Somewh
at 

disagree 

Disagr
ee 

Strong
ly 

disagr
ee 

Total 
Respons

es 

Mea
n 

1 
Values 

based 
4 7 4 1 0 0 0 16 2.13 

2 

Sustaina

ble 

(defined 

as able to 

survive 

after a 

change 

in 

leadershi

p) 

12 4 0 0 0 0 0 16 1.25 

 

Statistic Values based 
Sustainable (defined as able to 

survive after a change in 
leadership) 

Min Value 1 1 

Max Value 4 2 

Mean 2.13 1.25 

Variance 0.78 0.20 

Standard Deviation 0.89 0.45 

Total Responses 16 16 
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5. A character education program should be... 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 
Responses 

Mean 

1 

Be 

embedded 

in the 

curriculum 

6 9 1 0 0 16 1.69 

2 

Be 

embedded 

in the 

school day 

(a regular 

part of the 

day) 

12 3 1 0 0 16 1.31 

3 

Be 

specifically 

included in 

the school 

plan or 

mission 

statement 

13 3 0 0 0 16 1.19 

 

Statistic 
Be embedded in the 

curriculum 

Be embedded in the 
school day (a regular 

part of the day) 

Be specifically included 
in the school plan or 
mission statement 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 3 3 2 

Mean 1.69 1.31 1.19 

Variance 0.36 0.36 0.16 

Standard Deviation 0.60 0.60 0.40 

Total Responses 16 16 16 

 

6. Which of these elements listed below are essential for the success 

of a character education program? Check all that apply.  
# Answer   

 

Response % 

3 Values driven   
 

13 81% 

4 
Adult steering 

committee 
  
 

13 81% 

5 

Student 

steering 

committee 

  
 

14 88% 
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Statistic Value 

Min Value 3 

Max Value 5 

Total Responses 16 

 

7. Which of the values listed below are essential for a character 

education program.? Select all that apply. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 Honesty   
 

14 88% 

2 Responsibilty   
 

16 100% 

5 
Respect for 

others 
  
 

16 100% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Total Responses 16 

 

8. Which of the following elements should be required in a character 

education program? Select all that apply 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 
Service 

learning 
  
 

11 79% 

4 

Curriculum 

handbook or 

guide 

  
 

9 64% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 4 

Total Responses 14 

 

9. How often should teacher/ faculty training for implementing 

character education be held? 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

2 
0-6 months 

prior 
  
 

9 60% 

3 
One school 

year prior 
  
 

6 40% 

 Total  15 100% 
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Statistic Value 

Min Value 2 

Max Value 3 

Mean 2.40 

Variance 0.26 

Standard Deviation 0.51 

Total Responses 15 

 

10. Select essential strategies from the list below that a program 

should utilize for instructional implementation. Select all that apply.. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 Case Studies   
 

10 67% 

2 

Guided 

discussions/ 

debates 

  
 

14 93% 

5 

On-going 

training for 

faculty 

  
 

13 87% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Total Responses 15 

 

11. At what grade level should character education programs be 

taught.  
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 Ninth grade   
 

2 13% 

5 
Prior to high 

school 
  
 

14 88% 

 Total  16 100% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 5 

Mean 4.50 

Variance 1.87 

Standard Deviation 1.37 

Total Responses 16 
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12. How often should character education lessons be taught 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 Daily   
 

7 44% 

2 Weekly   
 

6 38% 

3 Monthly   
 

3 19% 

 Total  16 100% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 3 

Mean 1.75 

Variance 0.60 

Standard Deviation 0.77 

Total Responses 16 

 

13. Who should be responsible for delivering the character education 

lessons? You may choose more than one. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 Student   
 

16 100% 

2 
Classroom 

teacher 
  
 

13 81% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 2 

Total Responses 16 

 

14. How useful are the following in the implementation of a character 

education program? 

# Question 
Extremely 

useful 
Very 

useful 
Moderately 

useful 
Slightly 
useful 

Not at 
all 

useful 

Total 
Responses 

Mean 

1 Slogans 3 8 4 0 1 16 2.25 

2 Symbols 2 9 4 1 0 16 2.25 

3 
Celebrations 

of success 
7 8 1 0 0 16 1.63 
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Statistic Slogans Symbols Celebrations of success 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 5 4 3 

Mean 2.25 2.25 1.63 

Variance 1.00 0.60 0.38 

Standard Deviation 1.00 0.77 0.62 

Total Responses 16 16 16 

 

15. Rate the following as sources of data in evaluating a character 

education program. 

# Question 
Extremely 

useful 
Very 

useful 
Moderately 

useful 
Slightly 
useful 

Not at 
all 

useful 

Total 
Responses 

Mean 

1 

Student 

surveys 

about 

effectiveness 

9 7 0 0 0 16 1.44 

2 

Faculty 

surveys 

about 

effectiveness 

5 8 3 0 0 16 1.88 

4 

Person-to 

person 

Interviews 

3 9 4 0 0 16 2.06 

 

Statistic 
Student surveys about 

effectiveness 
Faculty surveys about 

effectiveness 
Person-to person 

Interviews 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 2 3 3 

Mean 1.44 1.88 2.06 

Variance 0.26 0.52 0.46 

Standard Deviation 0.51 0.72 0.68 

Total Responses 16 16 16 

 

16. What do you consider as indicators of a successful character 

education program? Select all that apply. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

2 Attendance   
 

12 75% 

6 

Student 

discipline 

reports 

  
 

15 94% 
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Statistic Value 

Min Value 2 

Max Value 6 

Total Responses 16 

 

17. Which student behaviors do you consider as useful indicators 

when evaluating a character education program? Select all that apply. 
# Answer   

 

Response % 

1 

Bullying/ 

personal 

violence cases 

  
 

15 94% 

2 

Vandalism/ 

property 

damage 

  
 

12 75% 

3 

Cheating/ 

academic 

dishonesty 

reports 

  
 

15 94% 

 

Statistic Value 

Min Value 1 

Max Value 3 

Total Responses 16 
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18. What else would you like to add about significant or important 

elements, implementation strategies, or evaluations of character 

education programs?  
Text Response 

I believe that character education cannot take place unless embedded in a larger social 

emotions Learning system which helps all stakeholders recognize, understand, label and 

regulate their emotions, and which helps develop empathy in understanding the emotional 

responses in others. 

First, this seems to imply that character education is heavily about lessons (it is not), and 

second, that evaluation is about misbehaviors (it should be more than that). 

Clear expectations, district wide, code of conduct 

Character Education should become a part of the school culture for all stakeholders. 

Character Education should be done at every grade level (not just 9th grade) 

I believe that the success of a character development program depends on the program NOT 

being seen as distinct from the general curriculum: the concepts, principles, strategies, and 

issues related to character development need to be thoroughly integrated into the material 

taught in social studies, English/language arts, foreign language, and science courses -- not 

treated as a special topic, =separate for the wider educational enterprise. 

I think there should be more positive indicators of success - total hours of service to the school 

and to the community, number and nature of student leadership opportunities and % of 

participation, degree to which students feel safe, known and cared about, degree to which 

students know and care about peers and teachers, ... 

I would emphasize student leadership and participation over any other variable (that is over 

faculty, administration, or community/parents). 

Leadership is essential. 

The school's effort should be guided by (1) an adequate conception of character (as including 

head, heart, and hand--knowing the good, desiring the good, and doing the good), (2) attention 

to both moral character (being our best in relationships) and performance character (doing our 

best work), (3) a set of basic principles such as CEP's 11 Principles of Effective Character 

Education, (4) formative evaluation that monitors the extent to which school members (staff 

and students) are actually implementing those essential principles, and (5) a commitment to 

continuous improvement, with data-based decision-making about steps for improvement and a 

process that gives all stakeholders (school leaders, staff, students, and parents) a voice. Even 

though the survey may produce some interesting findings, it seems to me that the things I've 

just named as crucial are not emerging clearly in the final picture. My hunch is that if you did 

a focus-group of the people who have completed this survey, they would emerge as 

consensual components of effective character ed. 

Collective commitment is key to long-lasting positive impact. 

 

Statistic Value 
Total Responses 11 
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19. How important are the following elements of a character 

education program? 

# Question 

Extremel
y 

importan
t 

Very 
importan

t 

Moderatel
y 

important 

Slightly 
importan

t 

Not at all 
importan

t 

Total 
Response

s 

Mea
n 

1 
Has clear 

definitions 
8 7 1 0 0 16 1.56 

3 

Is based on 

adolescent 

moral 

developmen

t research 

3 9 2 1 0 15 2.07 

4 

Has clearly 

defined 

goals 

11 5 0 0 0 16 1.31 

 

Statistic Has clear definitions 
Is based on adolescent 

moral development 
research 

Has clearly defined 
goals 

Min Value 1 1 1 

Max Value 3 4 2 

Mean 1.56 2.07 1.31 

Variance 0.40 0.64 0.23 

Standard Deviation 0.63 0.80 0.48 

Total Responses 16 15 16 

 

 


