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Abstract
The Positive Youth Development (PYD) perspective is a strength-based conceptualization of youth.It
highlights the importance of mutually beneficial relationships between youth and their environment to
develop the “Five Cs”, key assets that include character. Character has long been a subject of
programming due to its focus on helping children lead moral, empathic, and prosocial lives. There are,
however, many limitations in character research, including poorly operationalized definitions of
character;a failure to examine the developmental and broader social context in which character exists; and
a lack of evaluation of more practical character programming. The goal of this dissertation was to address
these gaps in knowledgeand informthe character education programming literature.The first study
examined the relationships among age, gender, the school social context,and character. Moral character
was negatively associated with grade, and being a girl was positively associated with moral character. The
relationships between positive peer interactions at school and character (fairness, integrity) were stronger
among students who reported low initial moral character when positive peer interactions was high. In the
second study, the Build Character: Build Success Program, a character education program,was evaluated
over six months to examine its effects on character behaviours, victimization, and school climate. No
program effects were found for students in grades 1 to 3,but a slight decrease in victimization in one
experimental school was found for students in grades 4 to 8.This lack of generalprogram effects may be
due to the short-term nature of the intervention, whichmay not have been long enough to result in
measurable behaviour change. Implementation data indicated that teachers did not teach all program
elements, which also may have influenced the results of the program evaluation. The present
dissertationcontributes to knowledge about character and its programming by:introducing new measures
to operationalize character, discovering developmental patterns in character in school-aged children,
highlighting gender differences in character, examining character within its broad social context, and
evaluating short-term character education programming.
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Chapter 1
General Introduction
Character is a complex developmental construct that is promoted in schools but often not well
researched. For instance,the government of Ontario instituted legislation in 2007 requiring all publiclyfunded schools to implement character education curriculum(Ontario Ministry of Education,
2008a),demonstrating that character education remains at the forefront of educational policy. The
majority of the resulting projects, however, did not include a research component to evaluate the
effectiveness of these initiatives.Similarly, the U.S. Department of Education created the Partnerships in
Character Education Pilot Project to provide grants to state education agencies from 1995 to 2001 for the
design and implementation of character education projects (U.S. Department of Education, 2008).
Although projects were mandated to evaluate their results, challenges arose because few valid evaluation
instruments for character education existed in the literature. The Character Education Partnership
(character.org) is a national non-profit organization in the U.S. that provides resources to help schools
implement character education initiatives. Despite providing schools with principles for implementing
effective character education, the Character Education Partnership website lacks the evidence-based tools
necessary to facilitate theevaluation oftheir character education programs effectively. Suchinitiatives
reveal the gap that currently exists between character education’s popularity and the current knowledge
base for the construct of character.
This gap must be addressed in order for character education to have an evidence-based
approach.In the following sections, I highlight character’s changing definition throughout history and to
the present day. In addition, I proposeconceptual frameworks for studying character education and then I
provide a review of the current research on character, including the evaluations of a number of large-scale
character education programs. I also highlight the key gaps in the current research and outline how my
thesis research addresses these gaps.
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Historical Context
The definition of character and the development of character educationin America in the 18th and
19th century was heavily influenced by the work of a number of European philosophers, including Kant,
Compte, and Renouvier. Their writings demonstratedthe constant struggle between the promotion of
teaching religious andsecular morality, as character was initially defined as morality(Watz, 2011). Kant
proposed that religious morality be taught in schools, whereas Comte felt that morality should be separate
from the church (Stock-Morton, 1988). Like Kant, Renouvier felt that it was the duty of the French
church to not only teach students how to make moral decisions, but also to teach them how to participate
in an ethical manner in French society (Stock-Morton).The Enlightenment period in Europe also marked a
shift to a focus on the power of the individual rather than on the influence of traditional sources of
authority such as the church. This shift was highlighted through the work of French Minister of Education
Jules François Camille Ferry. Ferry mandated that teachers, rather than religious leaders, become the
primary instructors of morals and that morality be taught as a separate subject in school through
discussions and activities (Stock-Morton). The new “enlightened” definition of morality that was being
instructed in schools now involved increased focus on the scientific method and modern philosophy,
which set the stage for the growth of morality instruction in America.
Benjamin Franklin (1749) wasone of the first to identify theimportance of character education in
North America. Like the French, hedefined character as morality and suggested that morality and
education should be connected and that children should have the opportunity to practice morality in the
classroom, specifically through the study of history. Through this type of moral instruction, Franklin
believed that children would not only develop good character, but also would show improvements in
classroom behaviour and academic achievement (Watz, 2011).Franklin represents one of the first
Americans to describe the acquisition of morality as defining good character and was one of the first to
support the teaching of morality in American classrooms.
Horace Mann, an American educational reformer during the 1800’s, moved the character
education movement forward by redefining character as specific character traits that could be taught and
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by underlining the important role of the teacher. Like Franklin, Mann believed that character education
should be an integral part of a child’s education and that this education should focus on “the principles of
piety, justice, and a sacred regard for truth, love of their country, humanity, and universal benevolence,
sobriety, industry, frugality, chastity, moderation and temperance” (Downs, 1974, p. 37). He also
emphasized the importance of quality teaching through the use of instruction and active practice in order
to maximize the benefits of character education for children (Cremin, 1969). Mann’s contribution
included delineating the character traits that he felt defined characterand, like Ferry, highlighting the
importance ofclassroom practiceas defining quality character education.
William Holmes McGuffey, an American professor of philosophy in the 1800s, was a significant
figure in the character education movement, as he introduced a character education-curriculum by writing
a series of textbooks with the intention of helping children acquire character through the use of literature
(Watz, 2011). McGuffey also contributed by stressing the importance of the school environment,
specifically teachers’ modeling character traits and positive actions in order to solidify the students’
acquisition of these traits. This concept was ahead of its time: Modern research has also found that when
teachers and principals are enthusiastic about a character education program’s curriculum and model
character behaviours, students demonstrate better outcomes (Berkowitz & Bier, 2004).
In the early 1900s, American philosopher John Dewey (1915) also redefined character and
articulated the fundamental goals of character education. He emphasized that education should prepare
children to become citizens in a democratic society by teaching them tolerance and the ability to properly
assess social situations and character in others. Around Dewey’s time, the first character education
programs in America were founded. The Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) was founded in
London in 1844 and launched in America in 1855 amidst the industrial revolution, which saw many
families moving to urban centers and resulted in a growing need to preserve traditional moral values
(MacLeod, 1983). The YMCAwas one of the first programs that supplemented the church as a source of
moral education (MacLeod). The Boy Scouts of America, brought to the United States in 1910 after being
founded in London in 1907, is another example of an early character education program that was very
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successful. The Boys Scouts promised that its members would be “trustworthy, loyal, helpful, friendly,
courteous, kind, obedient, cheerful, thrifty, brave, clean, and reverent,” (MacLeod, 1983, p. 29) which
represented yet another definition of character.
In 1937, New York State evaluated its social studies curriculum and surveyed both students and
teachers. The survey results concluded that values such as respect and honesty should be included as part
of the social studies curriculum in their public education system (Wilson, 1938). From the 1960s to the
1980s, there was a significant movement of students from the public school system to Christian schools,
as these schools promised explicit values education in addition to teaching Christian theology. The
dramatic loss of students prompted the public school education system to incorporate values education
into their curriculum (Watz, 2011).
The early 1990s sawa resurgence in the character education movement, with the creation of a
national coalition:the Character Education Partnership (CEP). This coalition represented the beginning of
formal character education programs in the United States. The CEP established the Journal of Research in
Character Education in 2003 to encourage research in this area. Current character education programs are
still very much present, but many have not been formally evaluated.
Unfortunately, detailed information regarding the history of character education in Canada is not
readily available, but it is known that programs such as the YMCA, Boys Scouts, and Girl Guides were
accessible to Canadian children starting at the turn of the 20th century (McIntosh, 1999). Character
education in Canadian schools has seen a recent resurgence. In 2007, schools in all publiclyfundedOntario school boards were mandated to include character development projects in their schools
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2008a). These projects ranged widely from developing resources for
teachers to better embed character into the curriculum to organizing a “Day of Kindness” that included
bullying-prevention lessons and art and reading activities related to kindness.
Throughout its history, the definition of character has evolved over time from religious and
secular morality, to broader curriculum-based projects. As such, schools currently recognize that
character education is central to a child’s education but have not yet adopted a standardized definition of
12

character or character education. A divide exists between research on the definition of character and the
character-based projects introduced into many schoolsand the two must be integrated to create evidencebasedevaluation tools and programs.
Definitions of Character
Modern-day definitions of character recognize that character has both an intrinsic, or moral axis,
and an extrinsic, behavioural one. For example, Hay, Castle, Stimson, and Davies (1995), define character
as one’s “general approach to the dilemmas and responsibilities of social life, a responsiveness to the
world that is supported by emotional reactions to the distress of others, the acquisition of prosocial skills,
knowledge of social conventions and construction of personal values” (p. 24). Similarly, Phelps and
colleagues (2009) define character as the “respect for societal and cultural rules, possession of standards
for correct behaviours, a sense of right and wrong (morality) and integrity” (p. 573). While attempting to
convey the complex nature of an individual’s character, these comprehensive definitions are often vague
and lead to difficulties in relating character to measurable constructs.
Some modern definitions attempt to be both comprehensive and specific. For example, Lickona
(1993) proposes that a good definition of character must consist of three parts: moral knowing (knowing
the good), moral feeling (desiring the good), and moral action (doing the good). Moral knowing includes
awareness of morality, knowing moral values, perspective-taking, moral reasoning and decision-making,
and moral self-knowledge, while moral feeling is the bridge between judgment and action; “conscience,
self-respect, empathy, self-control, and humility” (p. 9).Moral action includes “competence (skills such as
listening, communicating, and co-operating), will (which mobilizes our judgment and energy) and moral
habit (a reliable inner disposition to respond to situations in a morally good way)” (p. 9).
Using a more precise definition, such as Lickona’s,may allow researchers to more easily
operationalize and assess character. For example, Rudd and Stoll (2004) tested Lickona’s model using
their own measure of character, the Principled Thinking Inventory, which presents youth with 13 moral
dilemmas. Peterson and Seligman’s (2004) more behavioural classification system of charactercalled the
Values in Action Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS), taps into all three aspects of Lickona’s definition. This
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system includes six core virtues that are achieved through specific strengths of character: wisdom and
knowledge (creativity, curiosity, critical-thinking, love of learning, perspective); courage (valor, integrity,
industry, zest); humanity (kindness, love, social intelligence); justice (fairness, leadership, citizen-ship);
temperance (forgiveness, modesty, prudence, self-regulation); and transcendence (appreciation of beauty,
gratitude, hope, humor, spirituality). Although this systemincorporates all three aspects of Lickona’s
definition, its assessment is cumbersome in practice because the child and youth version contains 180
items (VIA-Youth; Park & Peterson, 2006). Phelps et al.’s (2009) broad approach to operationalizing
character also taps into both the intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of Lickona’s definition. He included items
from the subscales of the Search Institute’s Profile of Student Life-Attitudes and Behaviors Survey (PSLAB; Benson, Leffert, Scales, & Blythe, 1998). These subscales included Valuing Diversity, Personal
Values, Social Conscience, and Behavioral Conduct, which were measured using the Self-Perception
Profile for Children (Harter, 1982).Such operationalizations represent comprehensive definitions but may
be too cumbersome for program evaluation purposes.
When evaluating character education programs, it may be appropriate for researchers to divide
character into its component parts (moral knowing, moral feeling, moral action) and measure each
depending on the focus of the character education program. The use of Lickona’s definition may help
streamline the operationalization of character in the character education program evaluation literature by
providing a framework for defining character more specifically.
Character Education and Conceptual Frameworks
Like character itself, the field ofcharacter education could benefit from awell-defined conceptual
framework.A comprehensive conceptualization of character education not only aids program design, but
it also facilitates research by providing a common definition and underlying framework across programs.
The province of Ontario recently implemented its Character Development Initiative in all publicly-funded
Ontario school boards beginning in 2007 (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2008a). As part of this
initiative, schools must collaboratively select character attributes to feature in their projects, include
character development in school policies, programs, and practices, and collect baseline and ongoing data
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to assess project effects on student achievement, behaviour, and school culture. When examining the
range of Character Development Initiative projects, it is clear that there is no agreed-upon definition or
conceptualization of character, leading to general inconsistencies in how to best promote character across
projects. For example, one project established restorative practices in order to decrease office
referrals(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2008b), while another project assembled and distributed puppet
kits for schools to aid teachers in the instruction of social skills such as acceptance, caring, and honesty.
Kits also included role-playing cards, songs, poems, and activity ideas. As well, high school students in
one school board participated in Project Exile, in which they were processed through a simulated refugee
camp to help them learn that all individuals deserve the right to be treated with dignity and respect
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2008b). These projects, although providing positive experiences for
students, lack a concrete definition and conceptualization of what character and character education is,
and limits the ability of schools to implement consistent and effective interventions.
A comprehensive conceptualization of character education includes a focus on both individual
strengths and on the environment that facilitates the development of these strengths. The developmental
systems approach presented by the Positive Youth Development (PYD) perspective provides a conceptual
framework that facilitates the operationalization and measurement of character education due to its
emphasis on strengths and a youth’s environment(Lerner, von Eye, Lerner, Lewin-Bizan, 2009b). One
principleof PYD is that all adolescents possess individual strengths that provide them with the
opportunity to change the course of their development in a positive manner. PYD researchers also
promote the phrase,“Problem-free is not fully prepared,”(Lapsley & Narvaez, 2006, p. 276) meaning that
simply decreasing risky behaviours is not sufficient for healthy development.Youth require the
opportunity to develop key assets to help them thrive and contribute to society (Laplsey & Narvaez).
According to PYD, these key assets include the “Five Cs”: competence, confidence, character,
connection, and caring (Phelps et al., 2009).According to the PYD perspective,all youth possess resources
in their environment (family, schools, neighbourhoods, extra-curricular activities) that can support them
in a positive way. These resources are termed “ecological developmental assets.” If a youth’s individual
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strengths are aligned with these ecological developmental assets across adolescence, the youth will have
the potential to experience improved development and willdevelop the sixth C: contribution to their
community (Lerner, et al., 2009b). Thus, the PYD perspective stresses the importance of mutually
adaptive individual and contextual assets that help promote strengths such as character and healthy
development (Lerner, Phelps, Forman, & Bowers, 2009a).
Lerner’s (1986) developmental contextualism framework also represents a systems approach that
may be useful as a conceptual framework for defining character education. Like the PYD perspective,
Lerner proposes that different levels of organization, including the biological, psychological, and
ecological levels (family, school, community), have a bidirectional influence on how an individual
develops. Lerner postulates that to understand and promote healthy development, it is important to study
an individual’s characteristics, as well as examine the context in which they develop and study the
relationships that exist between these different levels of organization.
The current study is guided by both of these theoretical frameworks.PYD emphasizes that youth
have strengths that need to be developed, which should be the foundation of character education
programs. Character programs work to help develop children’s positive attributes, not just decrease
negative behaviours, with the goal of improving general healthy development.PYD and developmental
contextualism both emphasize that utilizing the resources that exist in children and youth’s environments
is essential to maximizing healthy development and that the relationship between the individual and the
environment needs to be explored and developed. Thus, character education programs need to promote
positive individual attributes within a supportive environment. This environment should provide children
with specific resources to help them develop positive attributes. As well, schools need to strive to explore
the relationship between children’s environments and their development of character when evaluating
their programs. The positive influence of the school environment on student character has some support in
the literature, further demonstrating the need for a systems approach fordefining and studying character
education.
Environmental Context: The Influence of the School
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The social aspect of a youth’s school environment influences their acquisition of individual
strengths, such as character. Berkowitz and Bier (2005) suggest that the development of character is
dependent upon children’s relationships with those around them, includingpeers in their school
environment. For example, in adolescence, youth shift from making moral decisions based on selforiented concerns and consequences to beginning to make these decisions based on socially-oriented
concerns (Berkowitz, 2002). This process emphasizes the social influence that peers can have on moral
decisions and character during adolescence.Peers can also facilitate the acquisition of character through
the process of “grappling” over social and moral issues (Sizer & Sizer, 1999). This “grappling” can be
facilitatedby the school and include classroom discussions about open-ended moral dilemmas (Berkowitz
& Bier, 2004). This type of peer moral discourse can, through modeling, aid in the further development of
character in peer groups at school. Thus, peers at school may contribute to the development of character.
It is unknown, however, if simply fostering positive peer interactions at school may be beneficial for
promoting character behaviours.
Teachers represent one of children’s primary socializing agents, and are critical in the
development of character. Lapsley and Narvaez (2006) state that amutually positive relationship with
socialization agentsis related to enabling a child to develop self-control and integrity. For instance, when
middle-school students perceived their teacher as supporting respectful student interactions, showing high
expectations, and being supportive and fair, students demonstrated increased self-efficacy and character
development (Ryan & Patrick, 2001; Wentzel, 2002). Teachers also can influence character development
through the delivery of effective character education. Students whose educators demonstrated enthusiasm
in teaching character education curriculum showedpositive character outcomes (Berkowitz & Bier, 2005).
Teacher support within character education may be key to engaging students in developing character
behaviours.
In addition to peer and teacher support, the school’s promotion of student engagement through
student decision-making also may be related to increased character skills. Promoting student involvement
in decision making at school is related to increased student autonomy and self-determination (Kohn,
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1993), which may both be related to character behaviours (e.g., integrity). A systematic review by Mager
and Nowak (2012)outlined the positive influenceof students’ participation in decision-making at school.
They found that participating in a student council resulted in beneficial effects on life skills such as
communication skills, co-operation, teamwork, and problem-solving, which are skills that are often
associated with character behaviours (Mager & Nowak). Participation in decision-making at the
classroom level also resulted in increased democratic skills and citizenship for students, which may also
be related to character behaviours (Mager & Nowak). Thus, a child’s relationship with peers and teachers
can have a positive influence on character, as well as a child’s relationship with the school community.
In line with the PYD framework and Lerner’s developmental contextualism, this research
highlights the positive influence a child’s school environment can have on their development of
individual strengths. Few studies exist, however, examining the relationship between areas of the school
environment (positive peer interactions, teacher support, student participation in decision-making)
andspecific character behaviours (e.g., fairness) in order to determine which school climate areas should
be promoted to better foster character development in students.
Individual Characteristics: Age,Gender, and Bullying
To date, character lessons and curricula are evaluated in the same manner, irrespective of
individual differences, such as gender and age.These individual differences need to be examined as
cognitive changes in moral reasoning occur as children develop into adolescents (Vera-Estay, Dooley, &
Beauchamp, 2015) and boys and girls fundamentally differ in their socialization (Garaigordobil, 2009),
both of which may affect their individual expression of character. In turn, character education
interventions may differ at different developmental stages and may impact girls differently than boys.
There is limited research examining the development of characterbehaviours at different ages, but
there are studies that highlight developmental changes that occur during adolescence that may influence
character development. For example, during adolescence, moral reasoning, the thinking mechanism
through which judgments about right and wrong are attained, is continuing to develop (Vera-Estay, et al.,
2015). Researchsuggests that adolescents experience less efficient perspective-taking(Choudhury,
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Blakemore, & Charman, 2006) and social cognition than adults (Vetter, Leipold, Kliegel, Phillips, &
Altgassen, 2013). Increases in egocentrism, or self-focus, may also decrease the liklihood that early
adolescents will engage in character behaviours (Piaget & Inhelder, 1956).
Indeed, some studies that have examined behaviours that are closely related to character may reflect these
developmental changes. For example, Phelps and colleagues (2009) found thatPYD (a composite of assets
including character) decreases slightly as youth enter middle school, from Grade 5 to Grade 7. This
finding may be an indication of an age trend for character, as PYD encompasses character. However,
PYD is composed of five components and the relationship between specific character behaviours and age
is still unknown. Similarly, prosocial behavioursalso decline in middle childhood (Kokko, Tremblay,
Lacourse, Nagin, and Vitaro, 2006) and into adolescence (Nantel-Vivier et al., 2009). Thus, it is possible
that there may be a negative relationship between age and character behaviours in children entering early
adolescence.
In addition to differences in character based on age, boys and girls also maydevelop differently
with respect to character and require different character programming.Phelps and colleagues (2009)found
that PYD was higher in girls compared to boys, but again, PYD encompasses the “Five C’s” and this
finding does not addressthe direct relationship between specific character behaviours and gender.
Similarly, in the prosocial literature, girls have been found to engage in more prosocial behaviours than
boys (Hastings, Utendale, & Sullivan, 2007).This difference may be due to different socialization
practices and differences in social interactions between boys and girls (Garaigordobil, 2009). As well,
girls tend to focus on sustaining strong relationships with otherswhereas boys focus on establishing
dominance (Mathieson & Banerjee, 2011). These social interactions may provide girls with more
opportunities to practice positive character behaviours than boys. The current thesis examined these
potential differences in character behaviours between boys and girls, as well as examining the differential
effects of programming on each of these groups.
Other individual characteristics that may be related to character behaviours arebullying behaviour
and victimization experiences. Bullying behaviour is a peer relationship problem and some behaviours
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encouragedby character education programs promote positive peer relationships and may be protective
against victimization in children and adolescents. These behaviours in promoted by character education
programs include commitment to learning (Fors, Crepaz, & Hayes, 1999), being empathic, having high
self-esteem (Salmivalli, Kaukianinen, Kaistaniemi, & Lagerspertz, 1999), and social competence. One
study by Marshall, Caldwell, and Foster (2011) has found that positive character education can have an
influence on negative relational behaviours such as bullying. Results of their evaluation of the
CHARACTERplus program indicated a significant reduction in bullying behaviour following the
program, showing the potential of character education programs for decreasingnegative social behaviours
in students from kindergarten to grade 12.
Although Marshall et al. reported positive results, this study has somelimitations. Marshall et al.
operationalized positive character behaviour through measures assessing negative behaviour, versus a
direct assessment of character behaviours. For example, to assessreductions in inappropriate behaviours
(i.e., fighting, stealing), and to evaluate moral development, they measured reductions in office referrals.
Proxy measures such as these can be problematic because they may not reflect improvements in targeted
behaviours. In addition, Marshall et al. did not report which bullying and victimization measure they
utilized for their outcome measurement. The findings of this study need to be replicated to identifythe
effect of a character education program on individual negative behaviours using evidence-based
measuresas well asmeasuringimprovements in specific positive character behaviours as program
outcomes.
Character Education Program Evaluations
A small number of character education programs have beenevaluated using rigorous methodology
and design. Many of these evaluations are funded by one of the leading research programs of character
education in the United States: the Social and Character Development (SACD) Research Consortium.
This federally-funded research program has providedprogram evaluations for seven social and character
development programs including Positive Action, Promoting Alternative Thinking Strategies (PATHS),
and the Reading, Writing, Respect and Resolution (4 Rs) Program since 2003 (Flay, Berkowitz, & Bier,
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2009). TheSACD has facilitated evaluations for its seven program due to the recent push for more
scientific evidence of program effectiveness.
When examining some programs that recently have been formally evaluated, it is clear that
findings are encouraging. A number of programs have examined individual level outcomes in character
program evaluations. Findings from the first randomized trial of Positive Action, a program focused on
promoting interest in learning and cooperation indicated that students in schools using the program
demonstrated lower rates of disciplinary referrals and suspensions, better school attendance, and higher
scores on standardized achievement tests than did matched control schools (Flay & Allred, 2003; Flay,
Allred, & Orway, 2001). The Positive Action program examined outcomes in children from kindergarten
to grade 6. Similarly, randomized controlled trials of the PATHS program, which focuses on the
development of self-control, emotional awareness, and interpersonal problem-solving skills, indicated that
the program significantly increased children’s recognition and understanding of emotions, decreased
violent social solutions, and increased effective positive solutions in children in grades 2 and 3
(Greenberg, Kusché, Cook, & Quamma, 1995). Another randomized controlled trial of 200 second- and
third-grade regular education students also revealed that compared to controls, students following the
PATHS program showed improved social problem solving, emotional understanding, self-report of
conduct problems, teacher ratings of adaptive behaviour, and cognitive abilities related to social planning
and impulsivity compared to control schools (Greenberg & Kusché, 1997; Greenberg, Kusché, Cook, &
Quamma, 1995).One component of the 4Rs Program, the Resolving Conflict Creatively Program, which
uses interactive techniques to teach children communication, anger management, and negotiation, was
evaluated using a short-term, longitudinal, quasi-experimental design (Aber, Brown, & Jones, 2003;
Aber, Jones, Brown, Chaudry, & Samples, 1998). Those students whose teachers taught a high number of
lessons in creative conflict resolution exhibited significantly slower rates of growth in social-cognitive
processes thought to be associated with aggressive behavior (e.g., hostile attribution biases), emotional
symptoms (e.g., depressive symptoms), and teacher perceptions of child aggressive behaviour (Aber,
Brown, & Jones). Consistent levels of aggressive behaviour and improvements in prosocial behaviour
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were found in children ages 6 to 12.5. Such positive results indicatethe potential that character education
programs have to not only decrease negative behaviours butincrease students’ positive assets.
Despite the positive results in the aforementioned program evaluations, some limitations in this
research still need to be addressed. With regards to program content, many of theprograms evaluated are
often complex, lengthy, and expensive to implement, necessitating many hours of training for teachers
and staff and making them not feasible for most schools. Although this amount of time and effort may be
necessary for effective character education, it is also possible that more practical and shorter-term
character education programs may be as effective. As well, the measures of character outcomes in these
evaluation studies generally do not follow Lickona’s definition and range widely from academic
achievement to emotional awareness, making it difficult to compare results across studies. Finally, these
programs lack a developmental perspective and do not report whether programs are differentially
effective in different age groups and between boys and girls.
In addition to having positive effects on individual outcomes, character education programscan
have a positive effect on students’ bonding to their schools. School bonding is the emotional attachment
of a student to his or her school and researchers have found a positive association between formal
character programming and school bonding (Berkowitz & Bier, 2004). Participation in the character
education program the Seattle Social Development Project resulted in increased bonding to school over
time and improved character and academic outcomes compared to control schools (Hawkins, Guo, Hill,
Battin-Pearson, & Abbott, 2001). Similarly, White and Warfa (2011) used qualitative methods to focus on
the school context in their evaluation of the Building Schools of Character program in the UK, a holistic
program focusing on character education, restorative processes, and school support centers. They found a
significant improvement in student-teacher relationship building following the implementation of the
program. Evaluations of the CHARACTERplus program also have shown significant improvements in
the school environment in a four-year study (Marshall et al., 2011). In one four-year evaluation of the
CHARACTERplus program, staff perceptions of school as a learning community significantly increased
(Marshall et al.).Despite the positive program outcomes in many areas of school bonding and school
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climate, there areschool climate variablesthat have not yet been examined, such as positive peer
interactions at school, achievement orientation, disciplinary harshness, and student decision-making
participation, which may benefit from character education programming.
Oneaspect of character education program evaluation that has not been assessed in the literature is
the developmental effects of character programs. Most character programs span many grades, from
kindergarten to grade 6 or kindergarten to grade 12, but program effectiveness results are collapsed across
all grades. Programsmay have different effects on children at different developmental stages. For
example,children in elementary school are in the preconventional or conventional level of moral
development (Kohlberg, 1976). The preconventional level (ages 2 to 9) is characterized by children
making moral decisions based on avoiding negative consequences (stage 1) and behaving well for their
own self-interest (stage 2). Thus, younger students may respond better to character education that features
external reinforcement.The conventional level (ages 7 to 15) is characterized by children making moral
decisions based on the expectations of others in their social group (stage 3), and eventually following
laws and rules of the greater society (stage 4). Thus, older children may not value adult-driven character
education initiatives, but may also be at a developmental level in which theyappreciate that engaging in
character behaviours benefits society as a whole. Consequently, it is difficult to make predictions
regarding developmental effects of character education programming.
The Present Work
This thesis consists of two manuscripts that address the gaps in knowledge in the character
education literature by utilizing broad conceptual frameworks (PYD and developmental conceptualism) to
examine character. The first manuscript exploredindividual differences (grade and gender) in grade 4 to 8
students on moral character behaviours.This manuscript also examined the relationship between school
climate (peer interactions, teacher support, and student participation in decision-making) and moral
character behaviours.The second manuscriptis a program evaluation of the character education program,
Build Character: Build Success. This program is a short-term, more practical character education program
for students in grades 1 to 8 that includes evidence-based, whole-school program elements (Flay,
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Berkowitz, & Bier, 2009). Thisprogram evaluation study examined a broad range of program outcomes
including specific character behaviours, bullying behaviours, and school climate. The evaluation also
included an examination of whether the program was differentially effective for boys and girls, and in
children of different ages (students in grades 1 to 3, and 4 to 8). Finally, the program evaluation study
assessed the fidelity of the program implementation.
Despite character education’s long history, more research is needed to answer questions about
which individual and contextual variables are related to character development, and what programs can
have positive effects on specific character behaviours. The current thesis addressed these questions by
examining: the relationship between individual and contextual variables and character behaviours;the
efficacy of a practical short-term character education program on both individual and contextual
outcomes; and thedevelopmental and gender effects of programming. Only through such a systemic
approach can we better understand the construct of character and how to best promote it in youth.
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Abstract
Gaps within the character literature exist regarding the developmental differences in moral character,
gender differences in character,and the relationship between character behavioursand the school climate.
The purpose of the current study was to explore relationships among individual characteristics (grade,
gender), the school social context (school climate), and moral character behaviours. Participants were 240
students in grades 4 to 8 from four elementary schools in a mid-sized Canadian city. At two time points,
six months apart, students completed a survey that included demographics and measures of moral
character (respect, fairness, integrity, co-operation, kindness) and school climate (teacher support,
positive peer interactions, student participation in decision-making). A series of linear regressions were
conducted to examine the relationships among the study variables over time. Results indicated that the
moral character behaviours of respect, integrity, and co-operation were negatively associated with grade.
Moral character behaviours were positively associated with being a girl. Finally, the relationship
betweenpositive peer interactions at school and character behaviours (fairness, integrity) at Time 2 was
stronger for students who reported low character behaviours at Time 1 than for students who reported
high character behaviours at Time 1. Overall, this study helped identifyindividual and contextual factors
that could be targeted to improve character interventions and identified avenues for future investigation
for the promotion of character at school.
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Introduction
Character, and its education in schools, has become increasingly popular,but research to better
understand this developmental construct continues to lag behind program implementation(Berkowitz &
Bier, 2004).Although character has been broadly defined and studied as part of the Positive Youth
Development (PYD) perspective (Lerner at al., 2009; Phelps et al., 2009),studies have not examined
specific character behaviours. Specific character behaviours (e.g., respect, co-operation) often are targeted
in character programming, as they have been associated with positive social outcomes (Argyle, 1991;
LoBue, Nishida, Chiong, DeLoache, & Haidt, 2011). The relationship between these behaviours and
individual factors such as age and gender, however, has not been well-researched, despite the potential for
these factors to influence moral character. The PYD perspective posits that positive behaviours such as
character are a result of not only individual characteristics, but also of the broad social context within
which these behaviours exist(Lerner et al., 2009). It is, thus, importanttoexamine how the social
environment also may promote or inhibit the development of positive behaviours such as moral character.
The goal of the current study was to evaluate the relationships among individual characteristics, aspects of
the school social context, and specific moral character behaviours.
This study was guided by the PYD perspective and Lerner’s (1986) developmental contextualism
framework. Both the PYD and developmental contextualism perspectives emphasize the importance of
viewing development in relation to the social or organizational context in which it occurs (Lerner, 1986).
Healthy developmental trajectories are associated with mutually beneficial relations between the
individual characteristics of the developing person and aspects of the home, school, or community
context(Lerner et al., 2009). In this study, asystems perspective of behaviour and development was
adopted such that variables associated with individual behaviours were studied in relation to variables
associated with the broader school social context to capture the relationship between the individual and
the school systems.
Definitions of character havespecified a behavioural component but have not generally defined
specific character behaviours. For example, the PYD perspective defines character broadly as
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encompassing personal values, social conscience, and behavioural conduct, but does not identifyspecific
behavioursthat define good character (Phelps et al., 2009). Similarly, Lickona (1993) proposed a
comprehensive definition of character that included moral action, or a child’s competence in moral
behaviours, but did not operationalize these behaviours. Moral character behaviours have been defined as
behaviours that are relational in nature, meaning they are not only ethical, but also directed toward others
(Lickona & Davidson, 2004). Consequently, in this study,arelational and behavioural approach was
adopted. Specific moral character behaviours were selectedto help clarify the factors that might be
associated with their development.
The specific moral character behaviours examined in thisstudy are relational in nature (respect,
fairness, kindness, co-operation, integrity) and have been identified as key social developmental
constructs due to their associations with positive social outcomes (e.g., LoBue, Nishida, Chiong,
DeLoache, & Haidt, 2011). For example, respectand fairness have been related to the development of
prosocial behaviours in children, such as sharing (LoBue et al., 2011; Zuffiano, Colasante, Peplak &
Malti, 2015). Engaging in character behaviours such as kindness and co-operation also is associated with
positive social outcomes. For instance, preadolescents who engaged in three acts of kindness per week for
four weeks increased their well-being and were more accepted by their peers than control youth (Layous,
Nelson, Oberle, Schonert-Reichl, & Lyubomirsky, 2012). Being more accepted by peers is also related to
decreased instances of bullying. Similar to engaging in acts of kindness, engaging in cooperative
behaviour is related to long-term social benefits, such as social integration and solving inter-group and
social conflict (Argyle, 1991). Displaying integrityalso has been associated with the development of
prosocial personality traits such as empathy and agreeableness (Schlenker, 2008). Becauseof their
associations with positive social outcomes, these moral character behaviours are often targeted in
character education programming. Less is known, however, about how these behaviours change with
development and the individual and social contextual factors that may be related to these behaviours.
Individual characteristics, such as age, may directly be related to moral character development in
youthdue to key developmental processes. For example, children and adolescents may demonstrate more
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moral character behaviours at different stages of moral development (Kohlberg, 1976). When younger
children are in the preconventional stage of moral development, they may demonstrate more moral
character behaviours as children at this stage of development often behave well for their own self-interest.
At the early conventional stage, however, preadolescents often make moral decisions based on the norms
of their social group, which may lead to fewer moral character behaviours. Surprisingly, the relationship
between moral character behaviours and agehas received very little attention in the literature. Age,
however, has been closely associated with behaviours that are conceptuallysimilarto character, such as
prosocial behaviours (e.g., Hay, Castle, Stimson, & Davies,1995; Nantel-Vivier et al., 2009). With
regards to age, prosocial behaviour declines from middle childhood (Kokko, Tremblay, Lacourse, Nagin,
& Vitaro, 2006) toadolescence (Nantel-Vivier et al., 2009).A similar developmental decline has been
found in other conceptually similar behavioursto character development (self-awareness, relationship
skills) in elementary school children (Washburn et al., 2011). Overall PYD, which includes character,
decreases from grade 5 to grade 7in youth (Phelps et al., 2009). Empathy, which is often considered a
moral character trait, also declines with increasing age (Van der Graaff et al., 2014). Taken together, these
findings indicate that many behaviours related to charactertend to decline from childhood to adolescence,
but this developmental pattern has not be examined in specific moral character behaviours.
Gender differences in specific moral character behaviours also have not been explored, however,
there is substantial research that examines the gender-specific socialization of behaviours correlated with
moral character (Garaigordobil, 2009). Gender differences observed in many social behaviours may be
present in part due to the differential socialization of girls and boys by parents and teachers. These adults
tend to socialize girls to be nurturing and sympathetic (Garaigordobil), which are behaviours that are
conceptually similar to character behaviours such as kindness, empathy, and co-operation. Boys,
however, are socialized to be more aggressive than girls (Garaigordobil). Thus, character behaviours may
be more directly socialized in girls than in boys. Gender differences in prosocial behaviours and PYD,
which are both related to moral character, can be found in the literature, and may indicate this difference
in socialization between girls and boys. Prior to adolescence (ages 8 to 11),girls display more prosocial
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behaviours than boys (Hastings, Utendale, & Sullivan, 2007; Zimmer-Gembeck, Geiger, & Crick, 2005).
Furthermore, Van der Graaff and colleagues (2014) reported that girls demonstrate a steeper increase in
affective prosocial behaviours, such as perspective-taking, than boys during adolescence. In the PYD
literature, somestudies have found that PYD was higher in girls compared to boys (Phelps et al., 2009).
PYD, however, is comprised of the “Five Cs,” not just character. Thus, it is not known if one of the other
Cs (confidence, competence, connection, caring) may be influencing these observed gender differences.
Taken together, these studies suggest that girls differ in thefrequency of their prosocial behaviours from
boys, but whether this pattern exists for specific character behaviours is not known.
The social context, such as the school climate, can promote positive youth development by
engaging and supporting youth in their own education and social emotional development(Lapsley &
Narvaez, 2006; Lerner et al., 2009). School climate comprises the actions of key members of the school
community, including interactions with teachers, peers,and participating in determiningschool policy that
contribute to positive socialization. Teachers are key role models for the healthy development of social
competencies in children (Ryan & Patrick, 2001). Indeed, Jennings and Greenberg (2009)have proposed a
meditational model that highlights the importance of teachers’ social and emotional competence for
creating a healthy classroom climate. In this model, teachers’ social and emotional competence lead to
healthy teacher-student relationships, which in turn lead to an improved classroom climate and improved
student social and emotional outcomes. As such, teacher social and emotional support for students has the
potential to influence student behaviours that may be related to moral character.Corrigan, Klein, and
Isaacs (2010) examined the relationship between middle- and high-school students’ trust in teachers and
their self-perceived performance character, moral character, and concern for others. All of these areas of
character were positively related to trust in teachers(Corrigan, et al.).Teacher support for respectful
student interactions (e.g., caring, friendliness, understanding, dependability) also has been related to
increased self-regulatory learning behaviours, increased academic achievement(Ryan & Patrick) and
increased levels of student engagement (Klem & Connell, 2004).These behaviours may be related to
moral character behaviours.In addition, Wentzel (2002) found that students of middle school teachers
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who modeled motivation for learning demonstrated increased prosocial behaviours. Thus,teacher support
is associated with a number of positive behaviours in children and consequently, also may influence
specific moral character behaviours.
Although supportive teachers are important in the promotion of positive(Berkowitz & Bier,
2004), positive relationships with peers also may help to promote moral character behaviours. Lickona
(1996) stressed the importance of students forming caring attachments with one another to help them to
develop the motivation to act in a morally just manner. Indeed, the homophily literature indicates that
friends can influence one another’s positive attitudes and behaviours such as prosocial behaviour (Barry
& Wentzel, 2006), and a sense of responsibility to intervene in a bullying situation (Pozzoli & Gini,
2013).Individuals within peer groups also havean influence on intrinsic values in one another such as the
liking and enjoyment of school (Ryan, 2001). Berkowitz and Bier (2004) found that peer moral discourse
in the classroom is a direct and effective strategy to help improve moral reasoning and strengthen
character education outcomes. Taken together, this research suggests that peer relationships could be
related to moral character behaviours,
Students’ involvement in developing school policy through involvement in their school’s
democratic processes also mayhelp promote positive moral character behaviours (Berkowitz, 2000).For
example, increased decision-making opportunities for students are related to the development of adaptive
behaviour (Beyer, 2015). Moral character behaviours represent adaptive social behaviours that aid
students in following societal and cultural norms (Phelps et al., 2009). As well, when students were given
decision-making privileges when designing and implementing service-learning programs at school,
students demonstrated increased citizenship (Morgan & Streb, 2001), which is considered a character
trait.The Child Development Project (CDP), a prominent character education program, places a strong
focus on providing students with decision-making opportunities by facilitating regular respectful class
meetings.This program has had positive outcomes includinggains in student ethical attitudes, values, and
motives after three years (Solomon, Battistich, Watson, Schaps, & Lewis, 2000). Examining aspects of
the school social context (teacher support, positive peer interactions, and student decision-making) and
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their relationship to moral character behaviours will helpclarify which areas of the school climate may be
targets for future character education programming.
In addition to potentially being related to character behaviour outcomes, perceived school climate
may also act as a protective factor for students at risk for internalizing and externalizing symptoms
(Loukas & Robinson, 2004).Kuperminc, Leadbeater, and Blatt (2001) found that students reporting high
self-criticism were protected from experiencing internalizing and externalizing symptoms if they
perceived a positive school climate. Similarly, Kuperminc et al. found that students reporting low selfefficacy were protected from experiencing internalizing problems if they perceived a positive school
climate. Loukas and Robinson also found that boys with low effortful control, or the ability to control
their emotional responses, experienced less depressive symptoms when they reported more positive
school climate domains such as high levels of cohesion, low levels of friction, and high levels of class
satisfaction. It may be that a positive school climate might not only promote moral character in students,
but may be especially beneficial for students whoreport engaging in low levels of character behaviours.
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among individual characteristics
(grade, gender), the school social context (teacher support, positive peer interactions, student decisionmaking), and specific moral character behaviours (respect, fairness, integrity, co-operation, kindness). It
was hypothesized that: 1) grade would be negatively associated with these moral character behaviours; 2)
moral character would be more strongly positively associated with being a girl than being a boy; 3) moral
character behaviours would be positively associated with all three aspects of the school social context;
and 4) that a moderation relationship (character behaviour at Time 1 acting as the moderator of the
relationship between school climate and character behaviour at Time 2) would be found between each of
the three aspects of the school social context and moral character behaviours over time.
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Methods
Study Design
Data for the current study were collected as part of a larger longitudinal study. Survey data were
collected at two time points six months apart. Time 1 data were collected in January 2012, and Time 2
data were collected in June 2012. Students in grades 4 to 8 completed study surveys.
Participants
Participants were 323 students in grades 4 to 8 from four elementary schools in a mid-sized
Canadian city. The final sample consisted of 240 students (114 girls, 102 boys, 24 no information)
because 83 were eliminated due to incomplete data (no sex indicated), either at Time 1 or Time 2. There
were some differences between individuals who were removed from the final sampleand those who
remained included: Individuals who remained in the sample demonstrated higher levels of integrity at
Time 1 (p = .01) and higher levels of kindness at Time 2 (p =.04) than those individuals who were
excluded. The final sample consisted of approximately equal numbers of students in each of grades 4, 5,
6, 7, and 8 (24%, 16%, 20%, 20%, 19%, respectively) and ranged in age from 9 to 15 years old with a
mean of 11.95 (SD = 1.48). Most students spoke only English (87%) and most (84%) were Caucasian.
According to the Family Affluence Scale (FAS: Currie, et al., 2012), most students (80%) fell within the
high-affluence category,20% fell into the moderate-affluence category, and none fell into the lowaffluence category.
Measures
The construct validity of each scale below was assessed using principal axis factoring,
constrained to one factor, as each scale was hypothesized to have a distinct structure. Thus, no rotation
was necessary. Scree plots were examined to allow for the possibility of multiple factors. This method
was used for both already existing scales and newly constructed scales. Internal reliability of each of the
scales was assessed using alpha reliability. Individual scales were created by using an average of
composite items. Specific scale items for moral character and school relationships can be found in
Appendix A.
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Specific Moral Character Behaviours. Moral character measures included respect, fairness,
integrity, co-operation, and kindness. Respect, co-operation and kindness were measured using subscales
from the Social Skills Improvement System – Rating Scales (SSIS-RS; Gresham& Elliott, 2008).
Respect was assessed using the 6-item ‘Communication’ subscale of the SSIS-RS (e.g., “I am
polite when I speak to others”). The Communication subscale was utilized because the majority of its
items focused on respectful communication.All items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0
(“Not true”) to 3 (“Very true”). For respect at Time 1, the construct validity and the reliability of this
measure were good (factor loadings

0.46, one factor accounted for 51% of the variance, and α = 0.81).

For respect at Time 2, the construct validity and reliability of this measure were also acceptable (factor
loadings

0.64, one factor accounted for 64% of the variance, and α = 0.88).

Fairness was measured using a 6-item scale created by the authors that followed the same
response format as the SSIS-RS (e.g., “I help everyone get equal turns during activities”). All items were
rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (“Not true”) to 3 (“Very true”). For fairness at Time 1, the
construct validity and reliability of this measure were good (factor loadings

0.42, one factor accounted

for 55% of the variance, and α = 0.82). For fairness at Time 2, the construct validity was adequate (factor
loadings

0.30, one factor accounted for 55%), but the reliability was questionable (α = 0.67).

Integrity was measured using the Concern for Others subscale from the Collective Responsibility
for Excellence and Ethics instrument (CREE; Khmelkov & Davidson, 2005). This subscale has shown
good internal consistency from .74 to .83. The Concern for Others subscale consists of 8 items assessing
an individual’s behaviour in a number of difficult ethical situations and reflects the construct of integrity
(doing the right thing when choosing between right and wrong;e.g., “I do the right thing no matter what
others might think.”). This scale was rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = “Almost Never”; 5 =
“Almost Always”). For integrity at Time 1, the construct validity and reliability of this measure were
good (factor loadings

0.59, one factor accounted for 49% of the variance, and α = 0.82). For integrity at
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Time 2, the construct validity and reliability of this measure were good (factor loadings

0.56, one factor

accounted for 51% of the variance, and α = 0.80).
Co-operation was measured using the 7-item ‘Co-operation’ subscale of the SSIS-RS (e.g., “I get
along with other children/adolescents”). All items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0
(“Not true”) to 3 (“Very true”). For co-operation at Time 1, the construct validity and reliability of this
measure were good (factor loadings

0.52, one factor accounted for 51% of the variance, and α = 0.83).

For co-operation at Time 2, the construct validity and reliability of this measure were also acceptable
(factor loadings

0.39, one factor accounted for 56% of the variance, and α = 0.82).

Kindness was measured using the 5-item ‘Empathy’ subscale of the SSIS-RS (e.g., “I try to
forgive others when they say ‘sorry”). The Empathy subscale was used to measure kindness because its
items assessed kind gestures and feelings. Allitems were rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0
(“Not true”) to 3 (“Very true”). For kindness at Time 1, the construct validity and reliability of this
measure were good (factor loadings

0.57, one factor accounted for 58% of the variance, and α = 0.82).

For kindness at Time 2, the construct validity and reliability of this measure were also good (factor
loadings

0.38, one factor accounted for 60% of the variance, and α = 0.80.

School Social Context. Three subscales from the Inventory of School Climate-Student (ISC-S;
Brand, Felner, Shim, Seitsinger & Dumas, 2003) were used to measure students’ perceptions of school
climate. All of the subscale items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = “Never”; 5 = “Always”).
Teacher support was measured using the 6–item ‘Teacher Support’ subscale of the ISC-S (e.g.,
“Teachers go out of their way to help students.”). For teacher support at Time 1, the construct validity and
reliability of this measure were acceptable (factor loadings

0.51, one factor accounted for 48% of the

variance, and α = 0.78). For teacher support at Time 2, the construct validity and reliability of this
measure were also good (factor loadings

0.72, one factor accounted for 61% of the variance, and α =

0.87).
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Positive peer interactions were measured using the 5-item ‘Positive Peer Interactions’ subscale of
the ISC-S (e.g., “Students get to know each other well in classes”). For positive peer interactions at Time
1, the construct validity and reliability of this measure were acceptable (factor loadings

0.40, one factor

accounted for 54% of the variance, and α = 0.78). For positive peer interactions at Time 2, the construct
validity and reliability of this measure were excellent (factor loadings

0.63, one factor accounted for

71% of the variance, and α = 0.90).
Student Participation in Decision-Making was measured using the 5–item ‘Participation in
Decision Making’ subscale of the ISC-S (e.g., “Students in our school have a say in how things work.”).
For student participation in decision-making at Time 1, the construct validity and reliability of this
measure were acceptable (factor loadings

0.49, one factor accounted for 48% of the variance, and α =

0.73). For student participation in decision-making at Time 2, the construct validity and reliability of this
measure were good (factor loadings

0.63, one factor accounted for 56% of the variance, and α = 0.80).

Procedure
Participating schools were recruited by contacting the principals. Once principals agreed to have
their schools participate, consent forms were sent home to parents. Only students who had parental
consent participated in the study. Students also provided assent prior to completing the study surveys.
Students in grades 4 to 8 completed the first survey during class time at Time 1 and the second survey at
Time 2 six months later. Each student survey session lasted 30 to 45 minutes. This procedure was
approved by the General Research Ethics Board in accordance with the Tri-Council policy regarding
ethical conduct for research involving humans.
Results
Mean imputation was used for missing data on variables with less than 25% of data missing.
Examination of the residual plots for all variables indicated linear relationships between variables of
interest and homoscedasticity. No multicollinearity was detected between variables. Assessments of skew
and kurtosis indicated no violations, with the exception of integrity and co-operation at Time 2,
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whichwere both slightly positively kurtotic. Thirty-two univariate outliers were identified in the data. A
truncation method was used to recode these data points to within the next highest data point (Osborne &
Overbay, 2004), however, results did not change when the data were truncated so these data were kept
unchanged for the final analyses. Descriptive statistics for the moral character and school social context
variables can be found in Table 1. Correlations among study variables can be found in Table 2. Overall,
school social context variables and moral character variables were significantly negatively related to
grade (4-8) at Time 1. Moral character variables were generally significantly positively related to school
relationship variables, and moral character variables were significantly positively related to one another at
Time 1 and over time.
Five hierarchical regressions were conducted, with the following outcome variables at Time 2:
respect, fairness, integrity, co-operation, and kindness. Regressions were conducted in two steps, with the
first step including each moral character trait at Time 1 as a control variable. Step two included the
predictors of grade, sex, school relationships, and their interactions at Time 1. Grade was used as a proxy
for age due to missing age data. The regressions were run in two steps to assess the unique importance of
the variables entered in the second step by examining R2 change.Moderator analyses were used to
interpret all significant interactions (Kenny, 2013).Due to the exploration of pre-established hypotheses,
Bonferroni corrections were not applied to the current regressions (Perneger, 1998).
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics for school climate and moral character variables.
Time 1

Time 2

M(SD)

M(SD)

Positive Peer Interactions

3.95(.62)

3.74(.83)

Teacher Support

3.84(.68)

3.62(.85)

Participation in Decision-Making

2.48(.74)

2.58(.89)

Respect

2.37(.51)

2.40(.57)

Fairness

2.32(.57)

2.36(.59)

Integrity

4.17(.64)

4.15(.64)

Co-operation

2.32(.54)

2.35(.63)

Kindness

2.42(.51)

2.43(.58)
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Table 2
Correlations among school climate and moral character variables.
Student
Positive Peer

Grade T1
Positive Peer

Decision-

Grade

Interactions

Teacher

Making

T1

T1

Support T1

T1

CoRespect T1

Fairness

Integrity

Co-operation

Kindness

Respect

Fairness

Integrity

operation

T1

T1

T1

T1

T2

T2

T2

T2

-.20**

-

-.01

.55**

-

.01

.37**

.52**

-

Respect T1

-.12

.38**

.33**

.07

-

Fairness T1

-.16*

.33**

.41**

.12

.70**

-

Integrity T1

-.18**

.36**

.43**

.20**

.60**

.63**

-

-.22**

.44**

.46**

.21**

.58**

.54**

.60**

-

Kindness T1

-.21**

.34**

.37**

.08

.65**

.62**

.69**

.60**

-

Respect T2

-.17**

.26**

.22**

.11

.58**

.42**

.40**

.33**

.40**

-

Fairness T2

-.19**

.28**

.27**

.17**

.44**

.46**

.40**

.29**

.32**

.63**

-

Integrity T2

-.29**

.32**

.29**

.15**

.49**

.45**

.51**

.35**

.42**

.65**

.65**

-

-.292**

.36**

.32**

.10

.40**

.33**

.40**

.52**

.34**

.52**

.47**

.52**

-

-.21**

.31**

.25**

.08

.51**

.40**

.50**

.37**

.52**

.73**

.58**

.62**

.51**

Interactions T1
Teacher Support
T1
Student
DecisionMaking T1

Co-operation T1

Co-operation T2
Kindness T2

Note. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2.
** = p<.01.

45

Respect
This regression examined the relationships between age, sex, and school climate with the
character outcome of respect. The first step of the regression including the control variable of Respect at
Time 1 was significant, R² = .36; F(1,215) = 121.91, p< .001. When age, sex, school climate and their
interactions were added in the second step, the model was also significant, R² change = .05 was
significant,F(8,206) = 2.39, p = .02.The final model for respect at Time 2 was significant, R² = .42;
F(9,215) = 16.37, p< .001. Results for this model can be found in Table 3. Respect at Time 1 was
significantly positively associated with respect at Time 2. In the final model, grade was significantly
negatively associated with respect at Time 2. Since girls were dummy coded as ‘0’ and boys were dummy
coded as ‘1’, a negative association indicated that girls demonstrated higher mean respect scores.
Fairness
This regression examined the relationships between age, sex, and school climate with the
character outcome of fairness. The first step of the regression, which included the control variable of
Fairness at Time 1 was significant, R² = .26; F(1,215) = 73.28, p< .001. When age, sex, school climate
and their interactions were added in the second step, the model was also significant, R² change = .10 was
significant,F(8,206) = 3.83, p< .01. Thefinal model for fairness at Time 2 was significant, R² = .35;
F(9,215) = 12.41, p< .001. Results for this model are displayed in Table 4.

Fairness at Time 1 was

a significantly positively associated with fairness at Time 2. In the final model, girls demonstrated higher
fairness at Time 2 than boys. Positive peer interactions at Time 1 were significantly positively associated
with fairness at Time 2. The interaction between fairness at Time 1 and positive peer interactions at Time
1 was positively associated with fairness at Time 2 (Figure 1). Moderator analyses indicated that the
relationship betweenpositive peer interactions and fairness at Time 2 was stronger for students with low
fairness at Time 1 when positive peer interactions were high.
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Table 3
Multiple regression results for respect at Time 2.
Step 1

Step 2

B

SE B

ß

B

SE B

ß

.67

.06

.60***

.56

.07

.50***

Grade T1

-.06

.02

-.16**

Sex T1

-.20

.06

-.17**

.04

.06

.05

.002

.06

.002

.05

.05

.06

Respect T1 X PPI

-.09

.13

-.05

Respect T1 X TS

-.15

.13

-.09

Respect T1 X SDM

.03

.08

.02

Respect T1

Positive Peer
Interactions (PPI)
T1
Teacher Support
(TS) T1
Student DecisionMaking (SDM) T1

2

R

2

F for change in R

.36

.42

121.91***

2.39*

* = p< .05.
** = p< .01.
*** = p< .001.
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Table 4
Multiple regression results for fairness at Time 2.
Step 1

Step 2

B

SE B

ß

B

SE B

ß

.51

.06

.51***

.41

.07

.40***

Grade T1

-.05

.02

-.12

Sex T1

-.21

.07

-.18**

.15

.07

.17*

-.04

.07

-.05

.06

.05

.07

Fairness T1 X PPI

-.36

.11

-.23**

Fairness T1 X TS

.07

.10

.05

Fairness T1 X SDM

.11

.09

.09

Fairness T1

Positive Peer
Interactions (PPI)
T1
Teacher Support
(TS) T1
Student DecisionMaking (SDM) T1

R2
F for change in R2

.26

.35

73.28***

3.83***

* = p< .05.
** = p< .01.
***= p< .001.
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Figure 1. Interaction results for fairness by positive peer interactions.
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Integrity
This regression examined the relationships between age, sex, and school climate with the
character outcome of integrity. The first step of the regression included only the control variable of
integrity at Time 1 and was significant, R² = .29; F(1,215) = 86.71, p< .001. When age, sex, school
climate and their interactions were added in the second step, the regression was also significant, R²
change = .09 was significant,F(8,206) = 3.60, p = .001.The final model for integrity at Time 2 was
significant, R² = .38; F(9,215) = 13.72, p< .001. Results for this model are displayed in Table 5.
Similar to the other models, integrity at Time 1 was a significant positive predictor of integrity at
Time 2. As well, grade was significantly negatively associated with integrity at Time 2. A significant
interaction was found between integrity at Time 1 and positive peer interactions at Time 1. The
interaction between integrity at Time 1 and positive peer interactions at Time 1 was positively associated
with integrity at Time 2 (Figure 2). Similar to the findings regarding fairness, moderator analyses
indicated that the relationship between positive peer interactions and integrity at Time 2 was stronger for
students with low integrity at Time 1 when positive peer interactions were high.
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Table 5
Multiple regression results for integrity at Time 2.
Step 1

Step 2

B

SE B

ß

B

SE B

ß

.43

.07

.44***

.43

.07

.44***

Grade T1

-.07

.03

-.17**

Sex T1

-.14

.07

-.11

.13

.07

.13

.05

.07

.06

-.03

.06

-.04

Integrity T1 X PPI

-.21

.09

-.15*

Integrity T1 X TS

.004

.08

.003

Integrity T1 X SDM

-.03

.09

-.02

Integrity T1

Positive Peer
Interactions (PPI)
T1
Teacher Support
(TS) T1
Student DecisionMaking (SDM) T1

2

R

2

F for change in R

.29

.38

86.71***

3.56**

* = p< .05.
** = p< .01.
*** = p< .001.
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Figure 2. Interaction results for integrity by positive peer interactions.
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Co-operation
The co-operation regression examined the relationships between age, sex, and school climate and
the character outcome of co-operation. The first step in the regression included just the control variable of
co-operation at Time 1 and was significant, R² = .30; F(1,215) = 93.21, p = .001. When age, sex, school
climate and their interactions were added in the second step, the model was also significant, R² change =
.09 was significant,F(8,206) = 3.65, p = .001.The final model for co-operation at Time 2 was significant,
R² = .39; F(9,215) = 14.63, p< .001. Results for this model are displayed in Table 6. As with the other
models, co-operation at Time 1 was a significant positive predictor of co-operation. Grade at Time 1 was
significantly negatively associated with co-operation at Time 2. Girls showed higher co-operation at Time
2 than boys. Having positive peer interactions was also significantly positively associated with cooperation at Time 2.
Kindness
This regression examined the relationships between age, sex, and school climate with the
character outcome of kindness. The first step of the regression included the control variable of kindness at
Time 1 and the model was significant, R² = .27; F(1,215) = 78.42, p< .001. When age, sex, school climate
and their interactions were added to the model in the second step, the model was significant as well,
F(8,206) = 2.90, p = .004.The final model for kindness at Time 2 was significant, R² = .34; F(9,215) =
11.91, p< .001. Results for this model are displayed in Table 7. Kindness at Time 1 was a significant
positive predictor of kindness at Time 2. In the final model, girls showed higher kindness at Time 2 than
boys. Having positive peer interactions was also significantly positively related to kindness at Time 2.
A summary table of all of the regression results can be found in Table 8.
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Table 6
Multiple regression results for co-operation at Time 2.
Step 1

Step 2

B

SE B

ß

B

SE B

ß

.63

.07

.55***

.46

.08

.40***

Grade T1

-.09

.03

-.20**

Sex T1

-.18

.07

-.14*

.16

.07

.16*

.05

.08

.05

-.08

.06

-.09

-.19

.11

-.11

-.10

.12

-.07

.13

.10

.09

Co-operation T1

Positive Peer
Interactions (PPI)
T1
Teacher Support
(TS) T1
Student DecisionMaking (SDM) T1
Co-operation T1 X
PPI
Co-operation T1 X
TS
Co-operation T1 X
SDM
R2
F for change in R2

.30

.39

93.21***

3.65**

* = p< .05.
** = p< .01.
***= p< .001.
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Table 7
Multiple regression results for kindness at Time 2.
Step 1

Step 2

B

SE B

ß

B

SE B

ß

.60

.07

.52***

.42

.09

.37***

Grade T1

-.05

.02

-.12

Sex T1

-.26

.07

-.22***

.15

.07

.16*

.02

.07

.02

.02

.06

.03

Kindness T1 X PPI

-.01

.11

-.009

Kindness T1 X TS

.002

.11

.001

-.13

.10

-.09

Kindness T1

Positive Peer
Interactions (PPI)
T1
Teacher Support
(TS) T1
Student DecisionMaking (SDM) T1

Kindness T1 X
SDM
R2
F for change in R2

.27

.34

78.42***

2.90**

* = p< .05.
** = p< .01.
***= p< .001.
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Table 8
Summary table for multiple regressions.
Respect T2
Respect T1

Fairness T2

Integrity T2

Co-operation T2

Kindness T2

+***

Fairness T1

+***

Integrity T1

+***

Co-operation

+***

T1
Kindness T1

+***

Grade T1

-**

Sex T1

-**

PPI T1

-**

-**

-**

-*

-***

+*

+*

+*

TS T1
SDM1 T1
Fairness T1 X

-**

PPI T1
Integrity T1

-*

X PPI T1
Note. PPI = Positive peer interactions; TS = Teacher support; SDM = Student decision-making.
* = p< .05.
** = p< .01.
***= p< .001.
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Discussion
The purpose of this study was to examinethe associations among individual demographics (grade
and gender), theschool social context (teacher support, positive peer interactions, student decisionmaking), and moral character behaviours in children in grades 4 to 8. Results indicated a negative
association between grade and moral character, which may reflect age changes in moral development. A
positive association between being a girl and moral character behavioursalso was found, and may indicate
socialization differences in moral character behaviours. A relationship betweenpositive peer interactions
at school andthe moral character behaviours of fairness and integrity also was found. This relationship
mayreflect the importance of the peer group in promoting the moral character behaviours in students who
demonstrate low initial levels of fairness and integrity. These results provide a preliminary understanding
of potential developmental patterns of character, sex differences related to character, and help clarify the
aspects of the school climate relevant to the promotion of moral character behaviours.
This study is the first to examine the association between age and specific moral character
behaviours. The negative association found between grade level and the moral character behaviours of
respect, integrity, and co-operation is consistent with developmental patterns of moral behaviourin
children entering adolescence. Youth aged 10 to 15 are in a stage of moral development during which
they become increasingly sensitive to authority and the maintenance of the social order (Kohlberg, 1976).
At the same time, they also display more moral disengagement - a cognitive mechanism that allows
individuals to perform harmful actions without feeling guilty (Bandura, 1991; Caravita, Sijtsema,
Rambaran, & Gini, 2014). As such, rebellious, rule-breaking behaviours, such as truancy and vandalism,
increase as children enter adolescence (Stanger, Achenbach, & Verhulst, 1997), as does egocentrism
(Piaget & Inhelder, 1956). Consequently, as children transition to adolescence they begin to have a more
inward focus and experience increased moral disengagement and may be less likely to display positive
other-directed acts, such as the acts of moral character measured in this study.
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The relationship between moral character behaviours and grade also may be reflective of the
social changes that occur during early adolescence. In early adolescence, youth begin to seek the approval
of their peers more frequently than in middle childhood, as popularity becomes more and more important
(Kiefer & Ryan, 2011). In turn, adolescents seek out popular friends who tend to display aggressive
behaviours (Ojanen & Findley-Van Nostrand, 2014) and fewer prosocial behaviours (Thomas & Bowker,
2013). Thus, in adolescence, youth may be exposed to fewer prosocial behavioursand may be less likely
to display these behaviours.
Our findings also indicate that a number of moral character behaviours are positively associated
with being a girl. These findingsare in line with the PYD (Phelps, et al., 2009) and the prosocial
behaviour literature (Hastings et al., 2007), and may reflect different gender socialization patterns. For
instance, girls are taught and reinforced by parents and teachers to be more nurturing and sympathetic
with others than boys, whereas boys are more likely to be socialized to be aggressive (Garaigordobil).
Thus, moral character behaviours such as co-operation, respect, and kindness may represent behaviours
that are more likely to be socialized and reinforced in girls by key socializing agents. This difference in
the associations of specific character behaviours between boys and girls also may reflect their peer
interactions. Mathieson and Banerjee (2011) noted that girls’ peer social interactions more often are
directed towards sustaining strong relationships and establishing agreement (e.g., helping and comforting
others), whereas boys are more focused on physical activities and establishing dominance. As such, girls’
peer social interactions may encourage, model, and support moral character behaviours more than that of
boys.
Our finding that positive peer interactions at school was the only aspect of school climate that
was related to moral character behaviours was not consistent with previous research. Previous research
has found positive associations between moral character and students’ trust in teachers (Corrigan, Klein &
Isaacs, 2010) and between increased decision-making opportunities in students and increased ethical
attitudes and values (Solomon, Battistich, Watson, Schaps & Lewis, 2000).It may be that peers are the
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most proximal socialization agents involved in the development of character in school-aged children. The
fact that a stronger relationship was found between positive peer interactions and character (fairness,
integrity) in students with low initial levels of character may indicate that the context of positive peers is
especially important to support character behaviour development in at-risk children. Children with low
levels of these character behaviours may require a context that provides frequent opportunities for
positive social relationships with others. The mechanism may be group norms for behaviour, or
opportunities to observe others model these character behaviours, which may increase internalization of
these character traits and produce peer groups that further reinforce specific character behaviours in these
children over time. As this research is correlational, it is also possible that positive changes in character
could be related to improved peer interactions at school. This finding suggests that the behavioral
strategies to promote the frequency of positive peer interactions at school may help some children
develop character skills without the need for teaching character skills directly. More work is necessary to
examine the peer context at school andcharacter and to further explore the potential mechanisms that may
link the two.
Despite the relationship found between positive peer relationships at school and moral character
behaviours, the interpretations of our findings must take into account that the directionality of this
association cannot be assumed due to the correlational nature of our study.The longitudinal design of the
current study provides some support for positive peer interactions preceding the moral character
behaviours of fairness and integrity. However, a test of causality is necessary to confirm these findings
and would involve an experimental design in which, for example, peer relationships are enhanced through
programming in experimental schools and moral character behaviours are measured following the
intervention in experimental and control schools. When examining the current results in relation to other
studies in the area, it appears that the relationship between positive peer interactions and moral character
behaviours may be bidirectional. For example, one study found that students reporting that their peers at
school were kind, helpful, and accepting predicted more positive adjustment at school, greater health, and
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fewer psychosomatic symptoms (Ravens-Sieberer et al., 2009). This research demonstrates the
association between positive peer interactions at school and student behaviour, although it does not
address character behaviour specifically. At the same time, however, some character education research
has indicated that increasing character through programming can result in positive changes in the school
environment (Marshall et al., 2011; White & Warfa, 2011), suggesting a bidirectional relationshipbetween
character and school climate. Although our study has highlighted the relationship that exists between
positive peer relationships at school and moral character behaviours, it will be important for future studies
to further examine the directionality of the relationship between positive peer interactions and moral
character behaviours by implementing both peer-centered programs and character-centered programs.
These types of studies will provide information as to where future programming efforts should be focused
if these behaviours are to be effectively promoted.
The interpretation of our findings must also take into account the potential role of a third variable
in explaining the observed relationship between positive peer interactions and moral character behaviours.
Children with lower levels of character may have received increasing amounts of supervision or
encouragementfrom school staff to socialize, as well as a potential increase in participation in extra
curricular activities, which may have led to changing levels of character over time. Students with low
levels of character may also take longer to socialize due to a decreased feeling of belonging at school
(Libbey, 2004). Students’ demonstration of good character at school has been described as being directly
affected by whether students feel they belong at school (Berkowitz & Bier, 2004). In fact, some character
education programs specifically address school bonding as part of their intervention because it is
hypothesized that students will only demonstrate good character over time if they feel committed to the
values of an inclusive school (Solomon et al., 2000). Examining the influences of the aforementioned
potential third variables will reveal the level of influence these variables may have on the relationship
between positive peer interactions at school and character. Then, measuring these variables and including
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them as covariates or moderator variables as part of program outcome research will help account for their
influence on the relationship between school climate and moral character behaviours.
Limitations and Future Research
Although the current study sheds some light on the relationships among moral character
behaviours, grade, gender, and the school social context, some limitations should be noted. The current
sample had significant attrition, which can threaten external validity by creating samples that are not
representative of the population and not generalizable. It should be noted that the final sample only
differed from those who were not included on two moral character variables.In addition, our sampledid
not represent a diverse population, as most children came from affluent families and most children were
Caucasian. Although the diversity profile of our sample is consistent with the national representation of
cultural groupsin the 2006 Canadian Census (Statistics Canada, 2013), character education occurs in
individual schools, which may have very different populations in specific regions across the country.
Thus, the relationships between moral character behaviours and the school context may be very different
in schools with a more diverse population. Future research should replicate the current study but examine
the incidence of character behaviours through multilevel modeling and examine school characteristics
(ex., school ethnicity groups) as one level of analysis.
Limitations also exist regarding the measure used to assess moral character behaviours in the
current study, as it has typically been used to evaluate social skills. The Social Skills Improvement
System – Rating Scale (SSIS – RS; Gresham & Elliott, 2008) is an effective and strong measure of social
skills, as it has demonstrated high reliability, and good discriminant validity in different populations
(Hamiwka, Hamiwka, Sherman, & Wirrell, 2011; MacDonald, Lord, Ulrich, 2013). As there are no direct
measures of moral character behaviour in the literature, we used the communication (respect) and
cooperation subscales of the SISS - RS to operationalize moral character behaviours as they conceptually
reflect aspects of moral character. However, our findings that moral character decrease as children
increase in age may reflect the decrease in positive social skills found in older children (13-18) compared
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to younger children (5-12) that were previously identified using the SSIS - RS(Gresham, Elliott, &
Kettler, 2010). Further research is required to develop the theoretical definition of moral character and to
validate the use of the subscales of the SSIS - RS as valid measures of moral character behaviours in
order to clarify the interpretation of the findings of the current study.
In addition,this study was based on self-report and, as a consequence, there may be a number of
sources of bias.Participant comprehension of questionnaires can be an issue, especially in younger
children. In terms of introspective awareness in the current study, our questionnaires were specifically
designed for younger children and research assistants were available during questionnaire administration
to answer any questions from participating children. Research in other areas have also utilized young
children’s reports, particularly in clinical research, and found them to be highly reliable in children as
young as seven years old (CDI; Kovacs, 1992; FEEL-KJ; Grob & Smolenski, 2005).Extreme responding
is another potential bias in this study. Our data demonstrates some evidence of extreme responding as a
high percentage of girls answered using the extreme positive response option on all measures, and this
percentage was higher than boys answering using the extreme positive response option. In addition,a
higher percentage of children in grade 4 also answered using the extreme positive response option
compared to children in grade 8. This pattern is problematic, as it may account for our finding that
character behaviours were positively associated with being a girl and negatively associated with grade and
requires further study using methods other than self-report. Social desirability is another source of selfreport bias that may have occurred in this study. This bias has been found to be more prevalent in young
children (Crandall, Crandall, & Karkovsky, 1965) and may be reflected in the elevated moral character
scores found in the younger students in our sample. It is difficult to determine whether the negative
association between grade level and character behaviours is due to developmental changes in moral
development (Kohlberg, 1976) that occur in early adolescence or if this pattern is due to the younger
children in our sample presenting themselves in a socially desirable manner to researchers. Specifically
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measuring moral development and social desirability alongside moral character could clarify their roles in
explaining the current findings.
One method to counter the aforementioned self-report biases is to gather external sources of
information from parents and teachers to verify children’s reports of their own behaviour. This method of
validating children’s reports of behaviour can be difficult, however, as parents and teachers have limited
time to complete questionnaires and may not have access to children’s behaviours in their peer groups. As
well, parent-child agreement on behaviour ratings can be weak (Rey, Schrader, & Morris-Yates, 1992).
Research involving direct observation of children’s character behaviours may be another option to avoid
reliance on self-report data. Direct observation would specifically address the potential sources of bias
that were present in the current study such as extreme responding in girls and social desirability in
younger children. Unfortunately, direct observation research can be quite labour intensive and is not often
possible.
Conclusions
The current study demonstrated that both individual characteristics and the school social context
are related tospecific moral character behaviours in elementary school students. However, many
questionsrequire further study.For example, it will be important to continue to develop appropriate
measures of specific character behaviours, as well as to use these measures and our knowledge of age and
gender trends in character to evaluate character programming that is often funded but rarely effectively
evaluated. Such measures can also be used to further understand the complex relationship between
character behaviours and peer interactions that was found in this study. Future research on this
relationship using experimental designs and the direct observation of behaviour may be useful in
clarifying these issues and helping us understand the mechanisms that lie behind these relationships.
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Abstract
There are few character education programevaluations examining the effectiveness of systemic, shortterm, practical programming in the literature.This study evaluated six months of the Build Character:
Build Success Program, a program for elementary schools that featured four monthly character
behaviours(fairness, honesty, co-operation, and integrity) as well as individual, classroom, and wholeschool activities. A systemic approach included evaluating changes at the individual level (character
behaviours, bullying and victimization) and at the school level (school climate), as well as evaluating
program effects in different age groups. Participants were 92 students in grades 1 to 3 and 195 students in
grades 4 to 8 in two control schools and two experimental schools. Survey data were collected before the
program (Time 1) and after the program (Time 5) from teachers for students in grades 1 to 3 and from
students in grades 4 to 8. Grades 4 to 8 teachers and students completed program integrity monitoring
surveys monthly. No program effects were found in grades 1 to 3 and a slight decrease in victimization
was found in one experimental school in grades 4 to 8 upon post hoc analysis. Non-significant
relationships were found between victimization and character behaviours in students in grades 4 to
8.Program monitoring also indicated that teachers did not implement all program elements each month.
Results from this study demonstrate the shortcomings of a short-term character education initiative in
improving school climate and character but may indicate its potential for decreasing rates of
victimization.
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Introduction
Educatorscite rates of youth violence at school as one reason that character education is especially
needed in today’s education system (Character Counts!, 2014). Indeed, the Centre for Disease Control
and Prevention (2010) found that: 10% of city school teachers reported threats of injury by students in
2003-2004;38% of public schools reported at least one incident of violence to police in 2005-2006;
and27% of students reported gangs in their schools in 2007. Character education programs are designed to
promote children’s social, emotional, and moral development using a strength-based approach. Healthy
development in these areas may provide protection from engaging in high-risk behaviours (Washburn et
al., 2011). Few character education programs, however, have empirically demonstrated positive
outcomes. A few successful evidence-based character education programs do exist (Battistich, Schaps,
Watson, Solomon, & Lewis, 2000; Hawkins, et al., 1992), but these programs are lengthy, often
expensive, and may not be feasible for most schools. As such, evaluations of short-term, more practical
character education programs are necessary. The main goal of this study was to implement and evaluate a
systemic short-term, school-wide character education program, the Build Character: Build Success
Program, and toassess if this type of more practical programming can still be effective in improving
student behaviours.
Character education programs feature the developmental asset of character, which is a component
of the Positive Youth Development (PYD) perspective, a strength-based conceptualization of youth. This
perspective has countered the predominant deficit view of adolescent development as a period of life
necessarily characterized by stress and risky behaviours (Lerner et al., 2005). The PYD perspective is
influenced by developmental systems theories such as Bronfebrenner’s ecological systems theory
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977) and Lerner’s developmental contextualism (1986). These models of development
emphasize that thepotential for healthy development occurs as a result of the positive interplay between
individuals and the multiple systems in which they live. Although this positive development was once
conceptualizedas a lack of negative behaviours, more recent PYD revisions posit that a set of latent
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constructs that represent adaptive developmental assets can develop and positively influence youth
development (Lerner, 2004). These positive developmental assets have been described (Eccles &
Gootman, 2002; Lerner, 2004; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003a, 2003b) as the “Five Cs”: confidence,
competence, connection, character, and caring. Lerner et al. (2005) suggest that the presence of the “Five
Cs” in young people also leads to the development of the sixth C: contribution. Contribution marks a shift
from positive development within the individual, to adolescents playing an active role in their broader
social context, such as in their family, peer group, school environment, and community.The promotion of
the “Five Cs”encourages youth to develop in a successful, engaged manner (Lerner & Benson, 2003).
Teaching character most often occurs through character education programs, which are in-school
strength-based programs that focus on building character by teaching students how to act on ethical
values or universally recognized virtues (Orpinas & Horne, 2006). Character is the focus of many inschoolprograms because teaching children moral behaviour may directly curb involvement in more
aggressive and high-risk behaviours (Washburn et al., 2011). Although relatively few character education
programs have been formally evaluated, there area small number that have demonstrated positive effects.
For example, the Caring School Community program, formerly the Child Development Project,is a
social-emotional and character development program for children. This program aims to create a caring
classroom community in order to promote prosocial values, increase academic achievement, and decrease
drug use and delinquency (National Registry of Evidence-based Programs and Practices, 2014). The four
components of the program are Class Meeting Lessons (meetings between teachers and students about
classroom climate), Cross-Age Buddies (building relationships with children of different ages), Homeside
Activities (fostering communication between home and school), and Schoolwide Community Building
Activities (students, teachers, and other adults work together on activities). Evaluation studies for this
program reveal decreased alcohol and marijuana use in participating schools (Battistich, Schaps, Watson,
Solomon, & Lewis, 2000; Munoz, &Vanderhaar , 2006; Solomon, Battistich, Watson, Schaps, & Lewis,
2000), as well as increased concern for others (Munoz, & Vanderhaar), and academic achievement in
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terms of reading scores (Marshall, & Caldwell, 2007). As such, the Caring School Community program
takes a developmental approach to character education but only examines change in behaviours correlated
to character, rather than examining change in specific character behaviours (e.g., respect, responsibility).
Another large character education program that has been evaluatedis the Seattle Social
Development Program, a long-term, risk-reduction program aimed at preventing substance use, violence,
and risky sexual behaviour, and promoting positive academic behaviour (Character and Citizenship,
2014). The program promotes strong relationships between parents, teachers, and students, and teaches
children life, prosocial and self-esteem skills. Parents are taught child behaviour management, and
teachers are taught proactive classroom management and active learning methods. Outcome research for
children in grades 1 to 6 indicated increased family bonding and school attachment inthe program’s
students (Hawkins, et al., 1992). In another evaluation of students who received the program from grades
1 to 6, increased school bonding was found, which was also correlated with higher academic
achievement, lower school misbehaviour, and lower levels of substance use and sexual activity. Students
who received the full intervention continued to have higher levels of school bonding at age 18 compared
to control students (Hawkins, Guo, Hill, Battin-Pearson, &Abbott, 2001). Overall, the Seattle Social
Development Project is more intensive than the character education program evaluated in this study as it
involves the direct training of both teachers and parents in child behaviour management skills and focuses
more on strengthening the bonds between children and their school.
Although these programs have shown promising results, such large character education programs
may not be feasible for all schools, as they require expensive materials and hours of training for teachers,
principals, and parents. The Seattle Social Development Program, for example, is resource intensive. It
involves the direct training of both teachers and parents in child behaviour management skills. This type
of program is difficult to implement in many schools due to a lack of time, resources, and funding. As
such, more feasible and practical programs are being implemented in schools, and feature simple
classroom lessons and few costs to schools. These smaller, more practical character education programs,
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however,also requirerigorous evaluation. The present programevaluation assessed a more
practicalcharacter program, the Build Character: Build Success Program, and also completed a process
evaluation (i.e., monitoring of adherence, exposure, and quality of delivery) of this program.Process
evaluations are critical in helping to distinguish between programs that do not work and those that are not
adequately implemented (Ryan & Smith, 2009). This study included a process evaluation to increase
understanding of the how teachers implement the program elements and how program exposure is related
to program outcomes.
Overall, many programs claiming to address character education actually focus on behaviours
that are only distally related to character. This approach has resulted in a wide variety of outcomes
measured in character education including: decreased alcohol use (Battistich et al., 2000), increased
family bonding(Hawkins et al., 1992), increased academic achievement (Marshall & Caldwell, 2007), and
decreased student discipline referrals (Marshall et al., 2011). These outcome measures rarely reflect the
definitions of character in the literature (Hay, Castle, Stimson, & Davies, 1995;Phelps et al., 2009), but
rather representcorrelates of character behaviours rather than assessments of the behaviours
themselves.Lickona (1993) proposed a comprehensive definition of character that defines character in
three parts: moral knowing (knowing the good), moral feeling (desiring the good), and moral action
(doing the good).The moral action component of this definition refers to competency in specific moral
behaviours. The Build Character: Build Success Programmapped onto Lickona’s definition as it focused
on increasing competency in several specific character behaviours.
Once character is defined and included as a direct measured outcome of a character education
program, it may be beneficial to also examine potential changes in more negative behaviours as a result of
the program implementation. Bullying, which is defined as frequent acts of aggression between peers
involving a power differential, is a serious negative social behaviour that has received attention due to its
harmful impact on development. Bullying is a significant problem in Canada: 10 to 17% of Canadian
children aged 11 to 15 years have been bullied two to three times a month in the past few months, and 3
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to 8% have bullied others two to three times a month in the past few months(Inchley et al., 2016). There
is a significant body of evidence demonstrating involvement in bullying has serious short- and long-term
consequences (Jackson & Cohen, 2012; Poteat, Scheer, DiGiovanni, & Mereish, 2014; Ttofi, Farrington,
Lösel, 2012; Ttofi, Farrington, Lösel, & Loeber, 2011). Some bullying research has adopted a strengthbased approach by examining the protective factors associated with a reduced likelihood of engaging in
bullying or being victimized by peers. Interpersonal factors that are consistent with the PYD perspective
have been identified as protective against aggressive behaviour in children and adolescents, including
prosocial behaviour (Griese & Buhs, 2014), high self-esteem (Sapouna & Wolke, 2013), and supportive
friends (Kendrick, Jutengren, & Stattin, 2012). Many of these protective factors are fundamental aspects
of most character education programs. Marshall et al. (2011) evaluated the CHARACTERplus character
education program, which emphasizes belonging, competence, and autonomy, in order to improve
students’ prosocial skills. Their evaluation found a 21% decrease in bullying behaviour in middle school
and a 28% reduction in bullying behaviour in high school, compared to an increase in bullying behaviours
in control middle schools. It is possible that whole-school character education programs that target
positive behaviour at the individual level, the peer relationship level, and the school climate level can help
foster systemic change leading to reductions in bullying and victimization.
Character education programs may be linked to improvements in the school environment as well
as improvements in character-related behaviour and decreases in bullying. Protective factors against
aggressive behaviour in the school environment include a caring and safe school climate in which
students are encouraged to do their best, as well as an environment in which participation in school and
other activities is encouraged (Scales & Leffert, 1999). Marshall et al. (2011) found positive changes in
the school environment as a result of the CHARACTERplus integrated character education program. For
example, middle-school staff reported improvements in school climate and staff sense of belonging.
Middle-school students also reported improvements in students’ sense of belonging, sense of community,
autonomy and influence, and feelings of competence. In addition, White and Warfa (2011) reported
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improvements in aspects of school climate following a whole-school prosocial development program
named the Building Schools of Character program. Specifically, they found improvements in relationship
building between teachers and pupils. Berkowitz and Bier (2004) emphasized the importance of students’
bonding to their school as a factor in the effectiveness of character education programs and recommended
that students’ perceptions of school as a caring community be included in the evaluation of character
education programs.
In addition to measuring improvements in the school, it is also keyto measure the developmental
differences in program outcomes.Assessing developmental differences in program outcomes can help
increase understanding about what behaviours should be targeted at what age. Developmental
differencesoften are not examined in most character education program evaluations (Marshall et al., 2011;
White & Warfa, 2011). This omission is problematic since elementary-aged students are in one of two
levels of moral development: preconventional and conventional (Kohlberg, 1976). At the preconventional
level, children make moral decisions based on avoiding negative consequences and punishment and
behave well for their own self-interest. At the conventional level, children’s moral decisions are guided
by the expectations of others in their social group and their behaviour is eventually guided by laws and
rules observed in society. As such, programsaddressing moral behaviour or character may have
differential effects on children depending on their stage of moral development. Younger students in the
preconventional stage may respond positively to a character program that includes external rewards for
demonstrating character behaviours because that age group is motivated by self-interest. Older students
may only benefit from character education that involves the participation of their social group because
their social group guides their moral decisions. The character education program evaluated in this study
was adapted for children at both levels of moral development through the use of different classroom
activities based on developmental level. Thus, this evaluation was designed to determine if a character
education program aimed at multiple age groups could be effective in improving character behaviours at
different ages.
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There also may be differential program effects based on gender. Compared to boys, girls
demonstrate higher rates of prosocial behaviours (Hastings et al., 2007), perspective-taking (Van der
Graaff et al., 2014), and PYD, which includes character (Phelps et al., 2009). These gender differences in
the expression of positive behaviours related to character are likely due to differences in socialization.
Girls are socialized to be more nurturing whereas boys are socialized to be more aggressive
(Garaigordobil, 2009). Thus, girls may be more primed to receive character education which addresses
these themes than boys and may incorporate new positive behaviours more readily, leading to more
positive outcomes for girls than boys as a result of character education programs. Identifying differential
gender effects as part of character education program outcomes has not been generally examined in
program evaluations. Investigating such effects couldhelp programs adapt their curriculato reflect more
equal benefits for both boys and girls.
In addition to establishing appropriate outcome measures, successful character education
programs also incorporate methods based on theoriesthat have been shown to build character in students.
Flay, et al. (2009) synthesized these methods of character education program change into distinct
categories that were incorporated into the current program, which included social-ecology, behaviourism,
social learning, direct instruction, and parental inclusion. First, students develop character by reacting to
changing norms in the school environment that promote more positive social behaviours (social-ecology).
The Caring School Community Project, for example, promoted successful behaviour change in students
by creating a caring school community to lead students to feel more personally committed to the values of
the school community as a whole (Solomon et al., 2000). Second, children are reinforced for their positive
character-related behaviours (behaviourism). Third, children improve their character by observing others
modeling desired character traits (social learning). The Positive Action Program (Flay, Allred, & Ordway,
2001) is based on behaviourism and social learning theory that states that students learn positive actions
by having these actions identified, reinforced, and modeled by parents and teachers (Flay et al.). Fourth,
children develop character by learning about character from their teachers through reading and activities
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(direct instruction). The 4Rs program promotes behaviour change in students through direct instruction of
a literacy-based curriculum and modeling of positive behaviour by teachers (Jones, Brown, Hoglund,&
Aber, 2010). Direct instruction and promoting the practice and reinforcement of positive actions within
the entire school are also at the center of the Positive Action Program. Finally, parents are included in the
intervention in order to further enhance program effects.
In this study, we evaluated the short-term effects of a school-wide manualized character
education program. The Build Character: Build Success Program focuses specifically on developing the
character component of the PYD model. This program was practical for schools as no training was
necessary for teachers, and lessons for teachers were included in the program manual. The character
education intervention evaluated in the current study adopted the Flay et al. methods of change
by:addressing character-related norms in the school environment through regular assemblies;reinforcing
character-related behaviour by rewarding students for demonstrating featured character traits;
encouraging students to model featured character behaviours at school through a peer nomination process;
teaching students about desired character behaviours through readings and classroom activities; and
including parents by sending home newsletters about the featured character behaviours each month.In
addition to featuring a number of methods of change identified by Flay, Berkowitz, and Bier (2009), the
Build Character: Build Success Program also included a number of components identified by Berkowitz
and Bier (2004) as essential for successful character education. These included: leadership from school
principals, direct skill building, and a multifaceted, systemic approach that included individual,
classroom, and school-wide components. By incorporating these evidence-based methods of change into
the program curriculum, the current evaluation aimed to assess a well-rounded, systemic program that
was practical for schools and included numerous successful program elements.
The first goal of this study was to examine the effect of the Build Character: Build Success
Program at both the individual and school levels on children’s character behaviours (respect,
responsibility, empathy, kindness and caring, teamwork, fairness, honesty, cooperation, and integrity),
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rates of bullying and victimization, and ratings of the school climate (teacher support, clarity of rules and
expectations, student commitment, negative and positive peer interactions, disciplinary harshness, and
student participation in decision making). Age and gender differences in program effects were also
assessed. It was hypothesized that compared to control schools:students would demonstrate
improvements in levels of the aforementioned character behaviours, report lower rates of bullying and
victimization, report higher ratings of school climate following the program, and girls would demonstrate
higher levels of character than boys following the program.The second goal of this study was to conduct a
process evaluation to examine program integrity. It was hypothesized that program integrity would be
related to changes in students’ behaviour.

Methods
Study Design
The current study had a waitlist control design. Two experimental schools received the program
and two control schools were offered the program one year later. Pre- and post-study survey data were
collected prior to the start of the program in January (Time 1) and at the end of the program in June (Time
5), respectively. For children in grades 1 to 3, classroom teachers completed the surveys; for children in
grades 4 to 8, students completed study surveys. Program integrity monitoring data were collected
monthly from teachers in all grades and students in grades 4 to 8 during the course of the program (Times
2, 3, and 4).
Program Design
The Build Character: Build Success Program was a manualized version of a character education
initiative in one Ontario school board. This program ran for six months and featured one character
behaviour each month of the program. The individual component included the nomination of one person
from each classroom in each grade by his/her classmates as best demonstrating the monthly character
behaviour, thus reinforcing character behaviours through behaviourism and social learning (Flay et al.,
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2009). The classroom component of the program included teachers teaching modules on the monthly
character behaviour, which included engaging students in monthly classroom activities based on the
featured character behaviour, reading books on the featured behaviour, discussing definitions of the
featured behaviour, posting examples of the featured behaviour in the classroom, and helping students
with the nomination process. Different activities were included in the program manual for younger
children (grades 1 to 3) and older children (grades 4 to 8). This represented the direct instruction portion
of the program that was highlighted as being effective in promoting character behaviour change by Flay
and colleagues (2001; 2009). The school-wide component of the program included a monthly assembly
during which the winning student from each class received a certificate and next month’s featured
character behaviour was introduced via a DVD presentation. DVD’s featured Quazar, the program’s
mascot, who engaged in adventures that demonstrated the monthly featured behaviour. As well, monthly
winning students organized an all-inclusive recess each month for their school by organizing activities
that other students could participate in for one recess period. The assemblies and all-inclusive recesses
were aimed at promoting a caring school community as this has been demonstrated to encourage the
development of positive behaviours (Hawkins et al., 2001). Teachers were provided with program
manuals and research assistants were available to answer questions and help organize the recess and
assembly activities. Alink to the manual for the Build Character: Build Success Program can be found in
Appendix D.
Participants
Grades 1 to 3. From the sample of 140 children in grades 1 to 3, 92 remained in the final sample.
The children in the final sample were in grade 1 (20%), grade 2 (31%), and grade 3 (49%). Forty-three
percent were girls, 46% were boys, and 11% were not identified. No other demographic information was
available for this group of children due to data being collected from teachers. Teachers completed
questionnaires about students on their own time at two time points; thus, there was a significant amount
of missing data for children in grades 1 to 3. Some teachers did not complete questionnaires at Time 5,
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leading to entire classes having missing data at one time point. T-tests revealed some differences between
those students who had full data and those who were deleted due to missing data, including higher teacher
ratings of responsibility at Time 1 for those with missing data (t(125) = .06, p = .04), higher teacher
ratings of bullying at Time 5 for those with full data (t(103) = -1.40, p = .003), and higher teacher ratings
of victimization at Time 5 for those with full data (t(103) = -1.77, p< .001). Those with missing data at
Time 1 or Time 5 were not included in the final analysis.
Grades 4 to 8. The final sample of grades 4 to 8 students consisted of 195 students from the
original sample of 323 due to missing data and outliers (see Results section). T-tests revealed that
children with missing data who were not included in the final sample had lower levels of honesty at Time
5 (t(260) = 2.03, p = .04) than those with full data. The final sample consisted of nearly equal numbers of
boys (44%) and girls (47%), while 9% were not identified. There were approximately equal numbers of
students in each of grades 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 (23%, 16%, 20%, 19%, 21%, respectively) and children’s ages
ranged from 9 to 15 years with a mean age of 12.04 years (SD = 1.49). Most students spoke only English
(87%) and most (85%) were Caucasian. According to the Family Affluence Scale (FAS: Currie et al.,
2012), 78% of the students in grades 4 to 8 fell into the high affluence category, 22% fell into the
moderate affluence category, and none fell into the low affluence category.1
Measures
Grades 1 to 3. Teachers were given a survey that instructed them to rate their classroom students
on character behaviours, bullying, and victimization during the past few weeks at Time 1 and Time 5.
Teachers were asked to rate students’ character behaviours on a scale from 1 (“Never shows this
behavior”) to 5 (“Almost always shows this behavior”). For each character behaviour, teachers were
provided with a list of examples of these behaviours. For example, for respect, teachers were provided the
following examples: “good manners, reliable, saying ‘please’, politeness, smiling, saying ‘thank-you’”.

1

Due to a lack of program effects in the current study, the grade 4 to 8 sample in the control and experimental
schools was collapsed and used as the sample in Chapter 2.
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For bullying and victimization, teachers were asked to rate how often their students had bullied or been
victimized on a scale from 1 (“Not at all”) to 4 (“More than four times”). Character and bullying teacher
surveys can be found in Appendix B.
Grades 4 to 8. The construct validity of each scale in the following section was assessed using
principal axis factoring, constrained to one factor, as each scale was hypothesized to have a distinct
structure. Thus, no rotation was necessary. Scree plots were examined to allow for the possibility of
multiple factors. This method was used for both already existing scales and newly constructed scales.
Internal reliability of each of the scales was assessed using alpha reliability. Individual scales were
created by using an average of composite items. Character, bullying, and victimization, and school
climate survey items for students in grades 4 to 8 can be found in Appendix B. A brief description of each
scale appears below and factor analysis results and Cronbach’s alphas can be found in Table 1 in
Appendix C. Overall, the study scales demonstrated good internal consistency and reliability.
Character Behaviours. Character behaviour measures included respect, responsibility, empathy,
kindness and caring, teamwork, fairness, honesty, co-operation, and integrity. Respect, responsibility,
kindness and caring, and co-operation were measured using subscales from the Social Skills Improvement
System - Rating Scales (SSIS-RS; Gresham & Elliott, 2008). The SSIS - RS has generally shown good
internal consistency (α = .95) and test re-test reliability (α = .81). Respect was assessed using the 6-item
‘Communication’ subscale of the SSIS - RS (e.g., “I am polite when I speak to others”). The
Communication subscale was utilized because the majority of programming centered on respectful
communication. All items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (“Not true”) to 3 (“Very
true”). Responsibility was measured using the 7-item ‘Responsibility’ subscale of the SSIS - RS (e.g., “I
do my part in a group”). All items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (“Not true”) to 3
(“Very true”). Empathy was measured using the 7-item ‘Empathic Concern’ subscale from the
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1980). Items on this subscale are rated on a 5-point Likert
scale. The rater indicates how well each item describes him or her (0 = ‘Does not describe me well’, to 4
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= ‘Describes me very well’). Kindness and Caring was measured using the 5-item ‘Empathy’ subscale
from the SSIS - RS (e.g., “I try to forgive others when they say ‘sorry”). The Empathy subscale was
chosen as the majority of items related to kind gestures and feelings towards others, which reflected the
program curriculum. All items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (“Not true”) to 3
(“Very true”). Teamwork was measured using a 5-item scale designed by the authors following the same
response format as the SSIS - RS (e.g., “When I play with others, I share my things”).Fairness was
measured using a 5-item scale designed by the authors following the same response format as the SSIS RS subscales (e.g., “I help everyone get equal turns during activities”). Honesty was measured using 2
items written by the authors using a response format ranging from 0 (“Not true”) to 3 (“Very true”); an
example item is, “If I find something that is not mine, I turn it in.” Co-operation was measured using the
7-item ‘Cooperation’ subscale from the SSIS - RS (e.g., “I get along with other children/adolescents”).
Integrity was measured using the Concern for Others subscale from the Collective Responsibility for
Excellence and Ethics instrument (CREE; Khmelkov & Davidson, 2005). The Concern for Others
subscale consists of 8 items regarding an individual’s reaction to a number of difficult situations and
reflects the construct of integrity (being able to choose between right and wrong). The Concern for Others
subscale consists of 8 items regarding an individual’s reaction to a number of difficult situations (e.g., “I
do the right thing no matter what others might think.”) and is rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 =
“Almost Never” to 5 = “Almost Always”).
Bullying and victimization.Experiences of bullying and victimization were assessed using items
derived from the Student Safe School Questionnaire (Olweus, 1989), which is a widely used measure of
bullying and victimization. Students were asked to rate how often they have been bullied or have bullied
others in the past four weeks on a 4-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 = “Not at all” to 4 = “More
than four times.” Those students who indicated that they had been involved in either bullying others or
being victimized, then rated the frequency of different types of bullying or victimization experiences they
had been involved in (i.e., physical, verbal, social, or sexual harassment) on the same scale. The bullying
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scale included 10 items and at Time 1, the construct validity and the reliability of this measure were
acceptable. For bullying at Time 5, however, a factor analysis could not be conducted due to lack of
variance in the component items; consequently, this scale was not used in subsequent analyses.The
victimization scale included 13 items.
School Climate. Subscales from the Inventory of School Climate-Student (ISC-S; Brand et al.,
2003) were used to measure students’ perceptions of school climate. The subscales that were used
included students’ perceptions of teacher support, clarity of rules and expectations, student commitment,
negative and positive peer interactions, disciplinary harshness, and student participation in decision
making. These subscales have shown adequate internal consistency from .63 to .81 and test-retest
reliabilities from .67 to .91. Teacher support was assessed using the 6-item subscale from the ISC-S (e.g.,
“Teachers go out of their way to help students”). All subscales were rated on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (“Never”) to 5 (“Always”). Clarity of rules and expectations was assessed using 4-items
from the ISC-S (e.g., “Students are given clear instructions about how to do their work in classes”).
Achievement orientation (student commitment) was assessed using the 5-item subscale from the ISC-S
(e.g., “Students work hard for good grades in classes”). Negative peer interactions were assessed using
the 5-item subscale from the ISC-S (e.g., “Students in this school have trouble getting along with each
other”). Positive peer interactions were assessed using the 5-item subscale from the ISC-S (e.g., “Students
get to know each other well in classes”). Disciplinary harshness was assessed using the 5-item subscale
from the ISC-S (e.g., “Teachers are very strict here”). Student participation in decision-making was
assessed using the 5-item subscale from the ISC-S (e.g., “In our school, students are given the chance to
help make decisions”).
Program Integrity Monitoring.Data were collected to monitor program integrity, as research
shows that low program integrity by teachers is related to low levels of student skills acquisition
(Holtzapple et al., 2011). Teachers in the experimental schools in grades 1 to 3 and 4 to 8 completed
surveys regarding their implementation of nine monthly program elements (watched a video about the
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featured character trait, asked and answered questions about the video, discussed a definition of the
character trait, discussed examples of the character trait, posted a definition of the character trait, engaged
in classroom activities about the character trait, engaged in student nominations, read books on the
character trait, and discussed rules of the nomination process).Teacher implementation survey items can
be found in Appendix B. Students in grades 4 to 8 also completed monthly surveys asking if they had
engaged in five specific program elements (attended the assembly, watched the program DVD, discussed
examples of the featured character trait in class, engaged in classroom activities related to the featured
character trait, and nominated their peers).In addition, students in grades 4 to 8 in the experimental
schools were surveyed about their understanding of each character behaviour (“Do you understand what
this character trait means?”) and whether or not they knew how todemonstrate this behaviour (“Do you
know how to show this trait with other people?”) following each module. Student implementation surveys
can be found in Appendix B.
Procedure
The six months of the program ran from January to June and featured four character behaviours:
fairness, honesty, co-operation, and integrity. Other character behaviours were measured because they
were hypothesized to be related to those featured in the program. Student and teacher survey sessions in
January and June lasted approximately 30 - 45 minutes. Pre- and post-program student surveys asked
about school climate, character behaviours, and bullying and victimization; pre- and post-program teacher
surveys asked about character behaviours, bullying, and victimization. Monthly implementation teacher
surveys asked about the elements of the program that were taught in the classroom. Control school
students completed surveys only at Time 1 in January and Time 5 in June; control school teachers were
surveyed monthly about how many hours they spent teaching character education curriculum.
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Results
Grades 1 to 3
Table 2 in Appendix C displays the descriptive statistics for character behaviours and bullying
and victimization in experimental and control schools at Time 1 and Time 5 for children in grades 1 to 3.
Assessments of skewness and kurtosis indicated no violations in all character behaviour variables,
however, bullying and victimization were both positively skewed and kurtotic in experimental and control
schools at Time 1 and Time 5.When a log transformation was applied to the bullying and victimization
data, the results of the data analysis did not differ from the untransformed data. Thus, the untransformed
data is presented for ease of interpretation. Furthermore, bullying and victimization are behaviors with a
low rate of frequency in a majority of the population and extremely frequent experiences in a small
proportion of the population. As such, we would anticipate that teachers’ reports of bullying would
naturally be skewed and, thus, the distributions for these variables were felt to be representative of most
normative school populations. There were no multivariate or univariate outliers.
Table 1 displays the correlations for the study variables at Times 1 and 5 for children in grades 1
to 3. Please refer to Appendix C for Tables 3 and 4, which display correlations for the study variables at
Times 1 and 5 separately for children in grades 1 to 3. Overall, the character behaviours were positively
and significantly related to one another but were not related to grade. Bullying and victimization were
negatively related to the character behaviours. Inspection of multicollinearity indicators revealed
significant multicollinearity between the character behaviour variables. Due to these strong
intercorrelations, a composite character behaviour scale was created by taking the mean of all of the
character variables at Time 1 and Time 5, respectively. The construct validity of each scale was assessed
using principal axis factoring, constrained to one factor, as each scale was hypothesized to have a distinct
structure. Thus, no rotation was necessary.Internal reliability of each of the scales was assessed using
alpha reliability. For the composite character scale at Time 1, the construct validity and the reliability of
this measure weregood (factor loadings

0.75, one factor accounted for 70% of the variance, and α =
88

0.97). At Time 5, the construct validity and reliability of this measure werealso good (factor loadings
0.81, one factor accounted for 77% of the variance, and α = 0.97).
To examine whether there was an effect of the Build Character: Build Success Program on
children in grades 1 to 3, a repeated measures multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
conducted with the composite character variable and victimization as dependent variables, respectively,
group (control vs. experimental), grade (1,2,3), and sex (male, female) as between-subjects factors, and
time as a within-subjects factor. Bonferroni corrections for multiple comparisons were applied to all
follow-up t-tests due to the post hoc nature of these tests. Results from the repeated measures MANOVA
indicated a significant between-subjects effect of sex, F(2,76) = 4.29, p = .02, and a significant withinsubjects effect of time, F(2,76) = 4.08, p = .02. All other effects were not significant (p> .05). Follow-up
univariate tests for each of the dependent variables indicated a significant effect of time for the composite
character variable,F(1,.80) = 7.93, p = .006, and a significant effect of time for sex,F(1,9.94) = 76.43, p =
.01. Follow-up t-tests indicated that the composite character variable significantly increased from Time 1
(M = 3.63) to Time 5 (M = 3.78), t(91) = -2.93, p = .004 for all participants, regardless of group. As well,
girls demonstrated higher levels of character at Time 5 (M = 3.98) compared to boys (M = 3.50), t(80) =
2.32, p = .02.
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Table 1
Correlations among grade, character behaviours, bullying and victimization at Time 1 and Time 5 for students in grades 1 to 3.
Respect

Responsibility

Empathy

Kindness

Teamwork

Fairness

Honesty

Integrity

Co-operation

Bullying

Victimization

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

.13

.03

.05

.02

-.06

-.13

-.01

.04

-.04

.04

.05

.61**

.53**

.62**

.63**

.58**

.56**

.54**

.63**

.56**

-.45**

-.08

.48**

.65**

.56**

.55**

.64**

.51**

.48**

.62**

.54**

-.22*

-.19

Empathy T1

.63**

.61**

.74**

.73**

.69**

.63**

.67**

.75**

.64**

-.40**

-.08

Kindness T1

.66**

.66**

.76**

.80**

.69**

.66**

.73**

.77**

.67**

-.43**

-.08

Teamwork T1

.65**

.68**

.72**

.71**

.73**

.69**

.59**

.75**

.77**

-.47**

-.34**

Fairness T1

.56**

.55**

.73**

.75**

.66**

.71**

.63**

.73**

.71**

-.36**

-.15

Honesty T1

.52**

.57**

.64**

.69**

.63**

.71**

.74**

.71**

.62**

-.49**

-.11

Integrity T1

.67**

.70**

.79**

.77**

.69**

.73**

.70**

.79**

.73**

-.47**

-.11

Co-operation T1

.62**

.61**

.74**

.73**

.74**

.67**

.63**

.75**

.82**

-.53**

-.28

Bullying T1

-.44**

-.33**

-.49**

-.52**

-.38**

-.52**

-.55**

-.53**

-.47**

.61**

.05

Victimization T1

-.26*

-.33**

-.36**

-.41**

-.41**

-.28**

-.31**

-.42**

-.43**

.15

.29**

Grade
Respect T1
Responsibility
T1

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Grades 4 to 8
The following analyses were implemented with a total sample of 195 students from an original
sample of 323; the attrition was due to incomplete data on character behaviours, bullying and
victimization, and school climate variables. Mean imputation was used for missing data on variables with
less than 25% of data missing. Sixteen univariate outliers were identified for bullying, victimization, and
student decision-making. A truncation method was used to recode the identified outliers to the next
highest value for the variables (Osborne & Overbay, 2004). Fourteen multivariate outliers were identified
and deleted (p< .001).
Table 5 in Appendix C displays the means and standard deviations for character behaviours,
victimization, and school climate variables in the experimental and control schools at Time 1 and Time 5
for children in Grades 4 to 8. Examination of skewness and kurtosis in both character behaviour variables
and school climate variables indicated no violations. Victimization, however, was significantly skewed
and kurtotic at both Time 1 and Time 5 in experimental and control schools. When a log transformation
was applied to the victimization data, the results did not differ from when the untransformed data was
used. Thus, the untransformed victimization data was used for the final analysis for ease of interpretation.
Furthermore, victimizationis a behaviour with a low rate of frequency in a majority of the population and
extremely frequent experiences in a small proportion of the population. As such, we would anticipate that
students’ reports of victimization would naturally be skewed and, thus, the distribution of this variable
was felt to be representative of most normative school populations. There were no multivariate or
univariate outliers.
Tables 2 to 5 display the correlations for grade, character behaviours, victimization, and school
climate variables at Time 1 and Time 5 combined for children in Grades 4 to 8. In Appendix C, Tables 6
to 11 display correlations for grade, character behaviours, victimization, and school climate variables for
Time 1 and Time 5 separately for children in Grades 4 to 8. Overall, grade was negatively and
significantly related to character behaviours at Time 1 and Time 5. Character behaviours were positively
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and significantly related to one another at Time 1 and Time 5. Victimization was not significantly related
to character behaviours at Time 1 and Time 5. School climate variables were positively and significantly
related to one another at Time 1 and Time 5. Grade was negatively and significantly related to school
climate variables at Time 1 and Time 5. Character behaviours were positively and significantly related to
school climate variables at Time 1 and Time 5. Victimization was negatively and significantly related to
school climate variables at Time 1 and Time 5. Negative peer interactions and student decision-making
were not significantly related to character behaviours at Time 1 and Time 5.
Inspection of multicollinearity indicators revealed significant multicollinearity between the
character variables but not the school climate variables. Due to this multicollinearity, character variables
were combined at Time 1 and Time 5 by taking the mean of the variables at each time point to create a
composite character variable. The new composite character variable was normally distributed at Time 1
and Time 5, as indicated by normality plots, histograms, and skewness and kurtosis indicators. The
construct validity of each scale was assessed using principal axis factoring, constrained to one factor, as
each scale was hypothesized to have a distinct structure. Thus, no rotation was necessary.Internal
reliability of each of the scales was assessed using alpha reliability. For the composite character scale at
Time 1, the construct validity and the reliability of this measure weregood (factor loadings

0.56, one

factor accounted for 60% of the variance, and α = 0.93). At Time 5, the construct validity and reliability
of this measure werealso good (factor loadings

0.58, one factor accounted for 60% of the variance, and

α = 0.93).
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Table 2
Correlations for Time 1 and Time 5 grade, character behaviours, and victimization for children in grades 4 to 8.
Respect

Responsibility

Empathy

Kindness

Teamwork

Fairness

Honesty

Cooperation

Integrity

Victimization

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

Grade

-.20**

-.12

-.22**

-.24**

-.30**

-.20**

-.26**

-.24**

-.32**

-.13

Respect T1

.66**

.50**

.50**

.54**

.53**

.44**

.34**

.40**

.54**

-.05

.55**

.57**

.41**

.46**

.53**

.45**

.38**

.36**

.55**

-.11

Empathy T1

.29**

.32**

.51**

.35**

.31**

.34**

.23**

.27**

.40**

-.02

Kindness T1

.52**

.48**

.50**

.62**

.45**

.37**

.40**

.42**

.56**

.01

Teamwork T1

.54**

.51**

.46**

.50**

.60**

.51**

.42**

.38**

.56**

-.08

Fairness T1

.50**

.43**

.43**

.43**

.53**

.48**

.35**

.35**

.48**

-.16*

Honesty T1

.43**

.42**

.40**

.45**

.43**

.41**

.46**

37**

.41**

-.01

Cooperation T1

.41**

.36**

.33**

.43**

.38**

.34**

.30**

.54**

.41**

-.03

Integrity T1

.46**

.50**

.50**

.52**

.52**

.48**

.48**

.43**

.62**

-.04

-.13

-.08

.02

-.01

-.11

-.13

-.06

-.04

-.14

.64**

Responsibility
T1

Victimization
T1

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 3
Correlations for Time 1 and Time 5 school climate variables for children in grades 4 to 8.
Teacher

Achievement

Negative Peer

Student

Support

Clarity of Rules

Orientation

Interactions

Positive Peer

Disciplinary

Decision

T5

T5

T5

T5

Interactions T5

Harshness T5

MakingT5

Teacher Support T1

.54**

.39**

.39**

.26**

.37**

.14*

.35**

Clarity of Rules T1

.49**

.59**

.32**

.14

.37**

.04

.22**

.44**

.42**

.59**

.22**

.36**

.13

.29**

.37**

.17*

.30**

.50**

.27**

.21**

.27**

.52**

.44**

.40**

.26**

.55**

.05

.29**

.31**

.20**

.24**

.23**

.19**

.34**

.22**

.38**

.26**

.31**

.25**

.20**

.14*

.50**

Achievement
Orientation T1
Negative Peer
Interactions T1
Positive Peer
Interactions T1
Disciplinary
Harshness T1
Student Decision
Making T1

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 4
Correlations for Time 1 character behaviours and Time 5 school climate variables for children in grades 4 to 8.
Student
Teacher

Achievement

Negative Peer

Positive Peer

Disciplinary

Decision

Support

Clarity of Rules

Orientation

Interactions

Interactions

Harshness

Making

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

Grade

-.26**

-.40**

-.39**

-.03

-.32**

-.13

-.09

Respect T1

.35**

.39**

.32**

.01

.33**

.11

.07

Responsibility T1

.36**

.37**

.28**

.09

.30**

.11

.07

Empathy T1

.33**

.34**

.17*

-.04

.19**

.22**

.05

Kindness T1

.37**

.42**

.28**

.06

.33**

.09

.12

Teamwork T1

.44**

.48**

.37**

.08

.36**

.16*

.19**

Fairness T1

.29**

.28**

.30**

.10

.26**

.17*

.13

Honesty T1

.22**

.30**

.14*

-.12

.19**

.05

.01

Cooperation T1

.32**

.36**

.29**

.12

.31**

-.03

.14*

Integrity T1

.40**

.44**

.40**

.09

.33**

.21**

.10

Victimization T1

-.19**

-.11

-.17*

-.39**

-.11

-.20**

-.07

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 5
Correlations for Time 5 grade, character behaviours, victimization and Time1 school climate variables for children in grades 4 to 8.
Student
Teacher

Achievement

Negative Peer

Positive Peer

Disciplinary

Decision

Support

Clarity of Rules

Orientation

Interactions

Interactions

Harshness

Making

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

-.10

-.21**

-.32**

.03

-.20**

-.15*

.02

Respect T5

.25**

.27**

.27**

.10

.20**

.07

.06

Responsibility T5

.23**

.26**

.23**

.09

.22**

.10

.12

Empathy T5

.22**

.26**

.18*

.10

.17*

.12

-.05

Kindness T5

.26**

.26**

.24**

.05

.24**

.09

.08

Teamwork T5

.23**

.28**

.32**

.17*

.25**

.14*

.10

Fairness T5

.23**

.19**

.28**

.16*

.24**

.14*

.11

Honesty T5

.15*

.19**

.31**

.11

.23**

.07

.02

Cooperation T5

.29**

.31**

.28**

.09

.34**

.10

.07

Integrity T5

.26**

.33**

.29**

.20**

.29**

.13

.08

-.13

-.09

-.08

-.34**

-.17*

-.21**

-.17

Grade

Victimization T5

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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To examine whether there was an effect of the Build Character: Build Success Program on school
climate in children in grades 4 to 8, two repeated measures multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA)
were conducted first with the school climate variables as dependent variables and then with composite
character variable and victimization as dependent variables. Group (control vs. experimental), grade (4-6
and 7-8), and sex (male, female) were between-subjects factors, and time was a within-subjects factor.
Results from the first repeated measures MANOVA with school climate variables as the dependent
variables revealed significant between-subjects effects of grade, Wilks’ : F(7,166) = 7.48, p< .001, and
sex,Wilks’ : F(7,166) = 4.61, p< .001. A significant within-subjects effects of time,Wilks’ : F(7,166) =
6.81,p< .001, and time by grade interaction, Wilks’ : F(7,166) = 3.37, p = .002, were also found. All
other effects were non-significant. Univariate tests revealed aneffect of grade for teacher support,
F(1,3.94) = 5.36, p = .002; clarity of rules, F(1,9.12) = 15.21, p< .001, achievement orientation,
F(1,22.37) = 31.57, p< .001; and positive peer interactions, F(1,6.89) = 10.89, p = .001. Univariate tests
also revealed an effect of sex for negative peer interactions, F(1,3.80) = 4.71, p = .03; disciplinary
harshness, F(1,3.08) = 4.83, p = .03; and student participation in decision making, F(1,8.60) = 10.66, p =
.001. There was a significant time by grade interaction for teacher support, F(1,2.17) = 9.99, p = .002,
clarity of rules, F(1, 2.58) = 16.00, p< .001; and positive peer interactions, F(1,2.20) = 11.48, p = .001.
Follow-up t-tests for the grade effect indicated that teacher support was higher in grades 4 to 6 (M
= 3.81) than in grades 7 to 8 (M = 3.48), t(193) = 3.17, p = .002. Clarity of rules was also higher in grades
4 to 6 (M = 4.30) than grades 7 to 8 (M = 3.79), t(193) = 5.25, p< .001. Achievement orientation was
higher in grades 4 to 6 (M = 3.97) than in grades 7 to 8 (M = 3.42),t(193) = 5.23, p< .001; positive peer
interactions was also higher in grades 4 to 6 (M = 3.99) than in grades 7 to 8 (M = 3.55), t(193) = 4.44, p<
.001. Follow-up t-tests for the sex effect indicated that disciplinary harshness was higher for girls (M =
3.35) than for boys (M = 3.12),t(174) = 2.07, p = .04 and that student participation in decision making was
higher in boys (M = 2.78) than in girls (M = 2.47), t(174) = 2.53, p = .01.Follow-up t-tests for the time by
grade interaction indicated that that in grades 7 to 8, teacher support decreased from Time 1 (M = 3.8) to
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Time 5 (M = 3.48), t(80) = 4.42, p = .001. Clarity of rules decreased from Time 1 (M = 4.41) to Time 5
(M = 4.30) in both grades 4 to 6 and grades 7 to 8 (Time 1:M = 4.18, Time 5:M = 3.80, t(80) = 5.51, p<
.001). Positive peer interactions decreased from Time 1 (M = 3.85) to Time 5 (M = 3.55) only in grades 7
to 8, t(80) = 4.21, p< .001.
Results from the second repeated measures MANOVA for the composite character variable and
victimization indicated a significant between-subjects effect of grade, Wilks’ : F(2,171) = 17.24, p<
.001, and a significant effect of sex, Wilks’ : F(2,171) = 8.28, p< .001. No other effects were significant
(ps> .05). Univariate tests revealed a significant effect of grade for character, F(1,7.17) = 26.53, p< .001,
and a significant effect of sex for character, F(1,4.2) = 15.53, p< .001. Follow-up t-tests indicated that the
composite character variable was higher in grades 4 to 6 (M = 2.75), than in grades 7 to 8 (M= 2.47)
,t(193) = 4.61, p< .001, and higher in girls (M = 2.75) than in boys,(M = 2.52), t(174) = 3.62, p< .001.
Process Evaluation
Program integrity data were collected monthly in order to monitor program delivery by teachers
in the classroom. Figure 1 displays the average number of program elements implemented by teachers in
grades 1 and 3 during the program modules: Teachers in School #1 implemented an average of 6 program
elements, and teachers in School #2 implemented an average of 7 program elements. Program elements
implemented by teachers in grades 1 to 3 in School #2 were significantly higher than in School #1 for the
character modules of co-operation (M = 5.93, M = 7.27, t(54) = -3.93, p < .001) and integrity (M = 4.0, M
= 6.58, t(52) = -11.16, p< .001).
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Figure 1.Average program elements taught monthly by teachers in grades 1 to 3 in experimental schools.
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Teachers in grades 4 to 8 in the experimental schools were also asked about the number of
monthly program elements they implemented; the quantities are displayed in Figure 2. Teachers in both
School #1 and School #2 implemented an average of 7 program elements across the
program.Implemented program elements in School #2 were significantly higher than in School #1 for the
character module of co-operation (M = 6.69, M = 7.43, t(94) = -3.21, p = .002) and significantly higher in
School #1 for the character module of integrity (M = 6.06, M = 4.75, t(94) = 3.36, p = .001).
On average, experimental schools implemented 2.64 hours (SD = 1.44) of the character education
program monthly, while control schools implemented 1.54 hours (SD = .52) of character education
programming monthly. This difference was statistically significantly different:t(128) = 4.34, p<
.001.Figure 3 displays the average number of program elements engaged in by students in grades 4 to 8 in
the two program schools according to student report. On average, students reported having engaged in the
majority of these program elements. Students in the experimental schools were also asked about their
understanding of each character behaviour(“Do you understand what this character trait means?”) and if
they could show this behaviour with other people (“Do you know how to show this trait with other
people?”) following each module. Table 6 outlines student responses to these questions. Their responses
should be interpreted with caution as they may have been biased in answering positively to the phrasing
of these questions and their actual knowledge or ability to show each character behaviour may be very
different than what they reported. Not surprisingly, the majority of students answered yes to these
questions, indicating that they perhaps had knowledge of the character behaviours and that they
theoretically knew how to show these behaviours with others. As well, as the program progressed, there
was a trend towards a larger proportion of students reporting that they had this understanding.
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Figure 2. Average program elements taught monthly by teachers in grades 4 to 8 in experimental schools.
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Figure 3.Program dosage for students in grades 4 to 8 in experimental schools.
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Table 6
Understanding and ability to show character behaviours in experimental school children in grades 4 to 8.
Character Trait Module
Fairness

Skill
Do you understand what
this character trait means?
Do you know how to show
this trait with other people?

Honesty

Do you understand what
this character trait means?
Do you know how to show
this trait with other people?

Co-operation

Do you understand what
this character trait means?
Do you know how to show
this trait with other people?

Integrity

Do you understand what
this character trait means?
Do you know how to show
this trait with other people?
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Yes

No

Missing

89.6%

0%

10.4%

87.5%

1%

11.5%

93.8%

3.1%

3.1%

95.8%

1%

3%

88.5%

2.1%

9.4%

90.6%

0%

9.4%

96.9%

2.1%

1.0%

94.8%

4.2%

1.0%

Due to the implementation differences found in the final two program modules between
experimental School #1 and experimental School #2, analyses were conducted on each experimental
school individually compared to both control schools to explore individual school effects of the Build
Character: Build Success Program for students in grades 4 to 8. To examine whether there was an effect
the program on school climate for School #1 compared to controls, a repeated measures MANOVA was
conducted with the school climate variables as dependent variables. Group (control vs. experimental),
grade (4-6 and 7-8), and sex (male, female) were between-subjects factors, and time was a within-subjects
factor. Results from the repeated measures MANOVA for the school climate variables indicated a main
effect of grade, Wilks’ : F(7,137) = 5.99, p< .001, and a main effect of sex, Wilks’ : F(7,137) = 3.25, p
= .003. Within-subjects significant effects included a main effect of time, Wilks’ : F(7,137) = 6.40, p<
.001, and a significant time by grade interaction, Wilks’ : F(7,137) = 3.06, p = .005. Univariate tests
indicated a main effect of grade for clarity of rules, F(1, 7.60) = 11.78, p = .001, achievement orientation,
F(1, 17.32) = 23.16, p< .001, and positive peer interactions, F(1, 3.95) = 5.91, p = .02. Univariate tests
also indicated a main effect of sex for negative peer interactions, F(1, 4.37) = 5.46, p = .02, and student
participation in decision making, F(1, 9.12) = 10.75, p = .001. Univariate tests also indicated a time by
grade interaction for teacher support,F(1, 1.26) = 5.79, p = .02; clarity of rules, F(1, 2.22) = 13.82, p<
.001; and positive peer interactions, F(1, 2.40) = 13.36, p< .001.
Follow-up t-tests for the grade effect indicated that clarity of rules was higher in grades 4-6 (M =
4.28) than in grades 7-8 (M = 3.78), t(161) = 4.66, p< .001. Achievement orientation was also higher in
grades 4-6 (M = 3.93) than in grades 7-8 (M = 3.39), t(161) = 4.70, p< .001;and positive peer interactions
was also higher in grades 4-6 (M = 3.98) than in grades 7-8 (M = 3.54), t(161) = 4.08, p< .001. Follow-up
t-tests for the sex effect indicated that student participation in decision making was higher in boys (M =
2.78) than in girls (M = 2.45), t(145) = -2.51, p = .01. Follow-up t-tests for the time by grade interaction
indicated that teacher support decreased significantly only in grades 7 to 8 from Time 1 (M = 3.78) to
Time 5 (M = 3.50), t(62) = 3.49, p = .001. Clarity of rules decreased from Time 1 to Time 5 in both
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grades 7 to 8 (Time 1:M = 4.18, Time 5:M = 3.78), t(62) = 5.11, p< .001. Positive peer interactions only
decreased from Time 1 (M= 3.92) to Time 5 (M = 3.54), in grades 7 to 8, t(62) = 4.69, p< .001.
To examine whether there was an effect of the program on character behaviours and victimization
for School #1 compared to controls, another repeated measures MANOVA was conducted, with the
composite character scale and victimization as a dependent variables. Group (control vs. experimental),
grade (4-6 and 7-8), and sex (male, female) were between-subjects factors and time was a within-subjects
factor. Results from the repeated measures MANOVA for the composite character scale and victimization
indicated no within-subjects effects, but did indicate a significant main effect of grade, Wilks’ :
F(2,142) = 14.04, p< .001, and a significant main effect of sex, Wilks’ : F(2,142) = 6.90, p = .001.
Univariate tests indicated a main effect of grade for the composite character trait variable only, F(1, 6.09)
= 21.37, p< .001.Univariate tests also indicated a main effect of sex for the composite character variable
only, F(1, 3.09) = 10.85, p = .001.Follow-up t-tests indicated that character was higher in grades 4 to 6 (M
= 2.76) compared to grades 7 to 8 (M = 2.46), t(161) = 4.28, p = .001. Follow-up t-tests also indicated that
character was higher in girls (M = 2.77) compared to boys (M = 2.53), t(145) = 3.34, p = .001.
In order to examine whether there was an effect of the program on school climate for School #2
compared to controls,a repeated measures MANOVA was conducted with the school climate variables as
dependent variables. Group (control vs. experimental), grade (4-6 and 7-8), and sex (male, female) were
between-subjects factors, and time was a within-subjects factor. Results from the repeated measures
MANOVA for the school climate variables indicated a main effect of grade, Wilks’ : F(7,106) = 6.91,
p< .001; and a main effect of sex, Wilks’ : F(7,106) = 2.45, p = .02. Within-subjects significant effects
included a main effect of time, Wilks’ : F(7,106) = 4.56, p< .001, and a significant time by grade
interaction, Wilks’ : F(7,106) = 2.60, p = .02. Univariate tests indicated a main effect of grade for clarity
of rules, F(1, 6.90) = 33.89, p<.001; achievement orientation, F(1, 22.64) = 33.89, p< .001; and positive
peer interactions, F(1, 7.27) = 12.26, p = .001. Univariate tests did not indicate any significant effect of
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sex on any of the school climate variables. Univariate tests indicated a significant time by grade
interaction for clarity of rules, F(1, 1.29) = 5.89, p = .003; and positive peer interactions, F(1, 1.26) =
13.36, p = .01.
Follow-up t-tests for the grade effect indicated that clarity of rules was higher in grades 4 to 6 (M
= 4.32) than in grades 7 to 8 (M= 3.83), t(129) = 4.30, p< .001. Achievement orientation was also higher
in grades 4 to 6 (M = 4.01) than in grades 7 to 8 (M = 3.38), t(129) = 4.96, p< .001, and positive peer
interactions were also higher in grades 4 to 6 (M = 4.05) than in grades 7 to 8 (M = 3.55), t(129) = 4.25,
p< .001. Follow-up t-tests for the sex effect indicated no significant differences in the school climate
variables. Follow-up t-tests for the time by grade interaction indicated that teacher support decreased
significantly in both grades 4 to 6 and 7 to 8, but that this change was only significant from Time 1 (M =
3.76) to Time 5 (M = 3.40) in grades 7 to 8,t(51) = 4.02, p< .001. Clarity of rules decreased from Time 1
to Time 5 in grades 7 to 8 (Time 1:M = 4.15, Time 5:M = 3.83), t(51) = 4.00, p< .001. Positive peer
interactions were found not to be significantly different across Time 1 and Time 5 in all grades.
To examine whether there was an effect of the program on character behaviours and victimization
for School #2 compared to controls, a similar repeated measures MANOVA was conducted, with the
composite character scale and victimization as a dependent variable. Results from the second repeated
measures MANOVA for the composite character scale and victimization indicated a significant betweensubjects effect of grade, Wilks’ : F(2,111) = 9.81, p< .001; and a significant effect of sex, Wilks’ :
F(2,111) = 6.01, p = .003. A significant effect of time was also found, Wilks’ : F(2,111) = 3.82, p = .03;
as well as a significant time by group interaction Wilks’ : F(2,111) = 4.25, p = .02. Univariate tests
revealed a significant effect of grade for character, F(1,3.80) = 12.70, p = .001; and a significant effect of
sex for character, F(1,3.51) = 11.73, p= .001. Univariate tests also revealed a significant time by group
effect for victimization, F(1,3.51) = 11.73, p = .001.
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Follow-up t-tests indicated that the composite character trait scale was higher in grades 4 to 6 (M
= 2.73), than in grades 7 to 8 (M = 2.41) ,t(129) = 4.15, p< .001, and higher in girls (M = 2.73) than in
boys (M = 2.48), t(114) = 3.05, p = .003.Figure 2.4 demonstrates the means for the experimental and
control schools and shows that victimization decreased slightly but significantly more in experimental
School #2 compared to the control schools over time.
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Figure 4.Mean victimization scores in experimental school #2 and control schools over time.
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Discussion
A systemic approach to character education programmingand evaluation was adopted in this
study of a practical, short-term character education program. A lack of general program effects was found
on the targeted behaviours in both age groups, indicating that the program may have been too short to
significantlyinfluence student behaviours. Program integrity monitoring datarevealed that teachers
implemented fewer monthly program elements than were required, and that the number of monthly
elements decreased as the program progressed. This pattern of incomplete implementation may be one
reason for the lack of general program effects, as students may not have been exposed to enough program
material.Although no general program effects were found on character and school climate, effects on
victimization were found in one experimental school for students in grades 4 to 8, upon post hoc analysis.
This finding should be interpreted with caution, as it was a very small post hoc finding found in one of the
two experimental schools.
The lack of general improvements in character behaviours (e.g., fairness, co-operation) as a result
of the Build Character: Build Success Program was unexpected. Past research has demonstrated that
character education programs can be effective in improving student behaviour (DeRosier & Mercer, 2007;
Marshall et al., 2011; White & Warfa, 2011), and that in some cases improvements can last for years
(Washburn, et al., 2011). This finding may indicate the potential shortcomings of short-term character
education program on character behaviours. It is possible that short-term exposure to a character
education curriculum may first change general understanding and intention to demonstrate the character
behaviours, but measurable behavioural change may take more time. Indeed, Webb and Sheeran’s (2006)
meta-analysis found that it takes a medium-to-large change in intention to result in small-to-medium
changes in behaviour. Although the majority of the children in the experimental schools reported having
an understanding of the character behaviours and how to demonstrate these behaviours with others, the
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resulting change in behaviour may have not been present or may have been too small to detect after only
six months.
The lack of adherence to program implementationmay be important in explaining the general lack
of program effects. The current program evaluation included a process evaluation that monitored the
number of program elements taught by classroom teachers during each month of the program. An average
of 6 to 7 program elements out of 9 were taught during each module of the program in grades 4 to 8 but
the number decreased to 5 as the program progressed. The decreasing number of program elements
students were taught may indicatethat students were exposed to too few program elements to significantly
change their behaviour. Three program elements were identified as being taught regularly: posting a
definition of the featured behaviour, discussing examples of featured behaviours, and labeling featured
behaviours when children demonstrate them. The program elements that were not taught regularly
included: reviewing discussion questions from the assembly video and reading books regarding the
featured behaviour. These latter program elements feature more in depth discussion of the character
material and may have promoted a deeper understanding of the behaviours and how to implement them.
These data suggest that teachers were more likely to teach character through classroom discussion than by
using supplementary program materials (video, books). Although videos were available through the
principal’s office and books through the library, teachers may require materials to be present in their
classrooms to consistently make use of them and reduce barriers to implementation. These
implementation data demonstrate the importance of assessing program integrity to identify the potential
barriers of a program’s implementation and to improve future implementation of programs.
The finding that victimization decreased significantly over time in children in grades 4 to 8, in
one experimental schoolis in line with previous research by Marshall et al. (2011) but should be
interpreted withcaution for a number of reasons. First, this finding was the result of a post-hoc test, which
may indicate that the finding was spurious. Furthermore,the decrease in victimization following the
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character program was in only one of the two experimental schools. More work is needed to replicate this
finding in other schools. Although MANOVA is a statistical test that is typically robust to violations of
normality, extreme violations, such as that found in the victimization data, can cause a substantial
decrease in power (Finch, 2005). This decrease in power may explain the lack of victimization finding in
the second experimental school and confirms the need for follow-up investigations of this result. As well,
the observed decrease that was found in victimization, although significant, was very small. Thus,
character programming may only have a very small impact on victimization and maynot be an efficient
method for decreasing victimization in schools. Future research would benefit from examining the impact
of character programming on populations with higher rates of victimization. As well, victimization was
not significantly correlated with character behaviours in children in grades 1 to 3 or children in grades 4
to 8. This lack of a relationship may indicate that even if character programming were successful, itmay
have no impact on rates of victimization. The significant negative relationship between character
behaviours and bullying in children in grades 1 to 3,indicates that bullying behavours in younger children
may be more prone to changes as a result of programming. More programming research is necessary to
confirm this link. Taken together, the finding regarding decreasing rates of victimization raises more
questions than answers. As well, it is only when this study is replicated to determine the magnitude of the
program effect on victimization that we will be able to examine the potential mechanisms that may be
behind this effect (e.g., the changing of peer norms in the classroom; Brendgen, Girard, Vitaro, Dionne,&
Boivin, 2015).
Limitations and Future Directions
There were some limitations in this study that should be notedand may guidefuture research in
this field. First, the program that was evaluated ran only for six months and covered only four character
education modules. This timeline may be too short for a program to show effects, given that other
evaluated programs ran for many years (Washburn et al., 2011). This study, however, did comply with
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Ryan and Smith’s (2009) recommendationthat programs to be evaluated must be run for a minimum of
six months to properly assess results. Despite being implemented for six months, it is still difficult to
make conclusions about short-term character education programs based on the current findings due to the
problems with adherence to the program implementation. It is difficult to distinguish between whether the
program was too shortor whether it could be effective if it was implemented more thoroughly. To address
these issues, a replication of our short-term program evaluation is necessary in which implementation
barriers are addressed and all program elements are implemented completely. The schools that
participated in the current study also were not randomly selected, which may have introduced a level of
bias into the study. For example, schools that volunteered to participate in our study may be
systematically different than schools that did not volunteer to participate in terms of level of character
education they were already implementing before our program. Thus, a replication using a randomized
design would shed light on how effective short-term character education programs can be for a wider
variety of elementary schools.
As mentioned, another significant limitation of the current study was that not all program
elements were implemented by teachers, which may have limited the ability of the program to show
positive effects. It should be noted that the majority of program elementswere implemented and that these
were significantly greater than the character education elements that were implemented in the control
schools. Nevertheless, the fact that teachers did not implement all program elements throughout the
program and that implementation dropped off near the end of the program indicates that even simple,
practical programs can be difficult for teachers to implement. Future implementations of this program
should involve regular reminders and communication between researchers and teachers to address any
barriers that may be impeding certain program elements from being completed. Ensuring that all program
materials are easily accessible to teachers is essential to maintain the integrity of the program. Future
researchers should maintain regular communication, make necessary adjustments when needed, and
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ensure that teachers are completing the program autonomously to maintain the long-term success and
sustainability of the program. Furthermore, future process evaluations of this program should include
more specific questions for teachers regarding why they were not able to complete a specific program
element to help clarify the barriers that may be present and to identify methods to help schools
successfully participate in evidence-based character education programs in the future.
Limitations also existed in our study regarding our choice of measures of character behaviours
and character knowledge. Our measures of character behaviours were subscales taken from the SSIS - RS
(Gresham & Elliott, 2008) or were developed by the authors. Although the SSIS - RShas been validated
as a scale of social skills in numerous populations (e.g., Hamiwka, Hamiwka, Sherman, & Wirrell, 2011),
it has not been validated as a measure of character to date. It was chosen because many of its subscales
included measures of behaviours that represented the character behaviours that were targeted by the
intervention and were consistent with the moral action element of Lickona’s definition of character. The
use of these scales in the current study, however, highlights not only the lack of character scales available
in the literature, but the lack of research assessing the underlying structure of character so that these types
of scales can be developed. Indeed, the fact that the different character behaviours were highly correlated
may indicate that they should not be treated as separate scales. More detailed research needs to be
completed examining whether definitions such as Lickona’s accurately represent the construct of
character and how this definition compares to other conceptions of character in the literature (Phelps et
al., 2009). Increased understanding of what character is and how it can be measured will not only help
develop character assessments but will also allow measures such as the SSIS - RS to be validated against
other character measures to determine if it is measuring a similar construct. With regards to our measures
of character knowledge, as opposed to character behaviours, these questionnaires were also limited due to
the wording of the questions (e.g., simply asking students if they understood how to show a particular
behaviour each month). As it is possible that a short-term program may be more effective in changing
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character knowledge than character behaviours, more appropriate questionnaires need to be developed to
answer this question. For example, these questionnaires could explicitly ask children the definition of
character behaviours and examples of how to demonstrate them, rather than simply asking students
whether or not they know about these behaviours.
Another limitation of the current study was our reliance on self-report for the majority of program
outcomes. Although teacher report was used in our younger participants, exclusive use of self-report data
in our older students may have introduced a number of sources of response bias such as demand
characteristics (participants change their behaviour because they are participating in a study) and social
desirability (participants portray themselves in a more positive manner). Both of these types of response
biases may have been present in the grade 4 to 8 sample, as students may have answered more positively
to confirm that the character education program in their school was working, or could have indicated
higher rates of character behaviours and more positive school climate to make themselves appear more
agreeable. Introducing other reports of student behaviour in future studies may help limit these potential
sources of bias. For example, classroom or playground observations of positive character behaviours may
be completed during the course of the program to determine if behaviour change is occurring. Teacher
reports may also be useful but may be limited in their scope as teachers may not have enough time
available to complete an entire rating scale for each student in their class. Indeed, ratings of bullying,
victimization and character behaviours in children in grades 1 to 3 were based on a single item reported
by teachers. Single-item outcome data cannot be assessed for reliability and may therefore not be a
reliable rating of outcome variables. Parent reports of student behaviours at home could also be evaluated
to determine if changes in character behaviours have the potential to generalize to the home environment.
Conclusion
This study found no general program effects of a systemic, short-term character education
program.This finding may indicate the shortcomings of a short-term character education program, or may
114

be a result of some limitations of the current study. These limitations include decreasing adherence to
program implementation by teachers, a lack of a randomized design, and a reliance on self-report
measures. Although these study limitationsconstrainthe conclusions that can be made about the efficacy
of short-termcharacter education programs, they also highlight the issues in the character programming
literature.These issues can be addressed by replicating the current program using a randomized design,
more closely monitoring program implementation, and by utilizing other sources of data to measure
behavioural change.More work on the development of character measures that can be used by not only
students, but teachers and parents, would also further improve existing measurement issues. Given the
high prevalence of character education programs in schools today, it is critical to continue to develop
measures, methods, and designs to effectively evaluate them, to ensure that these programs are having the
intended positive effects.
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Chapter 4
General Discussion
Character is a developmental construct thathas a long history in schools yet has only recently
become the focus of empirical research (Berkowitz & Bier, 2004; Corrigan, et al., 2010, Phelps, et al.,
2009). Significant gaps in knowledge regarding character exist due to a lack of research on:
operationalizingand measuring character;how it relates to individual and contextual variables;and
effective evaluations of character education programming. The studies in this thesis provided some
preliminary information regarding these issues by:proposing one method of measuring character
behaviourally; examining the influences of age, gender, and the school context on character; and
evaluating a rigorous, short-term character education program. Here, I will outline the main findings of
both studies in this thesis, and discuss theimplications of their findings on future research in this area.
One of the most significant gaps in the character education literature is a lack of a general
definition and operationalization of character. Defining and operationalizing character is a difficult task as
character represents a complex construct with both moral and behavioural components.Lickona (1993)
stated that the moral component of character involves having knowledge of moral values and the
behavioural component involves having competence in morality-related skills.The solution for many
researchers has been to definecharacter solely based on program targets (e.g., academic achievement),
which are not always related to the moral or behavioural components of character (Flay & Allred, 2003;
Flay, Allred, & Ordway, 2001). A more precise definition of character is necessaryfor the proper
operationalization of character and to appropriately assess the efficacy of character education programs.
By using Lickona’s (1993) definition of moral action as a theoretical framework, this thesis assessed the
behavioural aspect of character. Although it is important to measure moral knowing to understand when
children understand character values, it is critical to measure when these values are put into action by
123

measuring character behaviours. As few studies have examined character by measuring character
behaviours, the research in this thesis may provide an initial step in operationalizing character that may
lead to the development of a standardized instrument for assessingcharacter that would encourage
consistency of measurement in the program evaluation field.
It should be noted that in both studies, we assessed character behaviours, or moral action, in
elementary school children using measures of social skills (e.g., respect, co-operation), as direct
evaluations of character are not widely available. Further investigation using these test items and
structural equation modeling is needed to examine Lickona’s definition of character and to determine if
measures of social skills are a valid assessment ofthe behavioural element of character in children. This
type of investigation would help clarify whether character behaviours and social skills differ
fundamentally or if they are the same.
Properly identifying and operationalizing the components of character using Lickona’s definition
would also have implications for character education programming and evaluation in schools. First, a
more precise definition would allow schools to more precisely target interventions for their students,
rather than designing character programs that target character correlates (e.g., office referrals). Second,
such a measure would allow schools to appropriately assessthe success of their programs, as many
schools do not conduct program evaluations of their character education programs in part due to a lack of
appropriate measures. Finally, schools would be able to design program lessons focusing on the moral
component of character, or the behavioural component of character, depending on the needs of their
students. As a result, studies could also be completed to determine if it is necessary for the moral
component of character to be addressed and to increase in order for the behavioural component to show
positive change.
This thesis also explored the important relationship between individual characteristics and
character behaviours. Our results indicated a negative association between grade and character behaviour
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scores,however, this finding may be interpreted in a number of different ways. According to Kohlberg’s
(1976) moral developmental stages, our findings may indicate that children in the lower elementary
grades may be making moral decisions to avoid negative consequences, while students approaching
middle school may be making moral decisions according to the expectations of their social groups. An
alternative explanation exists regarding a developmental response bias associated with self-report
questionnaires. These results may represent a social desirability bias in younger children in which
younger children answered more positively to questions about their character behaviours than older
children. Many programming implications exist if the true nature of this finding can be discovered,
including addressing a potential developmental decline in character behaviours through program timing
(more intensive programming in older grades) and program content (peer elements for older students).
More research is needed to distinguish between these two potential explanations. Such research could
involve the use of parent report of child character behaviours to reduce the potential social desirability
bias in younger children and to incorporate measures of moral decision-making to determine if character
behaviours at different ages are related to different moral developmental stages.
Another gap in the research that was addressed in our first study was the relationship between
gender and character behaviours. Findings indicated that being a girl was positively related with character
behaviour scores, but the correct interpretation of this particular finding is still unclear. This finding may
indicate that girls demonstrate higher character behaviours than boys, but it could also demonstrate a
tendency for girls to respond to self-report questionnaires using the more extreme options of the scale
(Batchelor, Miao, & McDaniel, 2013). Future research could utilize other character behaviour evaluation
methods such as direct observations to further investigate this potential sex difference. If this sex
difference in character behaviours is replicated in future studies, it would be necessary to evaluateif
character education programming has a differential effect on boys and girls. Current character program
evaluations should examine differential program effects on boys compared to girls to assess if girls are
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benefitting more from programming than boys. Such studies will inform schools about whether they need
to make changes to their character education curriculum so that it is more accessible to boys.
The current thesis also addressed questions in the literature regarding the relationship between
school climate and character. Although the literature indicates that these two constructs are related
(Marshall et al., 2011; White & Warfa, 2011), our workbuilt on this literatureby going further and
examining which specific aspects of school climate are more related to character. Our research suggests
that the school context is positively related to character behaviours and that positive peer interactions at
school in particular are positively related to fairness and integrity over time, especially in students
demonstrating low initial levels of these character behaviours. This finding is in line with the PYD
perspective that emphasizes the importance of considering the social context in examining the
development of assets such as character (Lerner et al., 2005), but questions remain regarding why this
relationship was only present in more at-risk students. The correlational nature of our first study also
means that the directionality of this relationship is still unknown, however, and that more work is
necessary to inform schools about where and for whom to concentrate their programming efforts. An
experimental design in which changes in positive peer interactions at school and character in groups of
students demonstrating different levels of character following an intervention are associated with changes
in character skills would be ideal to help clarify the directionality of this relationship. It may be that with
the development of a consistent approach for measuring character behaviours that aspects of character
other than just fairness and integrity will be correlated with other school climate constructs. The
importance of continuing to examine this relationship cannot be underestimated as the potential exists for
schools to possibly impact character in at-risk students using means other than direct formal character
programming.
A lack of program effects was found in our program evaluation study and may have been related
to certain program elements not being implemented. Despite the short-term, practical nature of the
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character program we evaluated, the lack of full implementation raises issues concerning the feasibility of
the program. Complete implementation of a program may enhance the likelihood that the program is
effective.A balance must be attained, however, between the program’s burden on the school and the
autonomy with which the school must complete the program. As the program continues, monitoring
program fidelity is critical.This informationinforms the compliance to the program as well as
providesfeedback about the potential feasibility of different aspects of the program. It is always
challenging to find the appropriate balance between enabling school autonomy and ensuring quality
implementation. Our own fidelity monitoring data could have been used as a feedback mechanism to the
schools on a regular basis to identify ongoing barriers that existed that may have prevented teachers from
completing all of the program elements.It is also possible that more long-term follow-up and
measurement of program effects may reveal delayed effects of learning and practicing character skills.
Program feasibility is directly related to number of program components. Our character education
program experimental schools were compared to control schools that also had character education as part
of their curricula. The comparison that was made in our study was whether our program improved
character behaviours more than “business as usual” in the control schools. Since our program was not
successful in improving behaviour to a greater degree than the control schools, the question remains of if
and how many more program components would have been needed to show program effectiveness. The
more program components are added to a character education program,the less feasible the program
becomes for the school. Thus, smaller character education programs should continue to be evaluated to
identifythe balance between feasibility and effectiveness. Schools will be much more willing to
incorporate evidence-based programs into their curricula if these programs are feasible and practical for
staff and parents. To design the most practical and effective programs, it may also be important to
measure specific component or module effects of a character education program to determine which
component may have the most utility.
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Information on what is effective and what is ineffective in character education is important to
schools. This information helps them ensure that their character education practices are having the
intended positive effects. There is currently a lack of information about research findings regarding
character education programs available to schools in both the United States and Canada. In fact, the
Character Education Partnership website does not feature research findings on available programming and
offers expensive subscriptions to the Journal of Character Education. Such barriers to research findings
make it difficult for schools to make informed decisions about which programs are evidence-based and,
therefore, are most likely to be effective. A central resource website could outline the potential strengths
and weaknesses of short-term programs, the research regarding evidence-based programs, and the costs
and training associated with implementing many of the larger programs that are currently available. With
this information, school personnel could make more informed decisions about character programming and
choose programs that have been proven to be effective.
Encouraging schools to adopt evidence-based programming begins with the relationship between
researchers and schools involved in programming research. This relationship is central to building trust
between schools and researchers and educating schools on the value of research to their schools’
functioning. Through our applied research, we found that this relationship is best nurtured through
collaboration, transparency, and building a strong reputation of trust. In our program evaluation study, the
collaboration began with our relationships with participating principals. Care was taken to collaborate on
how to introduce the program to the teachers, how to facilitate program elements such as the all-inclusive
recess, and being open to scheduling restrictions due to the school calendar. By being open to this
process, our integration into the school system was simplified and school personnel felt comfortable with
a research presence. Providing teachers with frequent reminders about data collection dates and
questionnaire deadlines also facilitated this process. Being present at the schools and listening to teacher
concernsfurther fostered this atmosphere of collaboration. Being transparent about the research process
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helped teachers and staff understand the purpose behind research protocols. We ensured that time was
provided to answer questions regarding the program monitoring questionnaires. Being collaborative and
transparent both helped build a reputation of trust with schools, which helped with recruiting other
schools to participate in our research. School administrators within districts communicate regularly,
therefore, building a strong relationship with the schools facilitates future recruitment, and alsocreates an
opportunity to open a dialogue about the importance of adopting evidence-based programming.
Limitations and Future Directions
The primary limitation of this thesis was the challenge with measurement. Due to the lack of
measures of character in the literature, measures of specific social skills were utilized, which are not
currently validated as measures of character behaviours. The chosen measures do represent, however,
behaviours that are thought to correspond to underlying character values and that are often featured in
many character education programs. Much more work is necessary to further explore the underlying
structure of character as well as its behavioural components, in order to properly operationalize and
measure character according to Lickona’s definition. With these more precise measurement tools, future
research will be able to build on the findings of the current thesis and continue to explore how the
behavioural component of character is related torelevant constructs such as schools climate.
In addition, this research relied heavily on self-report data. Self-report data presents some
limitations, as it has been argued that respondents can “make assertions about mental events to which they
may have no access and these assertions may bear little resemblance to the actual events (Nisbett &
Wilson, 1977, p. 247).” As such, participants providing self-report data have been shown to sometimes
have limited awareness of the cognitive processes involved in their decision-making.This drawback of
self-report data may have been relevant in the current research, as participants were asked about complex
cognitive processes such as doing the right thing and cheating. In order to address this self-report bias in
future studies of character, more precise self-report measurement tools can be compared to other methods
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of data collection such as objective behavioural measures to determine if children’s self-reported
behaviour change matches objective observations of change. This will require specific behavioural
definitions of character behaviour that can be observed and recorded. Although such data may be difficult
to obtain in an academic setting, this data will help expand our understanding ofhow capable youth may
be of reporting on their own character behaviour.
Some methodological issues in the studies in this thesis may have also limited our ability to make
conclusions about the nature of certain relationships and the impact of our program. For example, our first
study relied on a correlational design, making it difficult to form conclusions about any causal
relationships that may exist between character and school climate. Future research should utilize an
experimental design to further investigate this relationship and determine the directionality of the
relationship to inform programming in the future. Methodological limitations existed in our program
evaluation as well. Although our programevaluation included a number of elements recommended by
Ryan and Smith (2009) for effective program evaluation, due to resource constraints we were not able to
meet all of their recommendations. We followed their guidelines by gathering baseline data and follow-up
data six months apart, using reliable and valid instruments, including manuals and support for
participating schools, and monitoring program integrity as part of our program evaluation. However, we
were unable to randomly select participating schools, use multiple informants when measuring
behavioural outcomes, and gather data at annual intervals over a 2-year period. It is possible that program
effects in this thesis may have been due to our program evaluation not following all of Ryan and Smith’s
recommendations for an effective program evaluation. Despite our lack of program effects, it might be
helpful for future studies to continue to evaluate short-term programs that feature monthly character
behaviours, as these programs are popular in many Canadian schools,and it is essential to understand if
investments should continue to be made in this type of programming.
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Finally, the lack of general program effects found in our second study may have been due to the
lack of program elements that were implemented by teachers. Although program fidelity data were
gathered from teachers throughout the program, these data were not analyzed until the program was
completed. These data are crucial in understanding which components of the program teachers have
difficulty implementing. Future program evaluations should examine program fidelity data systematically
during the length of the program to identify any problems throughout the program implementation. These
data will help researchers determine what represents both a feasible and effective character education
program for educators moving forward.
Conclusion
This thesis represents a next step in character research by helping to identify potentially important
relationships between character and individual and social contexts, by evaluating a short-term program
based on a popular program model, and by clarifying some aspects of character research that must be
addressed to help further inform character programming. Measurement and methodological issues in this
research limit the conclusions that can be made regarding character and programming, but findings
nonetheless draw attention to potentially important relationships between character, age, gender, and peer
interactions at school that require further investigation. Continued evaluations of short-term character
programs are necessary to confirm whether they are an effective alternative to long-term, expensive
programs and whether they can truly have an impact on rates of victimization. This thesis
addressedimportant gaps in the character literatureand informed the evidence-based programming of
character in schools as well as future investigations of this important developmental construct.
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Appendix A
Moral Character and School Climate Scale Items
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Moral Character
Respect
Not True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

I say ‘please’ when I ask for things.
I take turns when I talk to others.
I look at people when I talk to them.
I am polite when I speak to others.
I smile or wave at people when I see them.
I say ‘thank you’ when someone helps me.

Co-operation
Not True
I get along with other children.
I make friends easily.
I ask others to do things with me.
I meet and greet new people on my own.
I play games with others.
I ask to join others when they are doing things I
like.
I try to make new friends.

Kindness
Not True
I try to forgive others when they say ‘sorry.’
I feel bad when others are sad.
I help my friends when they are having a problem.
I try to think about how others feel.
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I am nice to others when they are feeling bad.

Fairness
Not True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

I let everyone get equal turns at activities.
I invite others to participate in activities so
everyone has the same chance to participate.
I treat people with the same respect.
I follow the rules and play fair.
I do not play favorites.
I treat people of different races and disabilities
equally.

Integrity
Almost
Never
I treat teachers and staff with respect, even if I
disagree with them.
When I see someone having a problem, I offer to
help.
I do the right thing no matter what others might
think.
I speak up when someone is bullied or harassed.
I cheat on a test or an assignment.
I admit if I do something wrong.
I consider different points of view when making a
decision about a moral issue or dilemma (right and
wrong).
I help another student choose between doing what
is right and what is wrong.
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Rarely Some
times

Often

Almost
Always

School Climate
Positive Peer Interactions
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the

Always

Time
Students get to know each other well in classes.
Students in this school are very interested in
getting to know other students.
Students enjoy doing things with each other in
school activities.
Students in this school get to know each other
really well.
Students enjoy working together on projects in
classes.

Teacher Support
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the
Time

Teachers go out of their way to help students.
If students want to talk about something teachers
will find time to do it.
Teachers help students to organize their work.
Students really enjoy their classes.
Teachers help students catch up when they return
from an absence.

Student Participation in Decision-Making
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Always

Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the
Time

In our school, students are given the chance to
help make decisions.
Students in our school have a say in how things
work.
Students get to help decide some of the rules in
this school.
Teachers ask students what they want to learn
about.
Students help decide how class time is spent.
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Appendix B
Grade 1 to 3 Teacher Surveys, Character Behaviour, Bullying and
Victimization, and School Climate Scale Items, and Implementation Surveys
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CHARACTER BEHAVIOURS AND BULLYING TEACHER SURVEY (GRADES 1 TO 3)

Date Completed: ____________________
Day /

Month /

Year

We want to keep your responses anonymous (private and confidential). Please do not put your name on this
survey.
Please complete this survey within one week and return it to the main office in attached sealed envelope.

140

The following questions ask you to rate each of the following students on their positive behaviors, bullying and victimization during the past few
weeks. For the following positive attributes, please indicate on a scale from 1(Never shows this trait) to 5 (Often shows this trait) how much each
student demonstrates each behavior. The following are examples of behaviors:

Respect – good manners, reliable, saying ‘please’, politeness, smiling, saying ‘thank-you’
Responsibility – taking care of possessions, finishing work on time, keeping promises, apologizing when wrong
Empathy – asking others ‘are you okay?’, doing something to cheer someone up, standing up for others
Kindness – being courteous to others, doing something nice for someone, helping a classmate
Teamwork – staying on task in a group, asking others for their ideas, staying calm when working with others
Fairness – taking turns, following the rules, making a compromise, treating others without favoritism
Honesty – telling the truth, turning in something that is lost, not cheating, being trustworthy by carrying out commitments
Co-operation – working calmly with others, making friends easily, asking others to join in to an activity
Integrity – Doing the right thing, standing up for others, getting help when not sure about a situation

Positive Attributes:
1 = Never shows this behavior
2 = Rarely shows this behavior
3 = Sometimes shows this behavior
4 = Often shows this behavior
5 = Almost always shows this behavior
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For bullying and victimization, please indicate on a scale of 1 – 4 how often this person bullies others, or has been victimized by bullying. We say

Student

Sex

Respect

Responsibility

Empathy

Kindness

Teamwork

Fairness

Honesty

Integrity

ID

(M/F)

(1-5)

(1-5)

(1-5)

(1-5)

(1-5)

(1-5)

(1-5)

(1-5)

Cooperation
(1-5)

Bullying

Victimization

(1-4)

(1-4)

a student is BEING BULLIED when another student, or a group of students, say or do nasty and unpleasant things to him or her. It is also bullying
when a student is teased repeatedly in a way he or she does not like when he or she is deliberately left out of things. But it is NOT BULLYING
when two students of about the same strength or power argue or fight. It is also not bullying when the teasing is done in a friendly or playful
way.

Bullying and victimization in the past few weeks:
1 = Not at all
2 = Once or twice
3 = Three or four times
4 = More than four times

PLEASE REMOVE STICKY NOTEFOR EACH CHILD ONCE SURVEY IS COMPLETED.
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Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey!
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Please remove students’ names from this surveyand return this survey to
the main office in attached sealed envelope.
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Character Scales for Students in Grades 4 to 8
Respect
Not True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

I say ‘please’ when I ask for things.
I take turns when I talk to others.
I look at people when I talk to them.
I am polite when I speak to others.
I smile or wave at people when I see them.
I say ‘thank you’ when someone helps me.

Responsibility
Not True
I’m careful when I use things that aren’t mine.
I do my part in a group.
I am well-behaved.
I do the right thing without being told.
I do my homework on time.
I keep my promises.
I tell people when I have made a mistake.

Empathy
Does NOT

Describes Me

Describe Me

Very Well

Well
I often have tender, concerned feelings for people

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

less fortunate than me.
Sometime I don’t feel very sorry for other people
when they are having problems.
When I see someone being taken advantage of, I
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feel kind of protective towards them.
Other people’s misfortunes do not usually disturb

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

me a great deal.
When I see someone being treated unfairly, I
sometimes don’t feel very much pity for them.
I am often quite touched by things that I see
happen.
I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted
person.

Kindness
Not True
I try to forgive others when they say ‘sorry.’
I feel bad when others are sad.
I help my friends when they are having a problem.
I try to think about how others feel.

Teamwork
Not True
When I play with others, I share my things.
When I work with others, I stay on task.
When I work with others, I listen to other people’s
ideas.
When I play with others, I make suggestions
politely.
When I work with others, I help my group solve
problems.
When I play with other students, I stay calm if
someone disagrees.
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Fairness
Not True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

Little

A Lot

Very

True

True

True

I let everyone get equal turns at activities.
I invite others to participate in activities so
everyone has the same chance to participate.
I treat people with the same respect.
I follow the rules and play fair.
I do not play favorites.
I treat people of different races and disabilities
equally.

Honesty
Not True
If I find something that is not mine, I turn it in.
If someone asks my opinion, I tell the truth.

Co-operation
Not True
I get along with other children.
I make friends easily.
I ask others to do things with me.
I meet and greet new people on my own.
I play games with others.
I ask to join others when they are doing things I
like.
I try to make new friends.
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Integrity
Almost
Never
I treat teachers and staff with respect, even if I
disagree with them.
When I see someone having a problem, I offer to
help.
I do the right thing no matter what others might
think.
I speak up when someone is bullied or harassed.
I cheat on a test or an assignment.
I admit if I do something wrong.
I consider different points of view when making a
decision about a moral issue or dilemma (right and
wrong).
I help another student choose between doing what
is right and what is wrong.

148

Rarely Some
times

Often

Almost
Always

Bullying and Victimization Questionnaire for Students in Grades 4 to 8
Here are some questions about bullying. There are lots of different ways to bully someone. Bullying is not
an accident. A person who bullies wants to hurt the other person, and does it more than once. Bullying is
unfair. The person who bullies has an advantage over the person being victimized. For example, the
person who bullies is older, or stronger, or bigger. Sometimes a group of students will gang up on one
student

15.

How often have you taken part in bullying another student(s) in the past four
0

Not at all

1

Once or twice

2

Three or four times

3

More than four times

weeks?

If 0, go to question #17.
________________________________________________________________________

16.

How often have you bullied another student(s) in the past four weeks in the ways listed below?
(Please mark one box for each line)

Not at all

Once or

3 or 4 times

More than 4 times

twice
1. I hit, shoved, kicked, spit at, or beat
up on him or her.
2. I called someone names, made fun of
them, or teased them in a mean way.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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3. I used words to humiliate someone,
or make them feel stupid.

□

□

□

□

4. I threatened someone by saying
something bad will happen to them.

□

□

□

□

5. I did not let someone join the group.

□

□

□

□

6. I gossiped or spread rumours about
someone.

□

□

□

□

7. I made sure others didn’t make
friends with this person.

□

□

□

□

8. I used a computer or phone text
messages, or pictures to threaten
someone or hurt their feelings.

□

□

□

□

9. I used a computer or phone text
messages, or pictures to embarrass
someone or make them look bad.

□

□

□

□

10. I used a computer or phone text
messages, or pictures to single someone
out.

□

□

□

□

25. I made someone feel uncomfortable
because of a disability.

□

□

□

□

17.

How often have you been bullied in the past four weeks?
0

Not at all

1

Once or twice

2

Three or four times

3

More than four times

If 0, go to question #19.
________________________________________________________________________
18.

How often have you been bullied in the past four weeks in the ways listed below? (Please mark
one box for each line)
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Not at all

Once or

3 or 4 times

More than 4
times

twice
1. I was hit, shoved, kicked, spit at, or
beat up on.
2. I was called names, made fun of, or
teased in a mean way.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

3. I was humiliated by someone using
words, or was made to feel stupid.

□

□

□

□

4. Someone threatened me by saying
something bad will happen to me.

□

□

□

□

5. Someone did not let me join the
group.

□

□

□

□

6. Someone gossiped or spread
rumours about me.

□

□

□

□

7. Someone made sure others didn’t
make friends with me.

□

□

□

□

8. Someone used a computer or phone
text messages, or pictures to threaten
me or hurt my feelings.

□

□

□

□

9. Someone used a computer or phone
text messages, or pictures to embarrass
me or make me look bad.

□

□

□

□

10. Someone used a computer or phone
text messages, or pictures to single me
out.

□

□

□

□

11. Someone used a computer or phone
text messages, or pictures to spread
rumours or reveal secrets about me.

□

□

□

□

12. Someone treated me badly because
of my racial or ethnic background.

□

□

□

□

13. Someone said bad things about my
cultural background.

□

□

□

□
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School Climate
Teacher Support
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the

Always

Time
Teachers go out of their way to help students.
If students want to talk about something teachers
will find time to do it.
Teachers help students to organize their work.
Students really enjoy their classes.
Teachers help students catch up when they return
from an absence.

Clarity of Rules
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the

Always

Time
If some students are acting up in class the teacher
will do something about it.
When teachers make a rule, they mean it.
Students are given clear instructions about how to
do their work in classes.
Students understand what will happen to them if
they break a rule.

Achievement Orientation
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the
Time

Students work hard for good grades in classes.
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Always

Students try hard to get the best grades they can.
Grades are very important to students.
Students work hard to complete their assignments.
Students put a lot of energy into what they do
here.

Negative Peer Interactions
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the

Always

Time
Students in this school have trouble getting along
with each other.
Students in this school are mean to each other.
In classes, students find it hard to get along with
each other.
There are students in this school who pick on other
students.
Students in this school feel students are too mean
to them.

Positive Peer Interactions
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the
Time

Students get to know each other well in classes.
Students in this school are very interested in
getting to know other students.
Students enjoy doing things with each other in
school activities.
Students in this school get to know each other
really well.
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Always

Students enjoy working together on projects in
classes.

Disciplinary Harshness
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the

Always

Time
The rules in this school are too strict.
It is easy for a student to get kicked out of class in
this school.
Students get in trouble for breaking small rules.
Teachers are very strict here.
Students get in trouble for talking.

Participation in Decision Making
Never

Hardly

Some

Most

Ever

times

of the
Time

In our school, students are given the chance to
help make decisions.
Students in our school have a say in how things
work.
Students get to help decide some of the rules in
this school.
Teachers ask students what they want to learn
about.
Students help decide how class time is spent.
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Always

Implementation Surveys for Teachers of Students in Grades 1 to 3
Please complete this questionnaire at the end of the module dedicated to Respect.
Please circle one of the following or fill in your answer:
1. Did the students in your class watch the Quazar video about Respect?
Yes

No

2. Did you review the Quazar follow-up questions with your students in class?
Yes

No

3. Did you discuss the definition of respect with your students?
Yes

No

4. Did you discuss examples of respectful behaviour with your students?
Yes

No

5. Did you post examples of respectful behaviour in the classroom?
Yes

No

6. Did you have students engage in any classroom activities about respect?
Yes, one.

Yes, two

Yes, three

Yes, more than three

No

7. Did you remind your students about nominating their peers for being respectful?
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Yes, daily

Yes, weekly

Yes, a few times during the month

No

8. Approximately how many times did you acknowledge or label respectful behaviour to your students
when you saw them showing respect this month?
_______________ times
9. Did you read any books about respect with your students?
Yes, one

Yes, two

Yes, more than two

No

10. Did you review the ‘Golden Rules of Nomination’ poster in your classroom'?
Yes

No

11. Over the past month, approximately how many hours have you used to discuss respect with your
students?
_____________ hours
12. Do you feel your students have a better understanding of the concept of respect because of this
module?
Yes

No

Please explain:___________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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Implementation Survey for Students in Grades 4 to 8
1. What character attribute did you just finish learning about? (please check one)
____ Fairness
____ Honesty
____ Co-operation
_____ Integrity
Please circle Yes/No for the following questions:
2. Did you attend the assembly for this attribute?
Yes

No

3. Did you watch the Quazar DVD for this attribute?
Yes

No

3. Did you discuss this attribute in your classroom?
Yes

No

4. Did you participate in classroom activities about this attribute?
Yes

No

4. Did you nominate other students for showing this attribute?
Yes

No

5. Were you nominated yourself for showing this attribute?
Yes

No

6. Do you understand what his attribute means?
Yes

No

7. Do you know how to show this attribute with other people?
Yes

No
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Appendix C
Descriptive and Correlation Tables for Students in Grades 1 to 8
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Table 1
Factor loadings and Cronbach’s alphas for study measures for students in grades 4 to 8.
Time 1
Measure

Factor Loadings

Time 5
Cronbach’s alpha ( )

Factor Loadings

Cronbach’s alpha ( )

Respect

0.51

0.81

0.58

0.88

Responsibility

0.46

0.81

0.62

0.87

Empathy

0.42

0.71

0.49

0.78

Kindness

0.58

0.80

0.67

0.89

Teamwork

0.64

0.82

0.66

0.88

Fairness

0.48

0.78

0.49

0.83

Honesty

0.66

0.61

0.65

0.60

Co-operation

0.56

0.82

0.68

0.90

Integrity

0.57

0.81

0.50

0.81

Bullying

0.25

0.81

-

-

Victimization

0.60

0.83

0.32

0.85

Teacher Support

0.49

0.78

0.60

0.85

Clarity of Rules

0.44

0.68

0.68

0.83

Achievement Orientation

0.68

0.87

0.80

0.93

Negative Peer Interactions

0.59

0.81

0.72

0.89

Positive Peer Interactions

0.43

0.80

0.58

0.86

Disciplinary Harshness

0.46

0.69

0.43

0.76

Student Participation

0.43

0.72

0.51

0.78
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics for teacher rated character traits for children in grades 1 to 3.
Experimental Schools T1

Experimental Schools T5

Control School T1

Control School T5

(N = 50)

(N = 50)

(N = 42)

(N = 42)

Respect

3.90 (1.02)

3.98(.91)

4.12 (.71)

3.95(.89)

Responsibility

3.68 (1.10)

3.80(1.03)

3.67 (1.03)

3.85(.88)

Empathy

3.38 (1.19)

3.66(1.23)

3.67 (.82)

3.80(.90)

Kindness

3.66 (1.10)

3.80(1.14)

3.88 (.80)

3.88(.87)

Teamwork

3.14 (1.23)

3.44(1.23)

3.55 (.92)

3.73(1.00)

Fairness

3.32 (1.15)

3.58(1.13)

3.80 (.94)

3.92(.96)

Honesty

3.44 (1.16)

3.76(1.25)

3.88 (.92)

3.95(1.07)

Co-operation

3.60 (1.14)

3.58(1.28)

3.57 (.92)

3.95(.95)

Integrity

3.48 (1.16)

3.54(1.23)

3.88 (.80)

3.88(1.03)

Bullying

1.52 (.84)

1.52(.67)

1.38 (.62)

1.27(.59)

Victimization

1.46 (.76)

1.54(.91)

1.29 (.60)

1.27(.63)
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Table 3
Correlations among grade,character traits, bullying, and victimization at Time 1 for students in grades 1 to 3.

Grade
Grade

Respect T1

Responsibility T1

Empathy T1

Kindness

Teamwork

T1

T1

Fairness T1

Honesty T1

Integrity

Co-operation

Bullying

Victimization

T1

T1

T1

T1

-

Respect T1

.29**

-

.14

.66**

-

Empathy T1

.13

.76**

.68**

-

Kindness T1

.15

.75**

.67**

.86**

-

Teamwork T1

.02

.57**

.64**

.62**

.66**

-

Fairness T1

.03

.65**

.62**

.76**

.77**

.68**

-

Honesty T1

-.06

.63**

.58**

.66**

.70**

.65**

.73**

-

Integrity T1

-.10

.70**

.64**

.74**

.78**

.71**

.76**

.82**

-

-.11

.59**

.60**

.65**

.71**

.78**

.70**

.71**

.78**

-

-.14

-.53**

-.34**

-.49**

-.54**

-.38**

-.46**

-.64**

-.56**

-.55**

-

-.05

-.29**

-.35**

-.49**

-.47**

-.29**

-.51**

-.29**

-.34**

-.42**

.23*

Responsibility
T1

Co-operation
T1
Bullying T1
Victimization
T1

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 4
Correlations among character traits, bullying and victimization at Time 5 for students in grades 1 to 3.

Respect T5
Respect T5

Responsibility T5

Empathy T5

Kindness

Teamwork

T5

T5

Fairness T5

Honesty T5

Integrity

Co-operation

Bullying

Victimization

T5

T5

T5

T5

-

Responsibility

.69**

-

Empathy T5

.81**

.75**

-

Kindness T5

.84**

.77**

.90**

-

Teamwork T5

.71**

.65**

.78**

.79**

-

Fairness T5

.69**

.68**

.71**

.77**

.77**

-

Honesty T5

.70**

.63**

.75**

.80**

.68**

.71**

-

Integrity T5

.80**

.79**

.88**

.88**

.85**

.76**

.84**

-

.73**

.72**

.82**

.83**

.85**

.75**

.73**

.87**

-

-.50**

-.37**

-.51**

-.54**

-.52**

-.55**

-.54**

-.56**

-.59**

-

-.12

-.21*

-.14

-.15

-.36**

-.26**

-.16

-.27**

-.42**

.30**

T5

Co-operation
T5
Bullying T5
Victimization
T5

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 5
Means and standard deviations for character traits, victimization, and school climate for children in grades 4 to 8.

Respect

Experimental Schools T1

Experimental Schools T5

Control School T1

Control School T5

(N = 96)

(N = 96)

(N = 99)

(N = 99)

2.37(.45)

2.47(.49)

2.41(.53)

2.35(.58)

Responsibility

2.31(.45)

2.44(.46)

2.34(.52)

2.37(.51)

Empathy

2.66(.60)

2.78(.70)

2.74(.66)

2.83(.61)

Kindness

2.41(.46)

2.47(.51)

2.44(.51)

2.42(.56)

Teamwork

2.21(.46)

2.30(.56)

2.27(.55)

2.31(.55)

Fairness

2.28(.55)

2.41(.55)

2.38(.57)

2.35(.55)

Honesty

2.36(.62)

2.43(.54)

2.34(.63)

2.39(.58)

Co-operation

2.31(.48)

2.40(.53)

2.34(.55)

2.30(.60)

Integrity

4.18(.54)

4.17(.59)

4.20(.62)

4.20(.61)

Victimization

1.24(.35)

1.21(.34)

1.20(.30)

1.19(.25)

Teacher support

3.89(.65)

3.71(.77)

3.83(.65)

3.64(.76)

Clarity of rules

4.29(.54)

4.04(.74)

4.33(.59)

4.13(.67)

Achievement orientation

3.84(.66)

3.74(.77)

3.82(.73)

3.74(.77)

Negative peer interactions

3.40(.64)

3.32(.85)

3.42(.74)

3.40(.82)

Positive peer interactions

3.88(.60)

3.73(.73)

4.03(.64)

3.88(.70)

Disciplinary harshness

3.34(.69)

3.21(.82)

3.37(.65)

3.22(.72)

2.51(.65)

2.63(.74)

2.47(.76)

2.57(.88)

Participation in decision
making
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Table 6
Correlations for Time 1 grade, character traits and victimization for children in grades 4 to 8.

Grade
Grade

Respect

Responsibility

Empathy

Kindness

Teamwork

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

Fairness T1

Honesty T1

Cooperation

Integrity

Victimization

T1

T1

T1

-

Respect T1

-.15*

-

-.21**

.76**

-

Empathy T1

-.05

.52**

.45**

-

Kindness T1

-.28**

.69**

.68**

.51**

-

Teamwork T1

-.30**

.73**

.75**

.42**

.64**

-

Fairness T1

-.19**

.69**

.71**

.40**

.63**

.74**

-

Honesty T1

-.23**

.58**

.59**

.36**

.57**

.61**

.57**

-

Cooperation T1

-.26**

.58**

.56**

.40**

.59**

.60**

.51**

.43**

-

Integrity T1

-.24**

.66**

.72**

.51**

.67**

.72**

.66**

.63**

.59**

-

-.06

-.10

-.16*

-.01

.02

-.10

-.22**

-.06

.02

-.05

Responsibility
T1

Victimization
T1

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 7
Correlations for Time 5 grade, character traits and victimization for children in grades 4 to 8.

Grade
Grade

Respect

Responsibility

Empathy

Kindness

Teamwork

Fairness

Honesty

Cooperation

Integrity

Victimization

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

-

Respect T5

-.20**

-

-.12

.76**

-

Empathy T5

-.22**

.46**

.47**

-

Kindness T5

-.24**

.75**

.74**

.58**

-

Teamwork T5

-.30**

.76**

.78**

.49**

.70**

-

Fairness T5

-.20**

.66**

.67**

.40**

.63**

.80**

-

Honesty T5

-.26**

.54**

.64**

.36**

.56**

.63**

.61**

-

Cooperation T5

-.24**

.62**

.53**

.40**

.58**

.58**

.56**

.53**

-

-.32

.63**

.64**

.60**

.65**

.71**

.63**

.53**

.58**

-

-.13

-.06

-.08

.05

-.01

-07

-.11

-.07

-.11

-.11

Responsibility
T5

Integrity T5
Victimization
T5

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 8
Correlations for Time 1 school climate variables for children in grades 4 to 8.
Teacher

Achievement

Negative Peer

Student

Support

Clarity of Rules

Orientation

Interactions

Positive Peer

Disciplinary

Decision

T1

T1

T1

T1

Interactions T1

Harshness T1

MakingT1

Teacher Support T1

-

Clarity of Rules T1

.58**

-

.55**

.50**

-

.38**

.27**

.36**

-

.60**

.50**

.53**

.43**

-

.40**

.24**

.32**

.39**

.30**

-

.53**

.33**

.38**

.34**

.40**

.21**

Achievement
Orientation T1
Negative Peer
Interactions T1
Positive Peer
Interactions T1
Disciplinary
Harshness T1
Student Decision
Making T1

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 9
Correlations for Time 5 school climate variables for children in grades 4 to 8.
Teacher

Achievement

Negative Peer

Student

Support

Clarity of Rules

Orientation

Interactions

Positive Peer

Disciplinary

Decision

T5

T5

T5

T5

Interactions T5

Harshness T5

Making T5

Teacher Support T5

-

Clarity of Rules T5

.70**

-

.61**

.62**

-

.35**

.25**

.27**

-

.59**

.62**

.62**

.35**

-

.31**

.19**

.20**

.32**

.12

-

.41**

.26**

.38**

.08

.36**

.06

Achievement
Orientation T5
Negative Peer
Interactions T5
Positive Peer
Interactions T5
Disciplinary
Harshness T5
Student Decision
Making T5

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 10
Correlations for Time 1 character traits and school climate variables for children in grades 4 to 8.
Student
Teacher

Achievement

Negative Peer

Positive Peer

Disciplinary

Decision

Support

Clarity of Rules

Orientation

Interactions

Interactions

Harshness

Making

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

-.10

-.21**

-.32**

.03

-.20**

-.15*

.02

Respect T1

.33**

.41**

.28**

.16*

.32**

.10

.11

Responsibility T1

.39**

.41**

.30**

.18*

.34**

.13

.12

Empathy T1

.23**

.26**

.13

.09

.16*

.10

.08

Kindness T1

.36**

.40**

.30**

.11

.38**

.14

.06

Teamwork T1

.47**

.40**

.41**

.21**

.43**

.21**

.19**

Fairness T1

.38**

.39**

.35**

.29**

.32**

.18*

.12

Honesty T1

.30**

.40**

.30**

.09

.30**

.11

.05

Cooperation T1

.46**

.41**

.36**

.19**

.45**

.08

.21**

Integrity T1

.43**

.47**

.37**

.23**

.38**

.19**

.23**

-.13

-.16*

-.16*

-.46**

-.19**

-.25**

-.14*

Grade

Victimization T1

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Table 11
Correlations for Time 5 grade, character traits, victimization, and Time 5 school climate variables for children in grades 4 to 8.
Student
Teacher

Achievement

Negative Peer

Positive Peer

Disciplinary

Decision

Support

Clarity of Rules

Orientation

Interactions

Interactions

Harshness

Making

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

T5

Grade

-.26**

-.40**

-.39**

-.03

-.32**

-.12

-.09

Respect T5

.47**

.42**

.44**

.10

.41**

.12

.15*

Responsibility T5

.42**

.44**

.37**

.08

.40**

.19**

.18*

Empathy T5

.37**

.35**

.25**

.02

.32**

.29**

.04

Kindness T5

.42**

.38**

.33**

.05

.39**

.15*

.14

Teamwork T5

.44**

.41**

.41**

.12

.42**

.24**

.10

Fairness T5

.42**

.36**

.32**

.18*

.37**

.27**

.06

Honesty T5

.31**

.38**

.32**

.08

.31**

.19**

.04

Cooperation T5

.41**

.37**

.37**

.23**

.49**

.10

.16*

Integrity T5

.47**

.51**

.45**

.24**

.48**

.28**

.13

Victimization T5

-.20**

-.17*

-.22**

-.44**

-.17*

-.20**

-.13

* p = .05.
** p = .01.
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Appendix D
Manual for the Build Character: Build Success Program
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An electronic copy of the Build Character: Build Success manual is available for registered users at:
www.buildcharacterbuildsuccess.com.
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