AR
W Durham

University
Durham E-Theses

The Effectiveness in Measuring Character
Development Outcomes in Singapore Schools Through
the Character Development Award

WILSON TEO

How to cite:

TEO, WILSON (2010) The Effectiveness in Measuring Character Development Outcomes in Singapore
Schools Through the Character Development Award. Doctoral thesis, Durham University.

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes provided that:

e a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source
e a https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/704/ is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses
e the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk


https://www.durham.ac.uk
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/704/
https://libguides.durham.ac.uk/open_research/etheses#s-lib-ctab-15326874-5
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

In 2006, Singapore’s Ministry of Education (SMOE) started the Character
Development Award to give “public recognition to schools for quality effort in
developing good character in their students” (SMOE, 2006: 1). According to
SMOE (SMOE, 2008), there were a total of 191 schools in primary and
secondary levels and in junior colleges that had received this award in
recognition for their character development initiatives between 2006 and 2008.
The overall aim intended by SMOE in giving this award is to recognise the
effort of schools in producing holistic students who are both competent in
their academic studies and possess good character. This is also to further
reinforce the desired outcomes of Singapore’s education to produce citizens
who are to “be morally upright, be culturally rooted yet understanding and
respecting differences, be responsible to family, community and country”
(SMOE, 2009a). SMOE wants to produce pupils who are not only equipped
with knowledge, skills and competences to thrive and succeed in life but also
to be anchored in good moral values and character in making responsible

decisions (Kam & Gopinathan, 1999).

Given the long hours that students in Singapore spend in school, it is
imperative for the education system to play a vital part in shaping and
moulding the values and behaviours of students. This is crucial for the future

of Singapore given that these students will be leaders of the future where



their character development will contribute in one way or another to the
nation’s progress. Furthermore, given that Singapore’s only resource is
human capital, the impetus to produce capable leaders who have good
character is of critical concern for SMOE (SMOE, 2001). Although there are
already different forms of character development strategies instituted both
formally and non-formally by SMOE in schools, the Character Development
Award measures character development more extensively than what SMOE
has stipulated. The award strives to recognise the various initiatives and
efforts taken by schools to promote prosocial and ethical behaviours. In order
to fully appreciate the intended purpose of the Character Development Award
to generate greater ownership of character development by schools, a brief
explanation of the historical and current programmes implemented by SMOE

in character education will be provided.

The history of Singapore’s formal character education can be traced to the
subject called Ethics in 1959 (Chew, 1998). This was part of the active
experimentation effort by the government at that period to have a formal
education programme for good moral values with a slant towards nation
building. Later in 1963, it was replaced by Civics at the secondary school
level with the same emphasis. In 1973, a new interdisciplinary programme for
values education, Education for Living, was introduced to all primary schools
where the curriculum developed included an emphasis on showing the

children how to put into practice the moral values that they had learnt in class.



However, a review of this interdisciplinary programme in 1978 led to a strong
support to revamp the moral education programme. A new programme, Being
and Becoming, was introduced after 1980. Ten years later, another revision
took place and resulted in the birth of the Civics and Moral Education
Programme in 1992. Since the launch of the Civics and Moral Education
Programme until now, SMOE has involved many curriculum writers, top
government officials and educators to craft and vet the materials written for
moral education (Lim & Gopinathan, 1990). The reason for the involvement of
both governmental officials and curriculum writers was because of the various
objectives that were to be achieved through the Civics and Moral Education
Programme. It incorporated three critical agendas that were cultural, political
and economical (Tan, 1994). It was both cultural and political in nature given
the various ethnic groups within Singapore that had diverse cultures and
backgrounds. The Civics and Moral Education Programme was meant to
unite the different ethnic groups through fostering shared values among them
towards nation building. It was economical in nature given the desire to
produce citizens who were useful and contribute to the nation’s development.
After examining the various modules written for the Civics and Moral
Education Programme, Chew (1998) commented that it originated with the
intent for citizenship training through the formal education system in
Singapore rather than for the sole purpose of moral education. Currently, both
secondary and primary schools have formal classes in the Civics and Moral

Education Programme conducted to inculcate six core values identified by



SMOE as important for nation building (SMOE, 2007). These core values are
respect, responsibility, resilience, integrity, care and harmony. Besides these
six core values that are to be inculcated among the students, the Civics and
Moral Education Programme addresses other issues such as sexuality
education, building healthy relationships with members of the opposite sex,

marriage and parenting.

In 2005, the Social and Emotional Learning framework was introduced to
assist schools in the development of good qualities in students’ social and
personal domains. SMOE defines Social and Emotional Learning as the
“acquisition of skills to recognise and manage emotions, develop care and
concern for others, make responsible decisions, establish positive
relationships, and handle challenging situations effectively” (SMOE, 2009a).
The key objective of using Social and Emotional Learning is to produce
students who are resilient to handle changes around them in a responsible
manner. The Social and Emotional Learning framework comprises five key
competencies and they are: Self Awareness, Social Awareness, Self
Management, Relationship Management and Responsible Decision Making.
The aim is to empower students to first be aware of themselves and their
surroundings before they are able to make the right decisions in life. Schools
are expected and encouraged to use this framework to design new
programmes or interweave existing programmes to promote character

development and instil citizenship among students. Although schools are



given this framework, SMOE does not determine the exact nature and type of
programmes that will be used within schools. This gives both flexibility and
creativity to the design of programmes that will be specially tailored to the

needs of the students within schools.

Besides formal curricula and programmes, schools are to use non-formal
programmes outside of academic time to inculcate and develop good
character in students. These non-formal programmes include Co-Curricula
Activities, Community Involvement Project and other school organised
activities. The Co-Curricula Activities include outside formal classroom
activities such as sports, uniform groups and other learning and activity clubs
that are not part of the formal academic curricula but are compulsory
components for all students to participate. The Community Involvement
Project facilitates student involvement in community service projects as
volunteers with the intent to serve and contribute back to the community.
Such projects provide the opportunities for students to experience and
become aware of the needs of the community where they can contribute back
to the society in a meaningful way. Students who participated in Co-Curricula
Activities and Community Involvement Project are awarded participation
points that can contribute to their overall points and use these points for entry
to the next level of education. Although these programmes are never formally
labelled as Character Development programmes, the intention for them is to

develop students’ character collectively (SMOE, 2007). SMOE believes that



through Co-Curricula Activities, Community Involvement Project, Social and
Emotional Learning framework and the classroom lessons of the Civics and
Moral Education Programme, schools will provide an environment within the

school community to nurture positive character development among students.

These initiatives by SMOE may not always produce the intended result of
character development given that they are part of the stipulated activities that
all schools are compelled to have. Students are involved in these activities
because it is enforced as part of their informal curricula to earn points that will
assist them for entry into higher institutions of learning for their future
education. Such motivation for involvement in community services may not
achieve the original purpose to cultivate a genuine concern for the needy
(Hart, Atkins & Donnelly, 2006). Furthermore, these SMOE initiatives have
been criticised by some as more for nation building rather than for students’
character development (Tan & Chew, 2004). This can be especially seen
through the Civics and Moral Education Programme where the goal set for
primary school students is to “nurture a whole and balanced person, with a
strong sense of moral values, good interpersonal relationships, one who will
contribute to the well-being of society and the nation” (SMOE, 2000a). Even
in the secondary school’s Civics and Moral Education Programme it is also
stated that the goal of the Civics and Moral Education Programme is to
“nurture a person of integrity who acts responsibly with the welfare and

interests of others and the nation in mind” (SMOE, 2000b). It is not surprising



that the content for the Civics and Moral Education Programme follows the
order of self, family, community and culminates to the nation with the slant of
“statecraft” in mind (Tan & Chew, 2004:601). Although the Social and
Emotional Learning framework was launched a few years ago to assist
schools in developing students in their social and emotional skills, one of the
end goals was to develop students who would become good citizens for the

country.

Given the overarching purpose of the Civics and Moral Education Programme
and part of the end objectives for the Social and Emotional Learning
framework are both intended for nation building, SMOE introduced an award
to further encourage schools to design their own character development
programmes to complement these existing initiatives. This will provide
another impetus for schools to embrace the thrust and importance for
character education as one of the desired outcomes of education. This will
encourage schools to use their own resources to develop tailored character
development programmes that will cater to the specific needs of their

students.

With the launch of the Character Development Award, SMOE intends for
character development efforts to go beyond what are stipulated in the
standard framework set by SMOE to the place where schools will truly

embrace character education to design tailored programmes and initiatives to



achieve holistic development of students. In order to recognise the quality of
schools’ character development programmes, SMOE awards two categories
of recognition under the Character Development Award to affirm the effort
given in this area. The two categories are namely, Development Award and
Outstanding Development Award (SMOE, 2006). The Development Award
(DA) is presented to schools that have put in place sound systems and
processes for the development of character. The Outstanding Development
Award (ODA) is the highest level award presented to recognise schools that
have shown outstanding innovative, sustainable and exemplary approaches
to character development. The validity period is three and five years for DA
and ODA respectively. Schools that have obtained the DA can apply for
subsequent evaluation from SMOE during the second year of the award

duration.

According to the Character Development Award Handbook (SMOE, 2006),
there are three main criteria used by SMOE to evaluate schools for the
Character Development Award. These criteria are the same for primary

schools, secondary schools and pre-university colleges. They are:

(@) Leadership
This criterion evaluates two areas within the school. Firstly, the long-term

vision of the school for character development and the commitment of the



school’s leadership towards this vision. Secondly, the specific goals that will

be setup by the school to translate the vision into reality.

(b) Culture

This criterion evaluates two areas within the school community, namely, the
culture of care among teachers and students, and the shared responsibility
among the school’s stakeholders towards the character development of

students.

(c) Processes, Systems and Structures

This criterion evaluates three areas of the school community. Firstly, school’s
efforts to identify the needs of the students for character development and the
processes to meet these needs. Secondly, school’s allocation of overall
resources, priority and training of personnel towards character development.
Thirdly, the school’s attempts in designing current and effective formal and
non-formal curricula for character development that will meet the needs of

students.

The criteria (a) to (c) provide a framework for SMOE to assess the character
development programmes in schools. The evaluation of schools will be
carried out by a panel of appointed Character Development Award assessors
that comprises proven leaders in the educational field. Through the

submission of applications from schools, the panel will short-list potential



award winning schools for a half-day onsite visit. Schools that have
demonstrated high quality character development programmes during the first
onsite visit will be given another full day onsite visit so as to be evaluated for
the ODA (SMOE, 2008). The evaluation visits carry out qualitative enquiry
into the schools’ character development programme based on interviews of

various stakeholders in the school community.

According to the SMOE’s Character Development Award website accessed
on the 30™ June 2009, it is stated that there were already 191 schools that
had been awarded the DA and ODA since 2006. Out of which 85 were
primary schools, 90 were secondary schools, 4 were full schools and 12 were
pre-university colleges. The number of schools that had won the DA and ODA
were 166 (87%) and 25 (13%) respectively out of the 191 award winning

schools.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Although the criteria set by SMOE provides a possible framework for the
assessment of character development in Singapore’s schools, there are
certain areas that require further investigation to verify the validity of the
content and assumptions stated in SMOE Character Development Award

Handbook and its Character Development Award 2009 website. The following
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will examine the main idea and thinking behind the criteria formulated to

evaluate schools from the extracts below.

The Character Development Award Handbook (SMOE, 2006:1) states the
following:

“‘Hence, the Award focuses on schools’ efforts, that is, the processes,
systems and structures that are put in place in a school to develop good
character in their students. It does not evaluate if students display traits of
good character as they are still changing, learning and growing.”

The Character Development Award 2009 website (SMOE, 2008) states the
following:

“The CDA recognises schools that have placed emphasis on character
development and have developed structures and processes to purposefully
and systematically develop students’ character. The focus is in the structure
and processes. With strong structures and processes in place, outcomes

should be achieved over time.”

“The award focuses primarily on the approach to character development
rather than outcomes (i.e. student behaviour). The character development
framework was designed with this focus in mind. Therefore, schools which
demonstrate that they have planned and developed an approach intended to
meet the needs of the pupils and have implemented this approach well will
stand an equal chance to attain the award.”

It is apparent from the information derived from both the Character

Development Award Handbook and Character Development Award 2009
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website that the criteria used are not solely meant to evaluate the nature and
content of the character development programmes in schools given that a
major emphasis of the criteria is in evaluating the processes, systems and
structures in implementing the character development programmes. The
Character Development Award Handbook and Character Development Award
2009 website both state very clearly the assumption that as long as the
processes, systems and structures are in place, the outcome of good
character development in students will follow thereafter. Although this
assumption is repeatedly found in SMOE's publications, there seems to be a
lack of academic citation and support from empirically proven sources for
embracing this assumption. By placing a high emphasis on Process, Systems
and Structures in its evaluation, it presupposes that such strict adherence to
Processes, Systems and Structures will predict the future success and
certainty of character formation. Schools that are applying for the Character
Development Award will then put their efforts into ensuring that processes,
systems and structures are in place for the evaluators to inspect during the
evaluation process. Such emphasis may lead to a compromise in the content
of the character development programmes, which is a critical factor that

determines the outcomes of character development (Berkowitz & Bier, 2006).

The assumption that the desired outcomes of character development will be a

direct result of implementing Processes, Systems and Structures needs

further validation to verify its claim. Such validation can be done through
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literature review of empirical research studies in character education and
moral development. Validation can also be provided through an actual
empirical research study among Singapore schools that have obtained the
various awards to verify the assumption behind the evaluation criteria. Given
that some of the award winning schools had received their award in 2006, it
provides a good time frame to revisit some of these schools to determine if
the desired outcomes of character development have indeed been achieved

or some visible progress has been made towards the desired outcomes.

Therefore, given the increasing importance of character development in the
education landscape of Singapore, the awards given by SMOE will validate
the effort of the schools and the quality of their programmes for character
development. However, if the awards do not accurately represent what they
are meant for in recognising high quality character development programmes,
the emphasis for character development in schools may be trivialised. In
order to ensure that character development efforts are not being discredited
in the long run, the assumption currently being held within the evaluation
criteria for the awards must be validated. The need for this validation provides
a good basis for a research study to be conducted by the author on the

various schools that have received the awards given by SMOE.

13



1.3 Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The purpose of the current research study was to determine if there were
significant differences in character development outcomes between schools
in Singapore that had been awarded the ODA as compared to schools that

had been given the DA and schools that had no award.

If the assumption of the evaluation criteria were true, schools awarded the
ODA would have higher significant differences in character development
outcomes when compared with schools awarded with DA or no award.
Similarly, schools awarded with the DA would have higher significant
differences in character development outcomes when compared with schools

with no award.

Given the purpose of the research study, the guiding research questions will
be as follows:
1. Would students from the ODA school rate the character development of

their school more positively than students from DA schools?

2. Would students from DA schools rate the character development of their

schools more positively than students from the no award school?

3. Would students from the ODA school rate the character development of

their school more positively than students from the no award school?

14



4. Would staff from a higher award school rate the students’ character
development of their school more positively than staff from schools with lower

or no award?

5. Would parents from a higher award school rate their children’s character
development more positively than parents from schools with lower or no

award?

Given the purpose and research questions as seen above, the two
hypotheses that were used throughout the research study were as follows:
Hypothesis 1:

Any ODA school would have statistically significant higher character

development outcomes than schools with DA or no award.

Hypothesis 2:
Any DA school would have statistically significant higher character

development outcomes than schools with no award.

The outcomes as mentioned in the two hypotheses can be defined as

possible expressions that will allow one to see the end results of the

character development efforts and initiatives.
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1.4 Significance of the Study

Since the inception of the Character Development Award in 2006, more than
190 schools had received recognition for their character development efforts
through receiving the ODA and DA. However, there has not been any formal
publication or research work done with a particular focus on the Character
Development Award and its effectiveness in evaluating schools efforts in
character development. With more than 190 schools that have received the
Character Development Award and a period of more than three years since
the start of the awarding process, research work with a focus on the
Character Development Award and its effects in schools will be beneficial for
SMOE to measure the overall progress in character education. Given that
one of the outcomes of Singapore’s education system is to produce morally
upright and responsible citizens, this research study would verify the progress
made towards this educational outcome. Furthermore, the research findings
could be used by SMOE to further fine-tune its current evaluation criteria or to
formulate new evaluation criteria that might better serve its needs to
recognise high quality character development programmes in schools, should
this be deemed appropriate. As of November 2009, SMOE had not done any
formal review or evaluation publication on the Character Development Award
and its criteria and this research might be able to serve as one of the possible
sources for SMOFE’s reference. This information was confirmed during the
researcher’s presentation to the SMOE’s Character Development Branch on

the 16™ November 2009. Educators and character development curriculum
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planners could also use the study to identify possible schools that had shown
promising character development programmes and learn from them. This
research study might even provide the impetus for more research work to be
carried out in character development within the context of Singapore’s
schools, especially with the emphasis of SMOE on providing holistic

education for students.

1.5 Overview of Methodology

A quantitative research methodology was used to measure students, staff
and parents evaluations in the character development inputs and outcomes
within schools. The survey instrument that was used is called the Collective
Responsibility for Excellence and Ethics (CREE) version 2.7 Short (see
Appendix C, D, E) designed by Khemelkov and Davidson (2008a). The
instrument was designed to capture the inputs and outputs of these
stakeholders in the life of the school community towards character
development. Given the important roles that these stakeholders play in the
development and formation of students, the survey instrument has three
different survey questionnaires that were used to capture the critical
information from the stakeholders. All the data was collected anonymously
and the presentation of the data does not identify any of the participating
schools. During the data collection process, random sampling method was

used to administer the surveys to students, teachers and parents. The data
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gathered from the survey instrument was used to generate findings through

SPSS for further analysis.

1.6 Outline of the Research Study

The research study is presented in this thesis in six chapters. Chapter 1 is the
introductory chapter that describes the introduction of the research study with
an overview of the background to Singapore’s education emphasis in
character development and how this emphasis led to the research proposal,
research questions and the hypotheses for the research. Chapter 2 is the
literature review chapter that critiques the various major character
development theories that had evolved over the last few decades in character
education. The review would also highlight the definitional issues involved in
character education and how character development could be measured
through a proper process in defining constructs. Chapter 3 gives the details of
the survey instrument and its three major surveys for students, parents and
teachers. The various constructs used in the respective surveys are explained
to provide a better understanding of the overall usage of the survey
instrument to measure the outcomes of character development as per defined.
Chapter 4 provides the details of the research methodology used throughout
the research study, the profile of the respondents, validity and reliability of the
research instrument and the various processes that were required to conduct

a research work in Singapore’s schools. Chapter 5 presents the statistical
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analysis of the findings from the research study in response to the research
questions formulated in Chapter 1. Chapter 6 discusses the verification of the
hypotheses, educational implications for character education and
recommendations for improvements to the current research study for potential
researchers who would desire to conduct similar research in the context of

Singapore’s schools.

1.7 Limitations

Although the research study was conducted smoothly in the various schools,
there were several research limitations encountered which did not allow the

research to be conducted in the most ideal conditions.

Firstly, the study was limited to schools that were willing to be part of the
research and the availability of certain ideal schools that met the criteria was

not accessible for the research.

Secondly, the study was limited to the accuracy of data generated by the

survey questionnaires. While this research used a proven survey instrument,

the researcher had to ensure the reliability and validity of the data collected.

Lastly, it was unfortunate that the period of the data collection was during the

peak season of the Avian H1N1 influenza virus where schools did not allow
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any external visitor to enter into their premises given the infectious nature of
this virus. As a result of this unexpected pandemic that took place in
Singapore, the researcher could not personally conduct the surveys and had
to depend on the appointed staff members to conduct them. The researcher
took time to ensure that the appointed staff members had understood the
surveys before conducting them. Given that the surveys were deemed to be
easily understood by the stakeholders, the appointed staff members did not

face any difficulty in conducting the surveys with the various stakeholders.

1.8 Summary

Character education has always been an important goal in the education
landscape in Singapore. The different initiatives and thrusts undertaken by
SMOE such as the Civics and Moral Education Programme, Social and
Emotional Learning and Character Development Award showed the
increasing emphasis in character development as one of the key outcomes in
education. With increasing number of schools receiving recognition for their
quality programmes in Character Development through the Character
Development Award since 2006, this study attempted to determine if the
current criteria in evaluating schools are fulfilling its objectives in recognising
schools with high quality character development programmes. Given that the
Character Development Award has been in operation for more than three

years since its inception in 2006, this study would provide additional findings
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to further strengthen the endeavour for holistic education in Singapore’s

education scene.

With the background of the research study being provided in this chapter, the

next chapter will examine the theoretical framework for character education

and the empirical support for character development.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides the literature review of the development in character
education and the various major theories involved in character development.
The definitional issues involving character education will be discussed and
the definition used for the research study will also be identified. One of the
areas that will be discussed and vital to the understanding of character
development is the measurability of outcomes in character development
programmes. In order to provide common understanding of the various
concepts that are important for this research study, this chapter will be
organised into several sections to facilitate this. Section 2.2 will begin the
discussion of definitional issues involved in character education and the
definition of character that will be used throughout the research study. Once
the definitions of character and its constructs are determined, Section 2.3 will
discuss the major theories in character education and how the various
theories have been integrated with each other to strengthen the process of
character education in schools. With the understanding of character
development theories, Section 2.4 will investigate the validity of character
education and highlight various empirical studies that have been conducted to
determine what consists effective character development programmes. From

these empirically proven character development programmes, the content
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and strategies of character development that are used will then be discussed

in Section 2.5 and 2.6 respectively.

2.2 Definitions & Standardisation of Terms

The issues of character and moral development are not new where earlier
writings on this topic can be found in the first three decades of the twentieth
century (e.g. Dewey, 1909; Durkheim, 1925; Haviland, 1921; MacCunn,
1920). However, it is only in the last forty years that contemporary
researchers have placed their concentration and resources to character and
moral education research (Berkowitz & Bier, 2006). In order to facilitate
greater clarity on the different important concepts that will be used in the
research study, it is imperative for the definitions of character and its
constructs in this research study to be stated and the usage of terms to be
standardised in order to bring a unified reference and understanding

whenever these terms are used.

It is common to find in literatures that the two words character and moral are
often used interchangeably when used with terms such as Character/Moral
Development, Character/Moral Education or Character/Moral Programmes
(Berkowitz & Fekula, 1999; Berkowitz, 2004; Lapsley, 2008; Schwartz, 2008;
Vessels & Huitt, 2005). Some authors would even use the phrase Moral
Character to give a greater emphasis to the reference of morality in character.

Given that the context of research is Singapore, it will be more beneficial in
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the research process to use terms that are already familiar among the
different stakeholders of Singapore’s education system. This reduces the
unnecessary explanation of terms and to ensure that the stakeholders
involved in the research process have the same understanding when these

terms are used.

The terms that are frequently used in Singapore’s schools because of the
Character Development Award are Character Education and Character
Development rather than Moral Education and Moral Development though the
latter terms are more frequently used in the United Kingdom. Given the
greater familiarity with the word character than moral, it is more appropriate
and less confusing in the research process and throughout the study to
standardise the usage of the word character rather than moral when
referencing Character Development and Character Education. In this study it
is assumed that Moral Education carries the same concept as Character
Education and Moral Development is referring to the same process of
Character Development. With this standardisation, the definition will have to
be determined to ensure that the same meaning is used throughout the

research process.

In the field of Character Education research, there exists a myriad of

definitions for terms such as Character, Character Education and Character

Development (Berkowitz, 1997; Smagorinsky & Taxel, 2005). The various
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definitions exist because different researchers are referring to the different
elements and dimensions in the study of character. Some even used different
terms to refer to the same constructs, resulting in more complications in the
process of having clear definitions for the various terms (Berkowitz & Bier,
2006). Berkowitz and Bier (2007:30) highlighted that “character education is
part of a semantic minefield”, where many terms are “complicated by
historical changes, political affiliations, public connotations, and turf battle
over established terms” (cf Howard, Berkowitz & Schaeffer, 2004). Although it
is almost impossible to have unified definitions for the terms being used
among researchers in field of Character Education, it is still required within
the framework of this research study to determine an appropriate
standardised definition for character and its constructs. The constructs will
eventually be operationalised and used to collect data for the quantitative
survey among the school’s stakeholders. The process of determining a
standardised definition will be carried out by first examining the definition
used by SMOE in Section 2.2.1, followed by listing the various definitions
used by experts in the field in Section 2.2.2 and thereafter, a recommendation

of the definition that will be used throughout this research study.
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2.2.1 Definition by Singapore Ministry of Education

With the launch of the Character Development Award, Singapore Ministry of
Education (SMOE) has defined character as such:

“Character can be defined as moral excellence or firmness in a person. It
involves making and acting on ethical judgments in a social context, and

includes positively held dispositions and qualities.” (SMOE, 2006: 2)

“Given that character consists of the three inter-twining strands of values,
skills and behaviour, character development, simply put, is the teaching of
sound values and social-emotional skills, and provision of opportunities for
pupils to demonstrate behaviour consistent with these values through the use

of social-emotional skills taught.” (SMOE, 2006: 4)

SMOE has defined character as possessing positive qualities and
demonstrating moral excellence in making ethical decisions in social context.
It believes that character development can take place through the teaching of
moral values and social emotional skills, and the provision of platforms for

students to demonstrate these moral values and skills in a consistent manner.

2.2.2 Definitions by Experts in Character Education
There are many definitions that can be derived from publications of
recognised character education researchers. Some have defined character

as a simple series of things that one should do and should avoid, while others
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have defined character as a complex set of psychological functions of human
thinking, affection and cognition. Instead of examining all of the definitions
that can be found, the following discussion will analyse grouping of definitions
that carried similar constructs of character. Although the following discussion
is not exhaustive in the possible list of definitions in character, it provides a
good overview of the numerous definitions that have been used to define

character.

Waynne and Walberg (1984) give a simple definition of character as
“engaging in morally relevant conduct or words, or refraining from certain
conduct or words”. In their views, character deals with the aspects of saying
and doing what is morally right and not doing and saying what is morally
unacceptable. Character is seen from one’s behaviours through words and

deeds.

Another group of definitions goes beyond the outward behaviours and is used
by Baumrind (1998), Hay, Castle, Stimson & Davies (1995), Huitt (2000) and
Lickona (1997) and organisation such as Character Education Partnership
(Berkowitz, 1999). This group of definitions carried similar constructs of
character where character is defined as the possession of virtues where
virtues comprise moral knowledge, moral affections and moral behaviours
that are consistently lived out for the good of others. Character in this group

of definitions is a set of moral virtues that are consistently demonstrated in
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one’s thinking, affections and behaviours when dealings with others in social
settings. This set of moral virtues distinguishes one from others through the

prosocial qualities that would consider the welfare of others before self.

A third group of definitions used by Berkowitz (1997), Pritchard (1988) and
Vessels and Huitt (2005) defines character as a multi-faceted, complex and
consistent set of psychological and behavioural qualities that allow one to be
a responsible and good moral agent when encountering life events. Berkowitz
(2002) even elaborated this complexity by identifying seven psychological
components that will affect character, namely: moral behaviour, moral values,
moral emotion, moral reasoning, moral identity, moral personality and

metacharacteristics.

Another interesting definition by Schwartz (2005) defines character as a form
of self development in preparation for social and moral responsibilities to
others and to further develop others to reach higher levels of morality and
accomplishment. This definition differs from others given that it includes the
expression of helping others to reach higher levels of morality besides

attaining them by the individual.

Therefore, it can be seen from the various definitions that it is an

insurmountable task to find a common definition for character given the

different constructs that the different definitions have. However, it can be
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deduced from the numerous definitions that there are various elements
commonly found in them. These elements include the mastery of self and
one’s emotions, the ethical treatment of others, the possession of moral
knowledge, and the ability to engage moral reasoning and demonstrating
moral behaviours. One important point to highlight is that in most of these
definitions, it appears that character is expressed through one’s behaviour
and conduct in relating with others in a social community. Both Baumrind and
Schwartz seemingly give more comprehensive definitions to include the ability

to perform tasks that will benefit one self and others.

The inclusion of the ability to perform tasks together with the ability to

demonstrate ethical behaviour towards others fit very well into the definition of

Davidson, Lickona and Khmelkov (2008) where they proposed that character

comprised both moral character and performance character. This definition by

Davidson et al. has been derived and validated after:

e a review of more than one thousand four hundred books, articles and
reports

e full day site visits of twenty-four character award winning high school in
America

e input and feedback from a National Experts Panel of thirty-three experts in
adolescent development and character education

e interviews with other high schools’ stakeholders
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Davidson et al. (2008:373) define character as “two essential and connected
parts: performance character and moral character”. When one uses the term
character, it consists of two essential interrelated parts which are

performance character and moral character.

Performance character refers to a mastery orientation where “it consists of
qualities needed to realise one’s potential for excellence in any performance
environment” (Davidson et al., 2008: 373). This list of possible qualities for
performance character can be seen through self-discipline, perseverance,
diligence, a positive attitude, not afraid to try and fail, and ingenuity. This is
not an exhaustive list but serves as a good reference for performance
character traits. As for moral character, it refers to a relational orientation
where “it consists of qualities needed for successful interpersonal
relationships and ethical conduct” (Davidson et al., 2008: 374). This list of
possible qualities for moral character can be expressed through integrity,
justice, care, trust-worthiness and cooperation. Moral character allows one to
treat others with respect and live with ethical integrity. These two essential
parts of character are closely related where performance character allows
one to do well in one’s work and moral character ensures that one also does
it in an ethical way within society. This definition of having the components of
moral and performance within character allows one to possess good moral
reasoning ability and to live out moral behaviours in harmony with one’s

beliefs. The other advantage for using this definition is that it allows character
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to be defined and operationalised in a clear manner where it permits moral

qualities to be quantified and measured.

The strength of this definition by Davidson et al. (2008) is in its inclusion of
performance orientation towards task accomplishment that is coupled with the
moral orientation in accomplishing the task in an ethical manner. This
definition prevents the dichotomy of academic achievements and moral
excellence in schools where one can have both without compromising each
other. Teachers and students do not need to struggle to balance the need to
excel in moral behaviour and performing well in their studies since this
definition encompasses both. This definition is also suitable for the context of
Singapore given SMOE’s emphasis on academic achievements and the latest
focus to ensure that character development takes place among its students

through the schools.

This research study would use the definition of character crafted by Davidson
et al. (2008) given its holistic approach in encompassing the two key
elements of performance character and moral character for students in
schools. With the definition and constructs of character being determined, the
next section will explore the different theories of moral and character

education.
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2.3 Theories of Moral and Character Education

Many educators and academic researchers believe that the purpose of
schooling cannot be confined to only knowledge transmission between
teachers and students. The reason is because teaching by itself is a moral
act of reflecting teachers’ personal moral character and values regardless of
the subject content (DeVries & Zan, 1994; Fensternmacher, 1990; Hansen,
1995; Lasley, 1997; Schewartz, 2005, 2008; Sockett, 1993; Tom, 1984). This
takes place through the way teachers interact with students on a regular
basis where students will invariably observe, imitate, discuss and even model
after teachers’ responses. Given the authoritative role that teachers hold in
the eyes of the students, it is inevitable for teachers to serve as moral agents
or moral exemplars of students’ moral character development (Campbell,
2008; Frenstermacher, 2001; Katz, Noddings & Strike, 1999; Reitz, 1998;
Sizer & Sizer, 1999). That is why many educators and education researchers
are convinced that it is an undeniable fact that moral character formation of
students is one of the foundational goals of formal education (Berkowitz &
Fekula, 1999; Dewey, 1909; Goodman & Lesnick, 2001; McClellan, 1999).
Furthermore, given the long hours that students spend with teachers within
the school community, there is an expectation on teachers to play a critical
role in the moral character formation of students besides helping them to

learn academic content (Watson, 2008).
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Given the awareness and importance of moral character formation in the
educational journey of students, educators and educational psychologists
have developed various moral and character education theories to assist
them in implementing their curriculum which will be discussed in the following

sections (Section 2.3.1 t0 2.3.4).

23.1 Two Approaches: Moral Education versus Character
Education
Different scholars and researchers have used the term “moral education” and
“character development” interchangeably and the latest book published by
Routledge in this area has the title of Handbook of Moral and Character
Education (Nucci & Narvaez, 2008) to show that both character and moral
education are referring to the same process of character formation in students.
Some would even merge the two terms together and call it moral character
education to bring a greater emphasis to this process (e.g. Lapsley & Lasky,

2005; Nucci, 2006; Vessels & Huitt, 2005).

However, some scholars have differentiated moral education from character
education as two different approaches achieving the same aim as highlighted
by Narvaez (2006) and Snarey and Samuelson (2008). The two approaches
are namely, the Traditional Character Education and Rational Moral

Education. The understanding of these two approaches will bring clarity to the
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different definitions that are currently used in different publications concerning

character development.

2.3.2 Traditional Character Education

Traditional Character Education approach believes in “the inculcation of
virtuous traits of character as the proper aim of education” (Narvaez,
2006:703). This approach emphasises the importance of content in morality
and the environment in shaping the behaviours of students (Bennett, 1991;
Durkheim, 1925; Wynne, 1991; Wynne & Ryan, 1993). The content of
morality is delivered through the direct teaching of “virtues and exemplary
character traits, role modelling and reinforcement of good behaviours”
(Snarey & Samuelson, 2008:55). The agents of delivery will most probably be
parents, teachers and recognised moral authorities in the lives of students.
Inherent in this approach is the usage of cultural socialisation or cultural
transmission where social norms are used to influence one’s thinking, feeling
and behaviour towards what is socially acceptable. These social norms are
formed and maintained through communities such as families, schools and
even religious organisations through verbal instruction, role modelling and
group reinforcement. Through these communities, social norms are accepted
and lived out without being coerced (Coser & Rosenberg, 1964). Durkheim,
who was one of the earliest leading advocates for collective moral
socialisation in the late nineteen century, did distinguish the importance of

personal autonomy from blind submission to social horms. He emphasised
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the need for one to be in full knowledge of the consequences of different
courses of actions and not mere following of moral instructions (Durkheim,
1925; Snarey & Samuelson, 2008). Durkheim did not advocate indoctrination
but emphasised the importance of explanation so that one could be part of
the socialisation process with the full understanding of its benefits and not

blindly following or being coerced into the following of these social norms.

Durkheim (1925) identified three elements of morality as the possible end
goals for character education:

e Spirit of discipline

It is the consistent conduct and reliable behaviour that couple with the respect

for social norms and having a reverence for authority.

e Attachment to social groups and the spirit of altruism

Morality takes place within a group or society where it is a social and
interpersonal activity. The extent that one is a moral being is when one is a
social being within one’s community. Morality is not meant for a self-serving
individual who is not attached to or belongs to a group. Conversely, morality
takes place within one’s community where collective responsibility is central

to moral development.
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e Autonomy and self-determination

Although the society is the final authority for the child, the decision whether to
follow the society’s rules must be determined by the child albeit the social and
relationship pressures surrounding the child to conform. This is to prevent any

form of blind allegiance that does not come from one’s convictions.

Given the importance of social relationships in the formation of one’s
autonomy, adults would serve as mentors and determine the correct set of
values that children would have in order to possess appropriate behaviours
and attitudes that are acceptable in the given society. Therefore, the roles of
parents, teachers and communities at large are very important and significant
to maintain an appropriate environment in the shaping of students’ character
development within the Traditional Character Education approach (Wynne

and Ryan, 1993).

In one of SMOE’s current compulsory programmes for all schools, Civics and
Moral Education, the Traditional Character Education approach is used in the
direct teaching of desired values and behaviours for students to exhibit
towards each other and the country. Besides the direct teaching by moral
authority figures like teachers, there is also the usage of the school
community to build social norms and behaviours for the desired values and
conduct as espoused by the programme’s outcomes. Durkheim’s three

elements of morality can be found in the way that Civics and Moral Education
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is currently conducted in schools given the objective for building cohesion and
racial harmony among its citizens. In many ways, Singapore schools have
been using Durkheim’s approach for its current citizen education but there is
a growing trend towards using different approaches for effective character

education among schools.

Many scholars disputed the lasting effectiveness of Traditional Character
Education stating that its methodologies were superficial, outdated and
inappropriate (Kohn, 1997a, 1997b; Leming, 1997; Nash, 1997). Kohlberg
(1981, 1984) opposed it because of its overemphasis in specific set of virtues
and character traits, resulting in moral absolutism where one set of virtues
was more important than others. Furthermore, the true meaning of each virtue
might not be fully understood given the emphasis on behaviour as the evident
outcome rather than the understanding of each virtue. He labelled the
process as tantamount to indoctrination where the system of rewarding and
punishing students by the community with a set of adult’s rules and beliefs
were not acceptable. He criticised the usage of the concept of community as
equivalent to submission to authorities where children were indirectly being
forced to take on beliefs that would not truly personalise. Kohn criticised the
use of exhortations, memorisations and punishments to enforce the learning
of a set of virtues given that these methods would not enhance one’s learning
(Anderson, 1989). Kohn (1997a) berated this approach given its underlying

premise that human nature was inherently self-centred and aggressive,
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instead of human nature being good. The approach might provide short term
compliance by the students but it had no lasting effects in advancing their
moral reasoning and motivation (Solomon, Watson & Battistich, 2002). Given
these criticism, many turned towards other forms of character and moral
education theories. One of the more acceptable and popular alternatives was

the Rational Moral Education.

2.3.3 Rational Moral Education

Rational Moral Education approach is defined as the process “to facilitate the
development of autonomous moral judgement and the ability to resolve
disputes and reach consensus according to canons of fairness” (Narvaez,
2006:703). This approach is strongly influenced by Jean Piaget and
Lawrence Kohlberg’'s cognitive development approach where the emphasis is
on the development of personal reasoning and autonomy (Piaget, 1947, 1970;
Kohlberg, 1981, 1984). The belief is that every child is a philosopher and will

actively construct and make sense of one’s own world.

For Piaget, he identified that every person’s moral development would move
from heteronomous to autonomous morality although he did not elaborate
how one would move from the heteronomous to autonomous stage. Although
Piaget was cautious not to use the term ‘stages’ for the movement from
heteronomous to autonomous, the cognitive development process from one

state to another could be clearly seen in his theory. The main difference is
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that a person with heteronomous morality will only see consequence as a
direct cause and effect of one’s conduct and behaviours. On the other hand,
a person with autonomous morality will work with the surrounding
environment and people to achieve the best outcomes for oneself and those

around (cf. Snarey & Samuelson, 2008).

It was Kohlberg who later expanded Piaget’s theory and further developed a
Six-stage Moral Development Model that brought a major contribution to the
development of moral psychology (Lapsley, 2008). In his model, Kohlberg
believed that everyone would undergo an evolving structure of cognitive
developmental stages when one encountered disequilibrium in the
understanding of moral issues. The disequilibrium experienced at one level
would provide the impetus to move to another level of cognitive moral stage,
resulting in a more adequate ability to handle complex reasoning and
perspective taking (Narvaez, 2006). It was believed that through such
reflective reasoning process, students’ behaviours could be positively
influenced towards appropriate moral judgements and actions in their daily
lives (Blatt & Kohlberg, 1975; Rest, 1986; Oser, 1991), albeit the need for

more significant and convincing evidence towards this claim.

The process of moral cognitive development can take place through “moral

dilemma discussion, role play, collaborative peer interaction and a democratic

classroom and school culture” (Snarey & Samuelson, 2008: 55). The role of
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teachers is not to teach the virtues directly but to facilitate the learning
process for students to develop reflective reasoning in justice and fairness
through moral discussions. It is a form of indirect approach to moral
development as compared with Traditional Character Education. Through
moral dilemma discussions with peers, students learn to set aside egoism to
be impartial towards the issues being discussed and use universal principles
to make moral point of views that would benefit the welfare of everyone
(Frankena, 1973). The end objective of using these dilemma discussions to
engage students is to move them to a higher level of moral reasoning as

theorised by Kohlberg.

Kohlberg’s Six-stage Moral Development Model comprised the following
stages (Kohlberg, 1981, 1984, 1987; Siddle Walker & Snarey, 2004):

e Stage 1: Obedience and punishment orientation

This is the stage where morality is egocentric and heteronomous where one
at this stage is not aware of the interests of others. The motivation is to meet

one’s needs and to avoid punishment.

e Stage 2: Instrumental purpose and exchange
This is the stage where morality is to follow the rules as long as they benefit
one’s immediate interest as express through pragmatic exchanges with like-

minded others.
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e Stage 3: Mutual interpersonal expectations, good relations
This is the stage where morality is to conform to the expectations of people
within one’s social community in order to be part of the community. The focus

is towards the community and being part of the community.

e Stage 4: Social system and conscience maintenance
This is the stage where morality is to uphold and maintain the social order
and rules of the society. The focus is to contribute to the good of one’s

society, community or institution.

e Stage 5: Prior rights and social contract
This is the stage where morality is prior to social conventions and legal
regulation and when conflict arises between moral principles and legality, the

former must be upheld.

e Stage 6: Universal ethical principles
This is the stage where morality is governed by universal ethical principles

where human dignity is of utmost importance.

Kohlberg further classified the first two stages as being the Pre-conventional
Level, stage 3 and 4 as the Conventional Level and the last two stages as the
Post-conventional Level. At the Pre-conventional Level, an individual focus is

egocentric where the concern is for one’s self-interest through pragmatic
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exchanging with like-minded people (Lapsley, 2006; Snarey & Samuelson,
2008). At the Conventional Level, an individual treasures group membership
and understands the value of community relationships where one needs to
think beyond the egocentric perspective to include the perspectives of others.
At the Post-conventional level, an individual is no longer limited by rules, laws,
expectations or conventions of others but one’s decision making process is

determined solely by moral principles.

Kohlberg also recommended three proven pedagogical methods that would

promote one’s moral stage from one level to another. These methods are

namely:

e Moral exemplars — the usage of real life human persons who have lived
their lives embracing moral principles in their thoughts and behaviours
where their lifestyle can inspire others to do likewise (Kohlberg, 1981,

1984).

e Dilemma discussions — the usage of real life moral dilemma issues to
generate discussions among students where such peer level
engagements have been proven to bring about significant gains in moral
reasoning ability (Higgins, 1980; Kruger, 1992; Walker & Taylor, 1991). It
is also shown through research studies that students with higher moral
stage reasoning will help to advance peers with lower moral stage

reasoning to the next higher stage through peer level discussions of moral
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issues (Blatt & Kohlberg, 1975; Enright, Lapsley, Harries & Shawver, 2001;

Walker, 1982; Walker & Taylor, 1991).

e Just Community schools — the usage of school community where its
culture and environment provide the opportunities for students to practice
democratic governance and see the consequence of implementing
decisions made by consensus of the community (Power, Higgins &
Kohlberg, 1989). The Just Community approach provides and promotes
moral development and group responsibilities through the culture and

practices of the school community (Power, Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2008).

Given the political involvement in education and the desired outcome towards
nation building, the current moral education materials used in Singapore’s
schools may face certain challenges in using the Rational Moral Education
approach. This is because the current materials used in the Civics and Moral
Education have a very definite specific political and social agenda where the
desired outcomes may not encourage students to move beyond Stage 4 of
Kohlberg’s Model of Moral Development. Secondly, the methodology
currently adopted in Singapore’s schools is through direct teaching of specific
moral values and behaviours and this opposes the ideal method of facilitating
students to develop reflective reasoning in justice and fairness through moral
discussions. Unless there is a major shift in SMOE's approach in conducting

its Civics and Moral Education, it is very unlikely that a Rational Moral
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Education approach will be utilised in the schools. However, with the slew of
character development programmes that are self-crafted and designed by
schools without the intervention of SMOE, there may be a high possibility for
schools to adopt a Rational Moral Education approach to meet the needs of

their students.

Although Kohlberg has contributed significantly in the area of cognitive moral
development, his theories and Rational Moral Education are not without their
critics. Given that the nature of Kohlberg's theory as being child centred,
Rational Moral Education has been criticised as disregarding proven
Traditional Character Educational methods such as direct teaching of good
and unacceptable behaviours (cf. Benninga, 1991; Bennett, 1991; Kilpatrick,
1992). This resulted in the lack of explicit teaching content in morality and
ethical virtues, and giving of too much power to children by allowing them to
make decisions that are meant for adults to enforce such as punishments for
rule violations (Wynne, 1991). The main crux of the issue is whether children
possess the moral ability and maturity to make decisions that are originally
meant for adults. Power without maturity can be detrimental to both children’s
moral development and the school environment where teacher’s authority

may risk being undermined.

The other criticism of Rational Moral Education is the lack of convincing

empirical evidence between moral reasoning and moral action (Blasi, 1980).
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Although there is a positive relationship between moral reasoning and moral
action, moral reasoning does not always result in moral action and behaviour
due to other mediating factors (cf. Bebeau, 2002; Palmer 2003; Thoma, 1994).
Kohlberg recognised this gap and the many other factors that would
determine moral behaviour besides that of moral reasoning and judgment
(Kohlberg, Levine & Hewer, 1983). This led Kohlberg to re-examine
Durkheim’s concept of moral development through the socialisation process
within a community and included it as one of the critical components of his
theory of moral development as seen through the Just Community approach

mentioned earlier.

Both Traditional Character Education and Rational Moral Education have
contributed significantly towards the theories of character development.
However, the last two decades have seen the combining of both the
Traditional Character and Rational Moral Education approaches into one
single approach — the Integrative Approach, which will be the focus of the

next section.
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2.3.4 Integrative Approaches

In order to harness the best of both the Traditional Character and Rational
Moral Education approaches, contemporary character development
researchers have merged the strengths of both approaches into an
integrative approach. Even Kohlberg himself moved towards an integrative
approach as he realised that moral reasoning alone would not always result
in moral action (Blasi, 1980). Kohlberg’s integrative approach included the
dimension of community involvement in the process of moral development
through modelling and collective socialisation of the moral content. Kohlberg’s
integrative approach comprises the usage of moral exemplars (Kohlberg,
1984), dilemma discussions (Kohlberg & Lickona, 1987) and Just Community
Schools (Power et al., 1989). Besides Kohlberg, many leading character
researchers such as Berkwoitz (1997), Lickona (1991a, 1991b) and Schaps,
Battistich & Solomon (1997) have also integrated both the Traditional
Character Education and Rational Moral Education to form their respective

integrative approaches.

There is a growing trend among leading researchers to use integrative
approaches as they bring about “an intentional, holistic, comprehensive,
empirically derived approach to character development” (Narvaez, 2008: 316).
It is not surprising that the latest assessment instruments recommended by
leading character education institution such as Character Education

Partnership in America are usually integrative in nature. A few examples of
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such instruments are Character in Action Survey (Khmelkov & Davidson,
2006), Collective Responsibility for Excellence and Ethics (Khmelkov &
Davidson, 2008) and Character Education Quality Standards (Character
Education Programme, 2008). The overall aim of these assessment
instruments is to evaluate students’ demonstration of both moral reasoning
ability and moral behaviours through their interactions within the school

community.

Given SMOE's aim to provide holistic education with the special focus to
promote character education, the usage of integrative approach in character
development will increase in schools. As schools have the autonomy to
create their own programmes, various and diversified means will be used to
engage students through dialogues and interactions rather than solely using
Traditional Character Education where direct teaching methods are mainly
used. The researcher’s research study with the various schools in Singapore
confirmed the findings that schools are using integrative approaches in their
character education. The trend in using integrative approaches will continue
to grow as SMOE encourages schools to craft effective character

development programmes for their students.

Narvaez (2006) proposed a theoretical model for the Integrative Approach

that attempted to reconcile the differences raised earlier in the Traditional

Character and Rational Moral Education approaches. He named this model
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as the Integrative Ethical Education. His theoretical model will be discussed
here as it contains and summarises many of the components found in the
various integrative approaches used in many current character development
programmes. There are three foundational ideas that formed Narvaez’s

Integrative Ethical Education model and they are:

e Moral development is developing expertise

The concept of expertise is defined as “a refined, deep understanding that is
evident in practice and action” (Narvaez, 2006:716). This means that moral
development is developing the moral knowledge and understanding of a
person that results in a definite moral behavioural action. The first implication
that can be derived from this foundational idea for educators is to include the
teaching of processes and skills of moral behaviour in the school’s curriculum.
This is to enable students to translate moral knowledge and understanding
into moral behaviours through step by step processes and skills taught to
them, living out in reality what they know cognitively. The intent is to remove
possible gaps between knowing the content of morality to the point of acting
on the content through their behaviours. The second implication for educators
is to teach both moral virtues and moral reasoning to the students. The
teaching of both moral virtues (Traditional Character Education approach)
and moral reasoning (Rational Moral Education approach) is to ensure that

students know the content of morality and also the ability to make moral
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judgments with the daily issues that they will face (Gutmann & Thompson,

1996).

e Education is transformative and interactive

Firstly, education is transformative and interactive because children transform
themselves based on the environment that they are responding to and acting
upon (Varela, Thompson & Rosch, 1991). Secondly, education is
transformative and interactive because children flourish and become highly
motivated when their needs for belonging, competence and autonomy are
met in the environment that they are put into (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Eccles,
2004). The educational implication for this idea is that educators should set
up well-structured environments that encourage acceptable moral ethical
intuitions. These intuitions are formed through perceptions received in the
school culture through interactions with staff and peers of the students. The
second implication is to design curriculum that integrates with academic
instruction where teachers use every possible opportunity in the class settings

to facilitate character education.

e Human nature is cooperative and self-actualising

Moral expertise is by nature, relational. It is also human nature to be social
beings and live in cooperative and communal manner (Fiske, 2004; Ridley,
1996). Therefore, for one to demonstrate virtues and to exercise moral

judgments, one has to live in a community in order to achieve them. The
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educational implication for this idea is that educators should help students
build community within and outside of the school (Strike, 2008). These
communities that students are involved in will provide the needed
environment and role models to coach them in their character development.
Secondly, these communities provide the place for the skills of character to
be practiced and lived out (Benson, 2003; Lickona, Schaps & Lewis, 2007;

Lies, Bronk & Mariano, 2008; Narvaez, Bock, Endicott & Lies, 2004).

As we can see from the model of Integrative Ethical Education, the advantage
of the integrative approach is having the combined strengths of both the
Traditional Character and Rational Moral Education. The introduction of the
Character Development Award by SMOE can be seen as a progressive step
forward to recognise effective character development programmes that goes
beyond the current moral and civics education programmes that used
Traditional Character Education approach to one that is integrative in nature.
However, as with any approach in character education, there will still be
issues and challenges that need to be addressed in order for it to be effective
in shaping the character formation of students. Some of these issues involve
the leadership implementation processes (Berkowitz & Bier, 2006; DeRoche
& Williams, 2001), the skills of teachers in carrying out the character
development initiatives with the students (Berkowitz, 1998; Lickona, 1993;
Ryan & Bohlin, 1999), the support of the stakeholders in the schools (Lickona

et al., 2007) and whether the character development programmes are truly
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meeting the objectives that they are set out to do. It is because of these
issues that have led some educators to doubt the true effectiveness of
character development programmes. In the next section, the effectiveness of
character development programmes will be examined through the various

empirical studies conducted to validate their claims.

2.4 Effectiveness of Character Development Programmes

Many scholars oppose character development programmes because the true
effectiveness of such programmes is doubted and some even overrated
(Davis, 2003; Hartshorne & May, 1930). Mosher (1980) criticised the
popularity of character development programmes as very little strong
evidence of their effects and long term merits existed. The lack of empirical
data to validate the outcomes of character development programmes seems
to be the missing component for greater endorsement from the academic
community (Leming, 2008). This missing component will directly determine if
character development programmes are indeed effective in producing the
desired outcomes in students, especially when there are many such
programmes commercially available today. The central question that needs to
be answered in the quest for empirical evidence to support the effectiveness
of character development programmes is whether we can measure character
development outcomes. Many critics of character development programmes

will only be convinced of their effectiveness when the character development
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outcomes can be measured from students (Leming, 1993). This question is
also pertinent to this research study because if the outcomes cannot be
measured, it may imply that the Character Development Award criteria
determined by SMOE may not be measuring what it proposes to do.
Furthermore, this question will need to be answered in order for this research

study and its research questions to be research worthy and valid respectively.

From the literature review on character education and development, there is
empirical evidence that shows the possibility for character development
outcomes to be measured as long as the constructs for measurement are well
defined (see Corrigan, Grove, Vincent, Chapman & Walls 2007; Berkowitz &
Bier, 2007; Flay, Alfred, Ji, Segawa, Burns & Campbell 2005; Hendrix,
Luedtke & Barlow, 2004; Rudd & Stoll, 2004). There are attempts by various
character development researchers to document procedures for conducting
empirical research studies that measure character development outcomes
through one’s reasoning, feeling of self and outward behaviours. Furthermore,
there is an increasing awareness for the need to have empirically measurable
outcomes in current character development programmes given that much
empirical research work had been done in the past by proponents of Rational
Moral Education (cf. Blatt, 1969; Blatt & Kohlberg, 1975; Lawrence, 1980;
Schaefli, Rest & Thoma,1985). Given that most contemporary character
development researchers use integrative approaches in their character

development programmes, latest empirical research work is needed to
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validate the effectiveness of these programmes. There is a general
consensus among researchers that effective character education must be
accompanied by an eventual change in the behaviours of students where this
change will benefit students in both their moral formation and academic
performance (Berkowitz & Bier, 2007; Davidson et al., 2008; Skaggs &

Bodenhorn, 2006).

In the recent years, there has been meta analysis done to compile empirically

proven character development programmes that are found to be effective in

their outcomes. An example of such an effort is the compilation carried out by

Berkowitz and Bier (2006) in their major research project, What Works in

Character Education (WWCE), which compiled a list of character education

programmes that were proven by scientific means for their effectiveness. The

process of selection and validation involved the following:

e Expert advisory panel's review and recommendation of programmes
within the last four decades

e Electronic literature reviews from electric databases

e Review of chapters and articles from seven hundred and sixty documents

e Direct contacts with character programmes developers and evaluators of

these programmes after the initial review and recommendation

A total of one hundred and nine studies were reviewed, and after a series of

programme effectiveness assessments, thirty-three programmes were found
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to satisfy the criteria for a scientifically-based character development
programme and that each of these programmes had to be cited in at least
one academic journal article. The effectiveness of these programmes was
proven through outcomes stated and measured with scientifically acceptable
methods. Therefore, from the rigorous empirical reviews and compilation
conducted by Berkowitz and Bier, they concluded that the effectiveness of
character education could indeed be measured as long as two criteria were
found. The first criterion is to state the definition of character and its
constructs, and the second criterion is to determined the set of outcomes for
the character development programmes before the implementation of the
programmes (Berkowitz, Battistich & Bier, 2008). These two criteria are
closely related as the definition of character will determine its constructs and
the eventual expected outcomes when the programmes are implemented

(Berkowitz, 1999).

From the thirty-three empirically proven character development programmes,
Berkowitz and Bier also listed both the most commonly found content
elements and pedagogical implementation strategies in effective character
development programmes. The former comprised three content elements,
namely, Explicit Character Education Programmes, Social and Emotional
Curriculum, and Academic Curriculum Integration. The latter comprised five
strategies, namely, Professional Development for Implementation, Interactive

Teaching and Learning Strategies, Direct Teaching Strategies,
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Family/Community Participation and Modelling/Mentoring. The details of the
content elements and implementation strategies will be further elaborated in

Section 2.5 and 2.6 respectively.

Besides the findings by Berkowitz and Bier (2006), Davidson et al. (2008)
have also affirmed the possibility to measure the effectiveness of character
development programmes. They have even derived four possible
implementation strategies for character development programmes after
studying nearly a hundred promising practices for character development in a
two year grounded theory research and called them the 4 KEYS for
Developing Performance Character and Moral Character (Lickona &

Davidson, 2005). The details of the 4 KEYS can be found in Appendix A.

A careful study of the findings by Berkowitz and Bier (2006) and Davidson et
al. (2008) reveals many areas of similarity. These similarities reinforce the
findings that are reported by two separate groups of researchers in evaluating
the characteristics of effective character development programmes. An
example of this is in community involvement in character education such as
school communities and families to enhance the character development

initiatives among students.

Another leading researcher in character development, Lickona (1996), listed

eleven principles that serve as a possible list to evaluate effective character
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development programme. The eleven principles can be found in Appendix B.
The Eleven Principles of Effective Character Education are currently used as
the evaluation criteria by Character Education Partnership in awarding the
National Schools of Character since 1997 in America (Lickona et al., 2007).
The nature of this award is very similar to SMOE's Character Development
Award as it similarly recognises high quality character development
programmes. Although the evaluation criteria for National Schools of
Character formulated by Lickona are in the form of eleven principles, many of
these principles are found in various findings of Berkowitz and Bier (2006)
and Davidson et al. (2008). These overlapping strategies and principles will

be further discussed in Sections 2.5 and 2.6.

It can be concluded from the various research efforts to identify and
recognise effective character development programmes in schools that it is
possible to measure the outcomes of character development. Having
ascertained the possibility to measure character development outcomes,
Sections 2.5 and 2.6 will be used to review the different effective character
development content and implementation strategies used to ensure the
desired character development outcomes respectively. Although this research
study focuses on the outcomes of character development and does not
examine the specific contents of character development and implementation
strategies of Singapore schools, there is still a need for these two areas to be

discussed given that they will affect the eventual outcomes of character
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education. Furthermore, these two areas will be visited and discussed in the

concluding chapters.

2.5 Review of Effective Character Development Content

Under Berkowitz & Bier (2006)’s research in WWCE, there are three content
elements that are commonly found in the thirty-three scientifically proven
programmes. These three content elements are namely, explicit character
education programmes, social and emotional curriculum, and academic
curriculum integration. The following will highlight the key characteristics of
the three content elements and their contributions to effective character

development programme.

2.5.1 Explicit Character Education Programmes

Explicit character education programmes refer to character development
programmes that explicitly focus on a set of values or ethics that students are
to learn and practice. The educators will have pre-determined a set of values
or ethics that students are to learn through the different initiatives driven by
the programme. The strength of explicitly stating the values and ethics to be
taught will allow both teachers and students to be aware of what they are to
learn as the explicitness provides a certain focus and highlight the importance
throughout the school community. It also allows the outcomes to be easily

determined based on the desired values and ethics to be seen. Although it is
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good to focus on teaching students a set of moral values or ethics that can be
purposely reinforced by the different stakeholders in the school, it may cause
students to treat other moral values and ethics as less important than those
that are emphasised in the school as was highlighted earlier in Section 2.3.2.
Many of the weaknesses of Traditional Character Education programmes
may also be limitations of explicit character development programmes if this
is the only method that is used for character education. Given Singapore
schools familiarity to Traditional Character Education approach because of
the current Civics and Moral Education programme, schools involved in
character development will need to harness the strengths of Traditional
Character Education approaches without neglecting the strengths of Rational
Moral Education approaches. This will involve the training of teachers to

utilise and maximise the two approaches to obtain the desired outcomes.

2.5.2 Social and Emotional Curriculum

Social and emotional curriculum is the most popular among the thirty-three
validated programmes. In general, the different programmes’ content includes
personal improvement, self-management and awareness, problem solving,
inter-personal communication, goal settings, relaxation techniques and
decision making skills. This approach is also well known as Social and
Emotional Learning programmes. The Social and Emotional Learning
approach has been well researched for the last three decades under various

research areas and names such as social intelligence (Goleman, 1995;
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Mayer, 2001), emotional intelligence (Bar-On, Maree & Elias 2007; Goleman,
1995; Mayer, 2001), and intrapersonal and interpersonal intelligence
(Gardner, 1993). It is documented that once young people are equipped with
the right skills and healthy attitudes and beliefs, they will be more likely to
make decisions that are ethical and responsible where they will avoid
behaviours that will bring negative consequences and harm to themselves
and others around them (Elias, Zins, Weissberg, Frey, Greenberg & Haynes,
1997; Lemerise & Arsenio, 2000). Social and Emotional Learning
programmes aim to help students to develop a set of skills that can assist
them improve on the management of their own emotional state and
relationship with others in the school environment so as to facilitate an
enjoyable learning journey (Elias, Kress & Hunter, 2006a; Elias, Parker, Kash,
Weissberg & O’Brian, 2008). It is also found that effective Social and
Emotional Learning curriculum not only has positive effects on school-related
behaviours and attitudes, it is also found to increase students’ academic

achievements (Zins, Bloodworth, Weissberg & Walberg, 2004).

Besides influencing students directly through the various content elements,
Social and Emotional Learning will be most effective when the entire school
environment encourages and reinforces the desired social and emotional
skills (Elias et al., 2008). A whole school approach will generate a high
ownership and participation from staff and students across all levels towards

character development initiatives. Formal training will be required for all staff

59



members to be proficient with the various skills to be taught and also provide
possible avenues for teachers to first manage their own personal social and
emotional areas before engaging the students in the classes (Elias, 2001,
Elias, O'Brien & Weissberg, 2006b; Elias, Zins, Weissberg, et al., 1997). Staff
members need to be given time for training because Social and Emotional
Learning approach relies heavily on the school environment and the
modelling by everyone around the students, both the students’ peers and
staff of the school. However, Elias et al. (2008) differentiated Social and
Emotional Learning from character education as it focuses on skills and
attitudes whereas the latter deals with values. As such, the Social and
Emotional Learning approach requires very directed effort as maladaptive
direction can also bring about negative and harmful effects. Hence, the Social
and Emotional Learning approach must be based upon good moral values for

it to be beneficial to schools.

It is not surprising for SMOE to introduce Social and Emotional Learning in
2005 to Singapore schools given its popularity among overseas’ schools.
Schools are given the option to decide whether to include Social and
Emotional Learning as part of their character development programmes or it
can be a different programme that runs parallel to the existing programmes.
However, given the strong empirical findings that support the Social and
Emotional Learning framework for character development, SMOE may want

to give a stronger mandate for schools to use this framework to craft their
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character development programmes. This may provide a very good direction
for schools that are new in crafting character development programmes and
save many hours of research to design effective character development

programmes.

2.5.3 Academic Curriculum Integration

It is found that some character development programmes are integrated into
the school's academic curriculum in different degrees. This is achieved
through integrating the teaching of character values into academic Social
Science and language subjects. A possible example is using the study of
History to provide opportunities to discuss major world events and decisions
that were made that had ramifications on the history of countries. Some
schools would dedicate entire class session in the explicit teaching of
character values and treat such session as part of their academic hours. This
is the case for Singapore’s schools where class sessions are allocated for the
explicit teaching of moral values. It will be ideal for schools to consider
integrating their character development programmes into the formal academic
curriculum so as to make character education more meaningful and engaging

for the students.

2.5.4 Summary of Character Development Content

It is apparent from the short list of content elements reviewed in Section 2.5.1

to 2.5.3 that it is not an easy task to find many common content elements
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among the thirty-three character development programmes. The reason is
because various programmes would define character differently from each
other. Once the definition for character is different, the content emphasis will
vary, resulting in various outcomes depending on the individual programme’s
focus (Berkowitz & Bier, 2008). This is not surprising as Smagorinsky and
Taxel (2005) and Berkowitz (1997) have highlighted the insurmountable
challenge to determine and accept a common domain definition for character
education given the many fields of research that cover the different aspects
and constructs of character. Given this reason, there may be other effective
content elements for character development which may not be highlighted in

the research work of WWCE.

Besides having good content elements in character development
programmes, the implementation strategies to carry out the character
development programmes are also critical to achieve the desired outcomes.

This will be discussed in the next section.
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2.6 Review of Effective Character Development

Implementation Strategies

Besides effective character development content, the WWCE project also
highlighted five effective character development implementation strategies
which will be discussed separately from Section 2.6.1 to 2.6.5. Similar
findings by Davidson et al. (2008) and Lickona (1996) will also be highlighted

in the respective sections.

2.6.1 Professional Development for Implementation

For any programme to be effectively implemented and successful at the
classroom level, the involvement of qualified teachers is imperative (Hinde,
2003). Without trained and qualified teachers to carry out the daily activities
required in the various character development initiatives, it is almost certain
that the programme will eventually become a failure. Therefore, staff

development is critical for the programme’s success (Berkowitz & Bier, 2004).

There are various reasons for staff to have professional development before
and during the implementation stages of the character development
programme. Using Kohlberg’s model in cognitive moral development, it is
believed that in order to help students to move up the moral stages, the
teachers must be at least one level ahead of the students (Snarey &
Samuelson, 2008). Naturally, because of age maturity and higher educational

level, teachers are usually at a higher level of moral stages as compared with
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the much younger students (Cummings, Harlow & Maddux 2007). However,
this may be true for primary school children but it may not be the case for
upper secondary or junior college students. Research has shown that
teachers who teach higher standard students have lower efficacy for
character education than teachers who teach primary standard students
(Milson, 2003; Milson & Mehlig, 2002). Therefore, professional training is to
ensure that teachers can be given the opportunity to experience the different
character development initiatives so as to advance their moral stages as a
result. Furthermore, such professional development will assist teachers to be
competent to execute the character initiatives as many teachers do not have
sufficient training in character education during the pre-service teacher
training course (Wiliams & Schaps, 1999; Jones, Ryan & Bohlin 1998).
Berkowitz (1998), Lickona (1993) and Ryan and Bohlin (1999) have sounded
their observations that teachers are not prepared for the heavy expectation
placed on them to execute and implement character development
programmes as teacher training institutions do not fully equip them with the
necessary knowledge and skill for this area. In-service teachers will need
professional development to help them with the knowledge and
understanding of character development processes, and also the skill to
facilitate character development lessons in classes (Schwartz, 2008).
Teachers in Singapore schools face the same challenge given the lack of
training in character development during their pre-service teacher training

course. Many have to learn character development from colleagues on a
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personal basis or in schools that organise special training sessions for

teachers to implement the character development programmes.

The professional development is not just needed before the implementation
process, it is also required for staff training during the implementation
process. This is to provide the continuous training to reinforce the skill sets,
introduce new initiatives or skills, share success stories, and to re-envision
the importance of character development with the staff to sustain their
commitment towards character education (Berkowitz & Bier, 2004). It is also
proven that character development programme is more effective when
implemented accurately with fidelity (Berkowitz & Bier, 2006; Kam, Greenberg
& Walls, 2003; Solomon, Battistich, Watson, Schaps & Lewis, 2000). Such
professional development platforms will ensure that staff will continue to
maintain a high standard in executing the various character development

initiatives accurately and thoroughly.

A detailed study of the Eleven Principles of Effective Character Education
(Lickona, 1996) will also surface the importance of school’s staff involvement
at every level of any character development programme. Most of the
principles stated will involve the staff in some ways and professional
development is vital for these eleven principles to be enforced. In particular,

Principles 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8 will require specialised staff training and
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development before these principles can be seen and found in the school

environment.

As for the 4 KEYS to implement character development (Davidson et al.,
2008), in order for one of the KEYS, Ethical Learning Community, to take
place in the classroom in its proper form and philosophy, school staff
members play a key role to ensure its formation. Therefore, professional
development through staff training is vital before the Ethical Learning

Community can take place with students and among the staff.

2.6.2 Interactive Teaching and Learning Strategies
The three most common forms of interactive teaching strategies found in the
thirty-three scientifically-based character development programmes are: peer

discussion, role-playing opportunities and cooperative learning.

Peer discussion sessions have been proven in psychology research to be an
effective method to promote student learning and development (Berkowitz &
Bier, 2006). It is during such sessions that students are given the opportunity
to discuss class issues, set group goals, problem solve, build unity through
consensus and take responsibilities within the class or school community.
Such peer discussion sessions can also occur in the class’ academic
curriculum time in which the same principle of allowing every student to have

a voice and role to contribute to the growth and development of a community.
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Some character development programmes would use moral dilemmas as
discussion topics and teachers would facilitate classroom peer discussions on
moral and ethical issues. This concept is very much the same as the Just
Community approach that Kohlberg advocated (Power, Higgins & Kohlberg,
1989; Power, Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2008). It is in such an open environment
that students are allowed to voice their respective views and hear the
perspectives of their peers with the freedom to agree or disagree. This
environment will help students realise that there are differing views in every
issue and they can raise them in a safe place. Students are also allowed to
change their stand after hearing the various views so as to facilitate the
process of personal growth and development in their moral judgement. It is
also believed that such peer discussions allow students with lower moral
stages to develop their moral thinking to level up to higher moral stages of

their peers (Snarey & Samuelson, 2008).

Another proven effective interactive teaching and learning strategy for
students to understand the complexity of moral issues and perspective is
through role-playing. Role-playing techniques allow students to immerse
themselves and act out another person’s role and personality. This may
require students to research and write scripts to become someone else in
different social events. Such role-playing techniques provide opportunities for
students to explore the world of another person and thereby facilitating

learning opportunities to different moral perspectives.
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Cooperative learning is the third effective interactive teaching and learning
strategy highlighted by Berkowitz and Bier (2006). Through cooperative
learning opportunities, students are able to learn and share their differing
viewpoints and come to a common understanding in order to work together
as a team. The intent is to create a context to resolve conflicts constructively
and seek mutual goals to benefit the entire group. This learning strategy
allows students to put aside their personal preferences, hear the views of
others before deciding what is best for all the members in the group. This will
enable students to move beyond their egotistical needs to fulfil the needs of
the group, hence, providing valuable opportunities for everyone to feel that

they belong to a group.

From the three effective interactive teaching and learning strategies that have
been discussed, Principles 3 to 6 of the Eleven Principles of Effective
Character Education (Lickona, 1996) can be seen operating in these three

strategies as well.

2.6.3 Direct Teaching Strategies

The direct teaching strategies are found in many of the thirty-three
programmes as direct teaching explicitly address the virtues that will be
emphasised in the character development programmes. These strategies are
classified under the Traditional Character Education approach and the

effectiveness for such strategies has been well documented and researched
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(Bennett, 1991; Kilpatrick, 1996; Ryan, 1996; Wynne & Ryan, 1993). The
teaching can be conducted through a class instruction by a teacher or by
students who are assigned to present the moral virtues. Students can present
historical figures who were moral heroes or share on social emotion skills that
they have learnt in the class. Direct teaching can also take place through
other non-Social Science subjects such as Mathematics or Science as long
as teachers are able to creatively integrate character development teaching
content into these subjects. Although many have written against this
approach (Kohlberg,1981; Kohn, 1997a, 1997b; Leming, 1997; Nash, 1997),
the strategies are still used by many programmes because they directly
address the virtues at hand and students are immediately made aware of

them.

The involvement of students to teach the assigned virtues to the class is also
found in one of the 4 KEYS to effective character development
implementation (Davidson et al, 2008), that  of Public
Performance/Presentation. When students are given the opportunity to
present their findings to their peers and teachers, they usually do their best in
their research work and presentation to the class. Such motivation will help
students strive for excellence in what they do and thus help them to improve

and better their performance character.
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2.6.4 Family/Community Participation

The fourth common strategy that is often used in character development
programmes is the involvement of family participation. The family unit can be
considered as the most important moral centre for character development
(Ponzetti, 2005). It is the seedbed for character development in terms of
moral thinking, moral affection and moral behaviours (Dunn, 2006). It is in the
family context that children observe, learn and model after the beliefs,
attitudes and behaviours of parents. This is where the transmission of moral
values occur (Berkowitz, 2002; Halstead, 1999). The family not only allows
children to experience the transmission of values, it is also the place for moral
reasoning to be developed, especially between parent and children (Walker &
Taylor, 1991; Smetana, 1999). The development for moral reasoning takes
place during conversation, discipline and even in the process of negotiation
within the family. If the family is not taken into consideration by the school in
their character development programme, it may be the very place that works
against the character development efforts of the school especially if the home
environment is not a nurturing one (Berkowitz & Bier, 2006). It is paramount
for parents and guardians to be involved in the character development
programme if the school wants to ensure that the family supports the
character development initiatives. Lorion and Sokoloff (2003) have pointed
out that in order for young people to experience a lasting change in their
behaviours, family involvement is paramount. Lickona et al. (2007) have

made similar emphasis to engage parents as full partners in the character
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development programme as the family community is too important and
influential in the lives of students to be neglected. Therefore, it will be even
better to move beyond merely informing parents of the character
development programmes to training parents to reinforce the character
development initiatives at home (Berkowitz & Grych, 1998). However, the
reality of involving parents is not easily achieved as parents in Singapore rely
heavily on the school system for education and character development. This

will be further discussed in later chapters as seen from the research findings.

Some educators have also advocated for other communities to be involved in
character development programme besides that of family. These communities
include religious institutions, communities around the school, media and
governmental leaders (Lickona, 1996; Lies et al., 2008). However, the family

will still remain as the predominant influence in lives of most students.

The involvement of family is also mentioned in the Eleven Principles of
Effective Character Education (Lickona, 1996) as seen in Principle 10.
Therefore, for any character development programme to be successful,
schools will need to consciously involve the family of the students to reinforce

their efforts.
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2.6.5 Modelling/Mentoring

Besides the role of teaching students to discover new knowledge, there is an
inseparable ethical responsibility of a teacher to be a moral agent and moral
exemplar (Campbell, 2008; Frenstermacher, 2001; Katz et al., 1999; Reitz,
1998; Sizer & Sizer, 1999). This is inevitable given that teachers live out their
actions, attitudes and virtues through their daily interactions with students as
moral educators in the schools (Borba, 2001; Goodman & Lesnick, 2004;
Noddings, 2002; Nash, 1997; Ryan & Bohlin, 1999; Wynne & Ryan, 1997).
There are significant empirical studies verifying that the daily practices of
teachers are demonstrating moral dimensions of teaching (Campbell, 2003;
Richardson & Fenstermacher, 2000; Richardson & Fallona, 2001; Simon,
2001). Every interaction and discussion can be used as a possible avenue for
the discussion of ethics, morals, values and virtues. Every action carried out
by a teacher is observed by students as a measure of fairness, integrity,
kindness, openness to differing views, consistency to uphold rules and
respect for the students (Sizer & Sizer, 1999). Therefore, teaching is a moral
act (Schwatz, 2008). Boostrom, Hansen & Jackson (1993) even stated that
teacher's daily behaviours have greater moral effect than the occasional
moral lessons taught explicitly in class. Inevitably, teachers serve as models
for students to observe and learn for their character development (Goodman
& Lesnick, 2004; Simon, 2001; Watson, 2003). This is the fifth strategy
commonly used by effective character development programmes. This

strategy encourages teachers to be aware of their influential role in the school
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environment to inspire students to exhibit moral reasoning and moral

behaviours through their daily interactions with students.

The strategy of modelling is also found in another of the 4 KEYS for effective
character development implementation (Davidson et al., 2008), namely, Other
Study. The strategy of Other Study has the same concept that we have just
discussed where teachers can serve as moral exemplars for students.
Therefore, this strategy is proven to be essential in effective character

development programmes.

2.6.6 Summary of Effective Character Development
Implementation Strategies
The five strategies listed by Berkowitz and Bier (2006) are not exhaustive
given that they are derived from only thirty-three proven effective programmes
and may have missed out many other good scientifically acceptable
programmes that have yet to receive attention by the academic community.
Berkowitz and Bier have also mentioned that for effective character to take
place in schools, multiple strategies must be used concurrently to bring about
maximum effects on students. For schools to devise effective character
development programmes, the leadership of the schools will need to consider
the usage of multiple strategies concurrently to bring about the desired

change in students’ character formation. Besides having good character
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development content elements, using appropriate implementation strategies

will enhance the success of schools’ efforts in character education.

2.7 Conclusion

This chapter has provided the literature review for the development of
character education, the theoretical basis and empirical research on effective
character development programmes. One of the critical factors in determining
the effectiveness of character development programmes is to first define the
meaning and constructs for character that will be used in the programmes.
Once the definition and constructs of character are determined, the outcomes

for the character development can be quantified and measured.

Secondly, this chapter has also provided the theoretical basis to examine the
character development programmes in Singapore schools. Since character
development outcomes could be measured as discussed, this research study
attempted to measure the outcomes of schools with different awards and no
award, and determined if the outcomes were consistent with the evaluation
criteria used by SMOE to evaluate schools. This research would serve as a
possible reference for policy makers in character education and character
educators to understand the factors that should be considered for the
evaluation and recognition of effective character development programmes

within schools. Furthermore, this research study would also highlight the need
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for more empirical research work to be conducted for character development
within Singapore schools. The support of such empirical research studies
would provide validation to SMOE’s desired outcomes in producing morally

upright students through its holistic education.

With the theoretical framework being set in place for the research study, the

next chapter will present the survey instrument that was used among the key

stakeholders of the schools that participated in the research study.
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CHAPTER 3: THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

3.1 Introduction

Given that the research depended heavily on the data collected from the
survey instrument used during the research study, this chapter will provide
the detailed information and explanation required to understand the various
constructs found within the instrument. This will allow readers of the research
study to understand the reason for the decisions to use the various constructs

to answer the research questions in the later chapters.

There were various reasons for using this instrument for the research. Firstly,
the research instrument uses the same definition of character as defined in
this research study in which character is “two essential and connected parts:
performance character and moral character” (Davidson et al., 2008: 373).
Performance character refers to one’s mastery orientation towards excellence
in any performance environment such as self-discipline, perseverance,
diligence, a positive attitude, not afraid to try and fail and ingenuity. Moral
character refers to one’s relational orientation towards successful
interpersonal relationships and ethical conduct. Secondly, the constructs of
the surveys included the involvement of the communities of students, parents
and teachers where these stakeholders play pivotal roles in shaping the
formation of character (Campbell, 2003; Richardson & Fenstermacher, 2000;

Richardson & Fallona, 2001; Simon, 2001; Smetana, 1999; Walker & Taylor,
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1991; Wynne and Ryan, 1993). Lastly, the instrument was able to measure
both the inputs and outcomes of character development which were vital for
this quantitative research. Without the ability to measure character
development outcomes, this research study would not achieve its research

objective.

Given that the CREE surveys were designed for the context of American
schools, the researcher had to amend some minor portions of the surveys to
accurately reflect the ethnic groups that were commonly found in Singapore
schools and the terms used for the different academic standards appropriate
for Singapore’s education system. The researcher also took time to go
through the surveys with the principals and appointed staff members of the
participating schools to ensure that the local stakeholders would not face any
difficulty in understanding and using them. All the staff members expressed
confidence that the surveys would be appropriate for usage within the

Singapore context.

3.2 The Instrument Overview

The survey instrument used is called Collective Responsibility for Excellence
and Ethics (CREE) version 2.7 Short designed by Khemelkov and Davidson
(2008a) where this short version consists of fewer items in the various

surveys.

77



The CREE is designed to measure school outcomes in both performance and
moral character, and also school inputs in character development. The school
inputs include “school and classroom academic and social climate and culture,
intentional and unintentional practices of faculty, staff and parents, as well as
student own behaviours, experiences and interactions with peers and adults
that impact their learning and socio-moral development” (Khmelkov &
Davidson, 2008a: 4). The instrument can be used for a one time assessment
or an over-time monitoring of the various inputs and outcomes of the

character development programmes.

The three major components in the CREE are CREE Student Survey
(Appendix C), CREE Staff Survey (Appendix D) and CREE Parent Survey
(Appendix E). One of the strengths of CREE is that it can facilitate the
process of triangulation of the key constructs from different sources in the
schools. These surveys provide the 360-degree view for comparing and
contrasting results of the constructs being assessed. The following sections
will explain the details of the various constructs found in the three surveys

and the individual items that formed the constructs.

3.2.1 CREE Student Survey
The CREE Student Survey is a survey used to gather information from
students with regards to their perception of their school's character

development programmes and initiatives. This survey has 70 items that
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comprise four major constructs in character development as seen in the
following:

e School Climate

e Ethical Learning Community

e Experiences of Learning the Strengths of Character

e Student’s Character

The survey uses 5-point Likert-type scales to measure the various constructs
as seen from Appendix C. Three of the constructs, School Climate, Ethical
Learning Community and Experiences of Learning the Strengths of Character
measure the various inputs into the student’s character development whereas
the construct, Student’s Character, measures the outcomes of the various
character development initiatives. These four major constructs and what they

intend to measure are elaborated as follows (Khmelkov & Davidson, 2008a):

3.2.1.1 School Climate (Items 18 to 22, 34 to 39)

This construct comprises 11 items that measure two areas within the school
community. The first area is the extent to which students feel safe in the
school environment and the exposure to peer cruelty or violence. The second
area is the social capital that is generated by the school’s staff among the
student community through the staff's daily interactions with students. An
example is Item 19 which measures if students see someone verbally

abusing or harassing another student. If such abuses occur on a regular
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basis, it will affect the school climate and students’ perception towards safety
within the school environment. Another example is ltem 36 which measures
students’ perception of fairness towards staff enforcement of rules in the
school community. The staff’'s practice of fairness in enforcing school rules

will have a definite contribution to the school’s environment as well.

3.2.1.2 Ethical Learning Community (ltems 23 to 33)

This construct comprises 11 items that measure two main areas. The first
area is the acceptance of differences among students and their attachment to
the school community. An example is ltem 25 which measures students’
perception towards those who are not part of the popular groups, and
whether they will get picked on or excluded. The second area is the collective
responsibility towards the school community and the commitment to
challenge others towards excellence and do their best. An example is Item 32
which measures students’ perception towards the belief that working together

can bring change in their school.

3.21.3 Experiences of Learning the Strengths of Character
(ltems 40 to 70)

This construct comprises 31 items that measure two areas. The first area

measures students’ perceptions of the opportunities created by the staff in the

school in developing both performance character and moral character. The

second area measures the interactions with fellow students in developing
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both performance character and moral character. One example is Item 48
where students are asked to measure their perception towards staff’s efforts
in teaching students how to resolve conflict fairly and peacefully. Such
attempts by the staff clearly indicate their efforts in teaching the strengths of

character to students.

3.214 Student’s Character (Iltems 1 to 17)

This construct comprises 17 items that measure students’ commitment and
self-discipline to challenge themselves towards excellence in performance
environment (academics, extracurricular activities) and ethical conduct. In
another words, it is a measurement of students’ own perception of their
performance character and moral character. An example is Item 12 which
measures students’ perception of themselves in doing the right thing no
matter what others might think. Such action by students will indicate their

desire to do what is morally right regardless of their friends’ opinions.

3.2.2 CREE Staff Survey

The CREE Staff Survey is a survey used to gather information from staff with
regards to their perception of their school’'s character development
programmes and initiatives. This survey has 70 items that comprises four
major constructs as follows:

e Professional Ethical Learning Community

e Assessment of Ethical Learning Community
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e Teaching the Strengths of Character

e Assessment of Student’s Character

This survey uses the 5-point Likert-type scales to measure the various
constructs as seen from Appendix D. Two of the constructs, Professional
Ethical Learning Community and Teaching the Strengths of Character
measure the perceptions of staff contributing to character development
programmes and initiatives in the school. The other two constructs,
Assessment of Ethical Learning Community and Assessment of Student’s
Character, measure the staff’'s perception of the student community’s Ethical
Learning Community and Student’s Character. The latter two constructs can
be used to triangulate the findings with two of the constructs, Ethical Learning

Community and Student’s Character found in the Student Survey.

These four major constructs of the Staff Survey and what they intend to

measure are elaborated as follows (Khmelkov & Davidson, 2008a).

3.2.2.1 Professional Ethical Learning Community (ltems 48 to 70)

This construct comprises 23 items that measure staff's perceptions of
colleagues’ commitment and professional practice towards excellence and
ethics for the school community. This can be seen from staff’'s efforts in
developing shared purpose and identity, aligning practices with desired

outcomes, having a voice and taking a stand, grappling with tough issues,
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practicing personal responsibility for continuous self-improvement and
collective responsibility for excellence and ethics. An example is ltem 55
which measures staff's evaluation of each other's work and provide
constructive criticism. Such a practice will enhance the professional standard

of teaching among the staff.

3.2.2.2 Assessment of the Ethical Learning Community
(Items 18 to 28)

This construct comprises 11 items that measure staff's perceptions of

students’ commitment and practice towards excellence and ethics for the

school community. An example is Iltem 20 which measures staff’s perception

on whether students pick on or exclude those who are not part of the popular

groups.

This construct is the same as 3.2.1.2 but now it is the staff members who are
making the assessment on the students’ Ethical Learning Community within
the school community. This measurement can be used to triangulate with the

measurement obtained from 3.2.1.2.

3.223 Teaching the Strengths of Character (ltems 29 to 47)
This construct comprises 19 items that measure staff’s efforts in promoting
both performance character and moral character with students. In the area of

performance character, this can be seen from staff's interactions with
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students on issues related to their performance and attitude in their school
work, projects, class presentations and extracurricular activities. An example
is ltem 33 which measures staff's perception in their efforts in helping
students to reach their goals. Such efforts by the staff will contribute

significantly to students’ performance character.

In the area of moral character, this can be seen from staff’s interactions with
students in issues related to their development as socially and emotionally
skilled person, responsible and ethical in their thoughts and actions. An
example is ltem 38 which measures staff’s efforts in ensuring that students
help other students to solve conflicts fairly and peacefully. Such efforts by the
staff will contribute significantly to students’ moral character in relating with

others.

3.224 Assessment of Student’s Character (ltems 1 to 17)

This construct comprises 17 items that measure staff's perceptions of
students’ commitment and self-discipline to challenge themselves towards
excellence in performance environment (academics, extracurricular activities)
and ethical conduct. In other words, it is a measurement of staff’s perception
towards students’ performance character and moral character. An example is
ltem 14 which measures staff’'s perception on whether students do what is

morally right no matter what their peers might think.
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This construct is the same as 3.2.1.4 but now it is staff members who are
making the assessment on students’ performance character and moral
character within the school community. This measurement can be used to

triangulate with the measurement obtained from 3.2.1.4.

3.23 CREE Parent Survey

The CREE Parent Survey is a survey used to gather information from parents
with regards to their perception of the school's character development
programmes and initiatives. This survey has 50 items that comprise three
major constructs:

e School-Family Partnership

e Parent Practices Promoting Character

e School Focus on Excellence and Ethics

The survey uses the 5-point Likert-type scales to measure the various
constructs as seen from Appendix E. These three major constructs and what
they intend to measure are elaborated as follows (Khmelkov and Davidson,

2008a).

3.2.3.1 School-Family Partnership (Iltems 13 to 30)

This construct comprises 18 items that measure two areas between school
and family partnership in character development. The first area is that of
parents’ or guardians’ perceptions of school’s efforts to involve, communicate

and educate parents in developing both their children’s performance
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character and moral character. An example is Iltem 26 which measures
parents’ perception towards schools’ attempt to teach parents how to monitor

their children’s progress in school.

The second area is that of parents’ or guardians’ own action to initiate
communication with school, volunteer to serve the school and participate in
making decisions on school issues. An example is ltem 15 which measures
parents’ perception towards their willingness to volunteer at school or in their

children’s classrooms.

3.23.2 Parent Practices Promoting Character (ltems 1 to 12)

This construct comprises 12 items that measure parents’ or guardians’ focus
on the development of performance character and moral character in their
children. This can be seen through parents’ or guardians’ involvements and
expectations in their children’s school work, family activities and relationships
with others. An example is ltem 9 which measures parents’ perception
towards their efforts in helping their children to resolve conflicts fairly and
peacefully. Parents’ involvement in such matters will promote character

development in their children.
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3.23.3 School Focus on Excellence and Ethics (Iltems 31 to 50)

This construct comprises 20 items that measure parents’ or guardians’
perceptions of school’s efforts and commitment to build the ethical learning
community in the school and develop students’ performance character and
moral character. An example is Item 40 which measures parents’ perception

towards school’s effort in teaching their children to make ethical decisions.

3.2.4 Summary of the Major Constructs
The major constructs of the three surveys are summarised in Table 3.1. Both
the Student and Staff Survey have four major constructs and the Parent

Survey has three.

For the Student Survey, three of them measure the inputs and one of them
measures the outputs of character development. For the Staff Survey, two of
constructs measures staff’'s contribution to character development inputs and
the other two assess students’ character development inputs and outputs. For
the Parent Survey, it has three constructs that measure school’s attempt to
partner with parents, parents’ efforts in character development at home and

parents’ perception of school’s efforts in character development.

With the understanding of the major constructs within the survey instrument,

the next chapter will focus on the research methodology and processes that

were used for the research study.
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Table 3.1: Summary of CREE Major Constructs

No. Student Survey Staff Survey Parent Survey

1 School Climate Professional Ethical School-Family
(inputs) Learning Community Partnership

(staff)

2 | Ethical Learning Assessment of the Parent Practices
Community Ethical Learning Promoting
(inputs) Community Character

(students’ inputs)

3 Experiences of Teaching the Strengths | School’s Focus on
Learning the of Character Excellence and
Strengths of (staff) Ethics
Character
(inputs)

4 | Student’s Character | Assessment of
(outputs) Student’s Character

(students’ outputs)
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of the research was to use a quantitative research methodology
to determine if there were significant differences in character development
outcomes among schools in Singapore which had been awarded the
Outstanding Development Award (ODA), Development Award (DA) and
schools that had no award. In order to fulfil the research objective, the
research processes, procedures and methodology would be discussed in
detail in this chapter. The chapter will begin with a clear research direction set
by the research questions which are meant to guide the entire research study.
The research procedures from the beginning to the end of the research study
will be outlined so as to facilitate a good understanding of the entire research
study process. The involvement of the key stakeholders’ of the school
community and the selection criteria for the schools involved in the research
study are important information that will also be discussed. Thereafter, the
validity, data analysis, limitations and ethical considerations for the research
study will be discussed. With this overview, the next section will begin

detailing the research process by stating the research questions.
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4.2 Research Questions

The research questions that were used to guide the research process are as
follows:
1. Would students from an ODA school rate the character development of

their school more positively than students from the DA schools?

2. Would students from the DA schools rate the character development of

their schools more positively than students from the no award school?

3. Would students from an ODA school rate the character development of

their school more positively than students from the no award school?

4. Would staff from a higher award school rate the students’ character
development of their school more positively than staff from schools with lower

or no award?

5. Would parents from a higher award school rate their children’s character

development more positively than parents from schools with lower or no

award?

With these research questions in place to provide the direction for the

research study, the research procedures will be examined in the next section.
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4.3 Research Procedures

There were two levels of permission that were required before any research
work could be carried out in Singapore’s schools. Firstly, permission must be
sought from the Singapore Ministry of Education (SMOE) before approaching
the selected schools to request the conduct of the research. The Planning
Division within SMOE would handle research requests and give approval
before any research work could be carried out in schools. Information such as
research objective, duration, the total number of students, staff, parents and
schools would need to be given as part of the application process (see
Appendix F). Upon satisfying the SMOE officials with the necessary
information, a first level general approval was given for the research work to
be carried out, conditioned upon the second level approval of the school’s
principal before any actual research work could be carried out in any school

(see Appendices G and H).

With the first level permission given by SMOE, selected schools were chosen
for the research work based on the research criteria stated in Section 4.4.1.
With the selected list of schools, a letter of intent for research was sent to
these schools through either email or posted mail to determine their interest
to participate in the research work (see Appendix I). Schools that responded
with interest were visited by the researcher to further explain the research
objectives, processes involved and the survey instruments that would be

used. Once the schools’ principals were satisfied with the research purpose
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and processes, detailed arrangements were made and the dates for the
conduct of research were finalised with assigned staff members. Before the
conduct of the surveys, the correct number of questionnaires had to be
printed and the assigned staff members had to be briefed by the researcher
on the administration of the questionnaires. This was to ensure that a
standard procedure was observed in the conduct of the surveys and clarify
any other questions that might arise during the actual conduct of the various

surveys.

Each patrticipating school was asked to conduct a random survey for at least
150 students who were from Secondary 2 to 5 (14 to 17 years old) so as to
ensure that they had at least one year of experience in the different character
development programmes and initiatives within the school. At the same time,
it would be ideal to have students from different standards within the school to
participate in the survey to capture the character development information
across different standards. The appointed staff members of the schools
conducted the Student Survey during one of the classroom lessons and

collected the survey immediately upon completion.

For schools that had wanted to involve their teachers and parents to be part
of the research, a random survey was asked to be conducted for at least 50
teachers and 50 parents. These teachers and parents had to be teaching

students in Secondary 2 to 5 and related to these students respectively. For
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the Staff Survey, the appointed staff members either conducted them during
one of the Staff Meetings or distributed them individually to the staff
concerned. For those schools that conducted the survey during the Staff
Meeting, the forms were collected immediately upon completion. For those
schools that distributed the forms individually, they were collected back
individually. For the Parent Survey, all of the schools gave the survey form to
the students to bring back home for the parents to fill in. This option was not
the most ideal but given the pandemic outbreak situation of Avian H1N1
influenza virus, this was the best option available as most parents would not
be allowed into the premises of the schools during that period. A total number
of at least 750 students, 200 staff and 200 parents were expected to take part

in the survey.

The data collection duration took nine months from April 2009 and January
2010. The return of surveys took longer than expected for some schools,
especially those that involved parents in the research. When all the forms
were returned and tabulated, there were a total of 1266 students, 210 staff

and 396 parents who took part in the research.

The data collected were keyed into SPSS software by research assistants

and used by the researcher for data analysis. Individualised reports were also

generated and sent to the principals of the various schools that participated in
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the research. The researcher also presented the findings to the key personnel
of the schools upon the requests of the principals.
With the procedures of the research study being explained, the next section

will elaborate the selection criteria and the profiles of the participating schools.

4.4 Participants

4.4.1 Selection Criteria

The researcher sent letters of intent to seventeen Secondary Schools with

five that responded positively to the research request. The seventeen schools

were selected based on the following criteria:

e Two schools were selected from the list of ODA schools

e Ten schools were selected from the list of DA schools

e Five schools were selected from the list of schools that had yet to obtain
an award

e Schools selected were preferably non elite schools that had consistently

good academic results

The reason for not selecting elite schools that consistently performed well in
national examination was to allow a fair comparison between schools,
especially among the students. The overall aim was to have at least one
school to represent schools under the award winning category of ODA, DA

and no award respectively.
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The list of award schools was obtained from the SMOE’s Character
Development Award website (SMOE, 2008). The reason for only approaching
two schools from the ODA schools was because most of the schools found in
the list were elite schools with consistently good academic results with only
one that was identified to be a neighbourhood school and the other a mission

school, both of which met the criteria of selection.

Out of the five that responded positively to the research request, one school
had not obtained an award, three schools had obtained the DA and one
school had obtained the ODA. Four of the schools had requested for all three
of the key stakeholders of students, teachers and parents to be involved in
the research. However, one school had given permission for only the

students to be involved in the research.

4.4.2 Profile of Participants

The overall breakdown of the valid respondents from the various stakeholders
can be seen from Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1. The total valid entries used in the
data analysis were 1872 and the breakdown was as follows: 1266 students,

210 staff and 396 parents.
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Table 4.1: Breakdown by Student, Staff & Parent

ODA DA NA Total

School | Schools | School
Student 532 588 146 1266
Staff 71 84 55 210
Parent 83 121 192 396
Total 686 793 393 1872

No. of People

Fig 4.1: Breakdown by Students, Staff & Parents
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4.4.2.1 Students
From Table 4.1 and Figure 4.2, there were a total of 532 students from the
ODA school, 588 students from the DA schools and 146 students from the no

award school who participated in the research.

Fig 4.2: Students by Awards
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For the ODA school, the breakdown of male and female students by the
academic standard from Secondary 2 to 5 could be seen in Table 4.2 and
Figure 4.3. There were a total of 261 males and 271 females involved in the

research across the various standards from the ODA school.

Table 4.2: ODA School’s Students by Gender and Year

Sec2 | Sec3 | Sec4 | Sec 5| Total
Male 5 135 94 27 261
Female 3 153 93 22 271
Total 8 288 187 49 532

97



Figure 4.3: ODA School's Students by Gender & Year
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For the DA schools, the breakdown of male and female students by the

academic standard can be seen in Table 4.3 and Figure 4.4. There were 364

males and 224 females involved in the research across Secondary 2 to 5.

Table 4.3: DA Schools’ Students by Gender and Year

Sec2 | Sec3 | Sec4 | Sec5 | Total
Male 85 219 44 16 364
Female | 31 193 0 0 224
Total 116 412 44 16 588
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Figure 4.4: DA Schools' Students by Gender & Year
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4.4.21.3 No Award School

For the no award school, the breakdown of male and female students by the

academic standard can be seen in Table 4.4 and Figure 4.5. There were 64

males and 82 females involved in the research across Secondary 2 to 5.

Table 4.4: NA School’s Students by Gender and Year

Sec2 | Sec3 | Sec4 | Total
Male 30 2 32 64
Female 34 1 47 82
Total 64 3 79 146
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Figure 4.5: NA School's Students by Gender & Year

50 47
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10

34 an

J

30

O Male
O Female

No. of Students

Sec 2 Sec 3 Sec 4

4.4.2.2 Staff

From Table 4.5 and Figure 4.6, there were a total of 71 staff from the ODA
school, 84 staff from the DA schools and 55 staff from the no award school
who participated in the research. The breakdown by gender for the staff was
71 male staff and 139 female staff among the 210 staff across all the

participating schools.
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Table 4.5: Breakdown of Staff by Gender and Award

ODA DA NA Total
School Schools School
Male 19 32 20 71
Female 52 52 35 139
Total 71 84 55 210
Figure 4.6: Breakdown of Staff by Gender &
Award
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4.4.2.2.1 Outstanding Development Award School

For the ODA school, there were 19 male and 52 female staff involved in the

research.

4.4.2.2.2

Development Award Schools

For the DA schools, there were 32 male and 52 female staff involved in the

research.
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4.4.2.2.3 No Award School
For the no award school, there were 20 male and 35 female staff involved in

the research.

44.2.3 Parents

From Table 4.1, there were a total of 83 parents from the ODA school, 121
parents from the DA schools and 192 parents from the no award school who
participated in the research. In the context of Singapore, there would naturally
be more Chinese parents than the rest of the ethnic groups because Chinese
is the predominant ethnic race in Singapore, forming about 75% of the total
population (Singapore Department of Statistics, 2009). The Malays, Indians

and other ethnic races form 14%, 9% and 2% respectively.

The overall breakdown of parents involved in the survey based on ethnicity

can be seen in Table 4.6 and Figure 4.7. Chinese, Malay, Indian and Others

formed 57%, 28.5%, 9.5% and 5% respectively.
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Table 4.6: Breakdown of Parents by Award & Ethnicity

Chinese | Malay | Indian | Others | Unknown | Total
ODA
School 74 6 1 1 1 83
DA
Schools 86 16 13 6 0 121
NA
School 89 77 18 8 0 192
Total 249 99 32 15 1 396
(62.88%) | (25%) | (8.08%) | (3.79%) | (0.25%) | (100%)
Figure 4.7: Breakdown of Parents by Award & Ethnicity
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4.4.2.3.1 Outstanding Development Award School
For the ODA school, there were a total of 74 Chinese parents, 6 Malay
parents, 1 Indian parent, 1 parent from the Others and 1 unknown who

participated in the survey.

4.4.2.3.2 Development Award Schools
For the DA schools, there were a total of 86 Chinese parents, 16 Malay
parents, 13 Indian parents and 6 parents from Others who participated in the

survey.

4.4.2.3.3 No Award School
For the no award school, there were a total of 89 Chinese parents, 77 Malay
parents, 18 Indian parents and 8 parents from Others who participated in the

survey.

With the selection criteria and the profiles of the participating schools for the

research study being elaborated, the next section will discuss the validity and

reliability of the research study and its survey instrument.
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4.5 Validity and Reliability

4.5.1 Internal Reliability of Research Instrument

The authors of the instrument had published the latest reliability tests for High
School Students and Staff in America as seen in the Table 4.7 and Table 4.8
for CREE version 2.7 Short (Khmelkov & Davidson, 2009). The Cronbach’s
Alpha values for the constructs of both the Student and Staff Survey had
consistently high to excellent internal consistency with Cronbach’s Alpha
greater than 0.7 except for one construct in the Student Survey as seen in
Table 4.7. The construct of Ethical Learning Community would need careful
attention from the researcher during the research process given the possibility
of the low interrelatedness among the items. Therefore, it could be seen from
the reports generated that there was high internal consistency and reliability
of the Student Survey and Staff Survey constructs. However, the statistical
reports for the Parent Survey were not available from the authors as they

were still in the midst of compilation.
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Table 4.7: Reliability and Factor Analysis of CREE Student Survey for

American High School

High School
Constructs Components Valid N | Cronbach’s
Alpha
School/ Social Health & Safety Perceived by 1,982 .85
Classroom
Climate Students
Social Capital from Adults Perceived 2,005 .76
by Students
Ethical Acceptance of Differences & Caring 2,018 .57
Learning
Community Towards Peers Perceived by Students
Collective Responsibility for 1,992 .80
Class/School Community Perceived by
Students
Experiences of | Student Perceptions of Staff Practices 1,935 .78
Learning the
Strengths of Impacting Performance Character
Character
Student Perceptions of Staff Practices 1,930 .90
Impacting Moral Character
Performance Character Experiences 1,966 .88
with Class/Schoolmates
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Moral Character Experiences with 1,939 .82

Class/Schoolmates

Student’s Performance Character Reported by 1,939 .78
Character

Students

Moral Character Reported by Students 1,958 .78

Table 4.8: Reliability and Factor Analysis of CREE Staff Survey for

American High School

Constructs Sub-components Valid N | Cronbach’s
Alpha
Professional Personal Responsibility 386 .88
Ethical
Learning
Community
Leadership and Collective 413 .81

Responsibility

Assessment of | Student Acceptance & Caring Attitude 443 .70
the Ethical
Learning Towards Peers Perceived by Staff
Community
Student Responsibility for Community 438 .84

Perceived by Staff
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Teaching the Practices Impacting Performance 399 .79
Strengths of
Character Character
Practices Impacting Moral Character 394 .87
Assessment of | Student Performance Character 399 .88
Student’s
Character Perceived by Staff
Student Moral Character Perceived by 426 .85
Staff

4.5.2 Internal Validity of the Study

In order to ensure internal validity of the research study, the researcher
scanned through Secondary Schools that had either Outstanding
Development Award or Development Award to identify schools with students
of similar academic ability and social status through SMOE's Character
Development website. However, this attempt was not achievable as students
of various social backgrounds were found in any one school because entry
into Secondary Schools was based on academic merits from their Primary

School Leaving Examination.

The researcher then attempted to find schools with similar academic standing

among the list of Secondary Schools that could fit into the selection criteria as
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stated in section 4.3.1. The current scenario in Singapore is such that all
government’s Secondary Schools are not ranked based on academic results
alone but on a combination of factors and are grouped by different bandings
instead (SMOE, 2004). There are 12 academic bandings for schools offering
Special/Express course and 7 other academic bandings for schools offering
Normal course. If a school offers both Express (four years) and Normal (five
years) courses to students, it will carry two different bandings for that year.
These academic bandings are the aggregate ranges that schools will base
upon to accept students into the schools. These yearly bandings are
released by the Ministry of Education. If the researcher were to conduct
surveys for a Secondary School with Express and Normal courses and with
the participating students coming from Sec 2 to 5, there would be a possibility
to have 8 different academic bandings to consider. It would require a perfect
research situation to find schools that have the same academic bandings for
all their students in the different standards and fulfil the selection criteria set in

section 3.4.

Given the high complexity and low probability to find schools that would have
the same academic bandings for effective comparison, the researcher
decided to only involved neighbourhood schools that were not elite academic
schools. This would provide the closest possibility for good comparison
among the schools. In hindsight, the data collected showed that the schools

with better academic banding did not score significantly higher than school
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with the lowest banding for the construct under Student's Character.
Therefore, internal validity was not compromised in this area even though
schools involved in the research did not come from the same academic

bandings.

The second area that was considered to ensure internal validity for the
research study was for students who participated in the research to have
spent at least one year in the school of study. This was to ensure that
students and parents who took the surveys had experienced at least one year
of the school’s character development programmes and initiatives to make a

good evaluation of the school’s efforts in character education.

With the effort to ensure reliability and validity for the research instrument and
participating schools being highlighted, the next section will explain other
tests that were conducted to ensure data reliability and for the analysis of

data.
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4.6 Data Analysis

Before the data analysis could take place, the data had to be first entered into
the SPSS software to facilitate the analysis. The researcher had to provide
training for research assistants to perform data entry on SPSS software. This
was easily done within an hour given that the structure of the data file was
already created by the researcher for the ease of data entry. All the statistical
tests were done and generated with SPSS software version 15. Three main
tests conducted were the Reliability Test, Correlation Test and the Analysis of

Variance.

4.6.1 Reliability Test

The Reliability Test had to be conducted to ensure that the data collected was
reliable before further tests could be performed. Reliability tests were done for
all the Student, Staff and Parent Surveys to ensure their internal reliability
before proceeding to do other variance tests. As highlighted earlier that one
of the constructs in the Student Survey, Ethical Learning Community, did not
have a good internal reliability, thus special attention was given to ensure that
it had an acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha value of at least 0.7 before any further

tests could be conducted on the data.

4.6.2 Correlation Test

Given that the Student Survey had three constructs that measured the inputs

into a school’'s character development initiatives and with one construct
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measuring the outcomes of character development, a correlation test was

conducted to verify their relationships.

4.6.3 Analysis of Variance

The univariate analysis of variance tests were conducted to derived findings
to answer the various research questions. The findings to the research
questions were then used to validate the hypotheses of the research study
and whether to accept or reject these null hypotheses with a level of
significant set at .05. Before each of the analysis of variance was performed
for the constructs, the Levene’s test was conducted to ensure that the
variances in the different groups were equal. The effect sizes of the variances

were calculated to determine the importance of the findings.

As there was a difference in the sample sizes between the various award
winning schools, in order to ensure a high accuracy in the data analysis
process, Hochberg’'s GT2 procedure was used together with Tukey HSD and
Bonferroni procedures during the post hoc tests. Hochberg’'s GT2 procedure

is known to factor in the difference in sampling sizes for post hoc test analysis.
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4.7 Research Limitations

There were various limitations encountered during the duration of data
collection and they are highlighted and explained in the following segment

from Section 4.7.1 t0 4.7.3.

4.7.1 Different Period in Receiving of Awards

The five schools that allowed the conduct of the research had received their
awards at different years. One of them received the award in 2006 when the
Character Development Award was first introduced. Those schools that
received their award earlier might have the opportunity to further improve and
enhance their character development programmes and initiatives, resulting in
more effective overall approach in their character education. This limitation
would only hold true if schools continue to improve on their existing
programmes after the evaluations were completed. The reverse might be true
where schools that had gotten their awards much earlier became less
proactive and aggressive in the various implementation processes versus
those who had just gotten their award recently. Therefore, it would be ideal to
have schools that obtained their awards in the same year to be involved in
the research. However, this was not possible given that schools that

responded to the research did not obtain their awards in the same year.
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4.7.2 Access to Stakeholders

Given the sudden outbreak of the Avian H1N1 influenza virus during the
period of data collection, the researcher was not able to access the various
stakeholders of the schools directly. As result, the conduct of the surveys had
to be carried out through the assigned staff members from the schools.
Although this was not the most ideal as the researcher could not be at the
survey sites to clarify any possible query, the researcher met up with the
assigned staff members of the various schools to explain and clarify their
questions before the conduct of the surveys. As the assigned personnel were
very experienced staff members, usually Head of Department, the surveys

were conducted smoothly without encountering much difficulty.

4.7.3 Different Population Size

Out of the five schools that responded to the research request, three of them
obtained the Development Award, one with Outstanding Development Award
and one with no award. When calculating the mean scores of the various
schools based on the factor (independent variable) of award, the sample size
for schools with Development Award (N=588) would be much bigger than the
sample sizes of schools with Outstanding Development Award (N=311) and
no award (N=146). Therefore, given this large difference in the sample sizes,
special attention was given to the population variance to minimise Type 1
error through Laven’s Test to ensure homogeneity of variance. Furthermore,

more conservative post hoc tests such as Games-Howell and Dunnett’s T3
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procedures were also generated for reference if the homogeneity of variance

was not found.

4.8 Ethical Considerations

4.8.1 Permission For The Conduct of Research

Given that all Singapore’s Secondary schools, except international schools,
come under the jurisdiction of SMOE, permission must first be obtained for
the conduct of the research before approaching any school. Thereafter
obtaining permission from SMOE (see Appendix G), a second level of
permission had to be sought from the principals of the selected schools for

the conduct of the research (see Appendix H).

Although this two level permission granting process could be tedious, once
permission was given by the school principals, the researcher could conduct
the research with the students, staff and parents with great ease. Permission
was not required from the parents for the students because the school
principals were directly responsible to ensure that all research work would not
jeopardise the students’ welfare and safety in any way. Students, staff or
parents who were not comfortable with the surveys were given the option not

to complete the questionnaires or participate in them at all.
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4.8.2 Anonymous Questionnaires

Given that the nature of the surveys required students, staff and parents to
evaluate the character development programmes and initiatives of schools,
the questionnaires were designed without the need to have any personal
information from the students, staff and parents to maintain confidentiality of
the participants. This was especially important for staff given that they were
asked to evaluate the leadership of their respective schools in one portion of
the survey and such anonymity would facilitate a greater comfort and

assurance in the research participation.

4.9 Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to provide an overview of the quantitative
methodology used in the research study to achieve its research objectives.
The research procedures, statistical tests and analyses that were conducted,
profiles of the participants and the research limitations were highlighted to
bring understanding to the entire research process for the reader. With the
understanding of the research processes, procedures and methodology, the
next chapter will elaborate the research findings and analyses that were

derived from the research study.
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS OF DATA

5.1 Introduction

This chapter will detail the process of analysis on the research data collected
through the Collective Responsibility for Excellence and Ethics (CREE)
instrument from the five schools involved in the research study. In order to
determine if there were statistically significant differences between the
different awards and no award schools, the research data were analysed
after they were collected from students, staff and parents. The results of the
data analysis were then used to answer the research questions stated in
Chapter 1. In the sections following, the data analysis will begin with the
Student Survey, follow by the Staff and Parent Surveys. The details of the

analysis will involve Reliability Test, Correlation Test and Analysis of Variance.

5.2 Results of Student Survey

The CREE Student Survey was used to examine whether there were
significant differences in character development among the students between
the different award and no award schools. The CREE Student Survey
measured the means and standard deviations of the four constructs of School
Climate, Ethical Learning Community, Experience the Strengths of Character
and Student’s Character within the student population. With these derived
data, an analysis of variance was performed to determine the significant

differences in character development among the different award schools. Out
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of the four constructs, only the Student’s Character construct measured the
outputs of the character development programmes in the school while the
rest of the three constructs were used to measure the inputs of the character

development programmes as highlighted earlier in Chapter 3.

5.2.1 Overall Means of Student Survey

Table 5.1 and Figure 5.1 show the various mean scores for the Student
Survey constructs of the different award schools. The ODA school had mean
scores of 3.62 (School Climate), 3.40 (Ethical Learning Community), 3.21
(Experience of Learning the Strengths of Character) and 3.41 (Student’s
Character). The standard deviations were 0.534, 0.514, 0.545 and 0.484

respectively.

The DA schools had mean scores of 3.43 (School Climate), 3.27 (Ethical
Learning Community), 3.12 (Experience of Learning the Strengths of
Character) and 3.35 (Student’s Character). The standard deviations were

0.606, 0.534, 0.603 and 0.568 respectively.

The no award school had mean scores of 3.55 (School Climate), 3.44 (Ethical
Learning Community), 3.46 (Experience of Learning the Strengths of
Character) and 3.45 (Student’s Character). The standard deviations were

0.578, 0.515, 0.584 and 0.563 respectively.
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From these tabulated mean scores, the ODA school had the highest mean

score of 3.62 for School Climate among the schools whereas the no award

school had the highest mean scores of 3.44, 3.46 and 3.45 for Ethical

Learning Community, Experience of Learning the Strengths of Character and

Student’s Character constructs respectively.

Table 5.1: Mean of Constructs for Student Survey by Award
Experience
of Learning
the
Ethical Strengths
School Learning of Student’s
Climate | Community | Character Character
Award (Inputs) (Inputs) (Inputs) (Outcomes)
ODA Mean 3.62 3.40 3.21 3.41
School N 528 527 528 532
Std Dev. .534 .514 .545 .484
DA Mean 3.43 3.27 3.12 3.35
Schools N 587 587 585 588
Std Dev. .606 .534 .603 .568
NA Mean 3.55 3.44 3.46 3.45
School N 146 146 146 146
Std Dev. .578 .515 .584 .563
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Figure 5.1: Mean of Constructs for Student Survey by Award
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5.2.2 Reliability Test of Student Survey ltems

Before proceeding to conduct the Analysis of Variance test to determine the
significant differences between the students of the different award schools, a
reliability test was conducted to assess how well the items within each

construct would relate to each other.

The construct of School Climate comprised eleven items, Ethical Learning

Community comprised eleven items, Experiences of Learning the Strengths
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of Character comprised thirty-one items and Student’s Character comprised

seventeen items.

From Table 5.2, the reliability tests on the four major constructs of the Student
Survey showed Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.75, 0.76, 0.94 and 0.88 for School
Climate, Ethical Learning Community, Experiences of Learning the Strengths
of Character and Student’s Character respectively. Given that the Cronbach’s
Alpha values were more than 0.70, which were of high reliability, the data

collected could be used for further analysis.

Table 5.2: Reliability Test for Student Survey Constructs

Construct Cronbach’s
Alpha
1. School Climate — 11 items 0.75
(Items 18 to 22 & 34 to 39)
2. Ethical Learning Community — 11 items 0.76

(Items 23 to 33)

3. Experiences of Learning the Strengths of 0.94
Character — 31 items
(Items 40 to 70)

4. Student’s Character — 17 items 0.88
(Items 110 17)
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5.2.3 Correlation Test

Out of the four constructs in Student Survey, three of them (School Climate,
Ethical Learning Community, Experiences of Learning the Strengths of
Character) measured the inputs into character development by staff and
students within the school community, and one construct (Student’s
Character) measuring the outcomes as seen through students’ moral and
performance character. Given the relationships between the constructs, the
correlation between them should be such that School Climate, Ethical
Learning Community and Experiences of Learning the Strengths of Character

would each have a positive relationship with Student’s Character.

Table 5.3: Pearson Correlation Test for Student Survey Constructs

School Ethical Experience of
Climate Learning Learning the
Construct (n=1261) | Community | Strengths of
(n=1260) Character
(n=1259)
Student’s | Pearson 0.358** 0.439** 0.557**
Character | Correlation
(n=1266)
Sig. (1-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000

** correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)

From Table 5.3, there were significant positive correlations between Student’s
Character and School Climate, Ethical Learning Community and Experience
of Learning the Strengths of Character with a Pearson’s coefficient of r =
0.358, 0.439 and 0.557 respectively and significant at p < 0.01. Given the

tabulated results as shown, Student’s Character had strong positive
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relationships with the rest of the three constructs as per the design of the

survey instrument.

5.2.4 Analysis of Variance Test

The One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test was used to test the
significant differences between the means of the constructs in the Student
Survey. Before reading into the post hoc tests, the Leven’s test was first
conducted to determine whether the variances were equal. Equal variances
would require the use of Tukey HSD, Bonferroni and Hochberg’s post hoc
procedures to be used for the analysis. Any unequal variances would require

the use of Game-Howell and Dunnett’s T3 procedures to be used instead.

For the School Climate construct, the Leven’s test was found to be non-
significant and therefore, variances in the different award schools were
assumed to be equal. The ANOVA post-hoc tests from Tukey HSD,
Bonferroni and Hochberg’'s GT2 procedures showed statistical significant
difference only between ODA school (Mean = 3.62) and DA schools (Mean =
3.43) but with small effect size, F(2, 1258) = 15.24, p<0.01, w® = 0.012 where

omega squared, w?, represented the effect size (Hays, 1994; Warner, 2008).

For the Ethical Learning Community construct, the Leven’s test was found to
be non-significant and therefore, variances in the different award schools
were assumed to be equal. The ANOVA post hoc tests from Tukey HSD,

Bonferroni and Hochberg’s GT2 procedures showed statistically significant
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difference only between the no award school (Mean = 3.44) with DA schools
(Mean = 3.27) but with small effect size where F(2, 1257) = 12.03, p<0.01, w?

= 0.008.

For Experience of Learning the Strengths of Character, the Leven’s test was
found to be non-significant and therefore, variances in the different award
schools were assumed to be equal. The ANOVA post hoc tests from Tukey
HSD, Bonferroni and Hochberg’'s GT2 procedures showed statistically
significant differences between the different award schools. The no award
(Mean = 3.46) school had a significantly higher mean than the ODA school
(Mean = 3.21) and DA schools (Mean = 3.12). The ODA school also had a
significantly higher mean than DA schools. However, the effect size was small

where F(2, 1256) = 20.48, p<0.01, w? = 0.014.

For Student’s Character, the only construct that measured the outputs of the
character development programmes, the Leven’s test was found to be
significant and therefore, variances in the different award schools were
assumed to be unequal. The post hoc tests using Game-Howell and
Dunnett’'s T3 procedures showed no statistical significant difference between
the different award schools and with a very small effect size where F(2, 1063)

= 3.02, p<0.05, w? = 0.002.
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5.3 Results of Staff Survey

The CREE Staff Survey was used to examine whether there were significant
differences in character development between the different award and no
award schools from the perspectives of the staff. The CREE Staff Survey
measured the means and standard deviations of the four constructs of
Professional Ethical Learning Community, Assessment of Ethical Learning
Community, Teaching the Strengths of Character and Assessment of
Student’s Character within the student population. With these derived data,
an analysis of variance was performed to determine the significant differences

in character development among the staff of the different award schools.

5.3.1 Overall Means of Staff Survey

Table 5.4 and Figure 5.2 showed the various mean scores for the Staff
Survey constructs of the different award schools. The ODA school had mean
scores of 3.29 (Professional Ethical Learning Community), 3.26 (Assessment
of Ethical Learning Community), 3.54 (Teaching the Strengths of Character)
and 3.26 (Assessment of Student’s Character). The standard deviations were

0.507, 0.497, 0.408 and 0.330 respectively.

The DA schools had mean scores of 3.30 (Professional Ethical Learning
Community), 3.20 (Assessment of Ethical Learning Community), 3.52
(Teaching the Strengths of Character) and 3.08 (Assessment of Student’s
Character). The standard deviations were 0.448, 0.429, 0.493 and 0.392

respectively.
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The no award school had mean scores of 3.18 (Professional Ethical Learning
Community), 3.15 (Assessment of Ethical Learning Community), 3.61
(Teaching the Strengths of Character) and 2.99 (Assessment of Student’s
Character). The standard deviations were 0.413, 0.563, 0.448 and 0.316

respectively.

Table 5.4: Mean of Constructs for Staff Survey by Award

Professional | Assessment | Teaching | Assessment
Ethical of Ethical the of Student’s
Learning Learning Strengths | Character
Award Community Community of
Character
ODA Mean 3.29 3.26 3.54 3.26
School
N 71 71 68 71
Std Dev. 507 497 408 330
DA Mean 3.30 3.20 3.52 3.08
Schools
N 84 84 84 84
Std Dev. 448 429 493 392
NA Mean 3.18 3.15 3.61 2.99
School
N 55 55 55 55
Std Dev. 413 563 448 316
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Figure 5.2: Mean of Constructs for Staff Survey by Award
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5.3.2 Reliability Test of Staff Survey Items

Before proceeding to conduct the analysis of variance test to determine the
significant differences between the different award schools from the
perspectives of the staff, a reliability test was conducted to assess how well

the items within each construct would relate to each other.

The construct of Professional Ethical Learning Community comprised twenty-
three items, Assessment of Ethical Learning Community comprised eleven
items, Teaching the Strengths of Character comprised nineteen items and

Assessment of Student’s Character comprised seventeen items.
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From Table 5.5, the reliability tests on the four major constructs of the Staff
Survey showed Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.83, 0.76, 0.91 and 0.85 for
Professional Ethical Learning Community, Assessment of Ethical Learning
Community, Teaching the Strengths of Character and Assessment of
Student’s Character respectively. Given that the Cronbach’s Alpha values
were more than 0.70, which were of high reliability, the data collected could

be used for further analysis.

Table 5.5: Reliability Test for Staff Survey Constructs

Construct Cronbach’s
Alpha
1. Professional Ethical Learning 0.83

Community — 23 items
(Items 48 to 70)

2. Assessment of Ethical Learning 0.76
Community — 11 items
(Items 18 to 28)

3. Teaching the Strengths of Character 0.91
— 19 items
(Items 29 to 47)

4. Assessment of Student’s Performance 0.85
and Moral Character — 17 items
(Items 1 to 17)

5.3.3 Analysis of Variance Test
The One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to test the significant
differences between the means of the constructs in the Staff Survey. Before

reading into the post hoc tests, the Leven’s test was first conducted to
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determine whether the variances were equal. Equal variances would require
the use of Tukey HSD, Bonferroni and Hochberg’'s post hoc procedures to be
used for the analysis. Any unequal variances would require the use of Game-

Howell and Dunnett’s T3 procedures to be used instead.

For the Professional Ethical Learning Community construct, the Leven’s test
was found to be non-significant and therefore, variances in the different
award schools were assumed to be equal. The ANOVA post hoc tests from
Tukey HSD, Bonferroni and Hochberg’s GT2 procedures showed no
statistically significant difference between the different award schools where
F(2, 207) = 1.33, p>0.05, w? = 0.002, where omega squared, w?, was used to

represent the effect size.

For the Assessment of Ethical Learning Community construct, the Leven’s
test was found to be significant and variances in the different award schools
were assumed to be unequal. The post hoc tests using Game-Howell and
Dunnett’'s T3 procedures showed no statistical significant difference between

the different award schools where F(2, 207) = 0.88, p>0.05, w? = 0.0004.

For the Teaching the Strengths of Character construct, the Leven’s test was
found to be non-significant and therefore, variances in the different award
schools were assumed to be equal. The post hoc tests from Tukey HSD,

Bonferroni and Hochberg’s GT2 procedures showed no statistically significant
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difference between the different award schools where F(2, 204) = 0.66,

p>0.05, w? = 0.002.

For the Assessment of Student’'s Character construct, the Leven’s test was
found to be non-significant and therefore, variances in the different award
schools were assumed to be equal. The post hoc tests from Tukey HSD,
Bonferroni and Hochberg’s GT2 procedures showed statistically significant
difference between the ODA (8.26) school with DA (3.08) and no award (2.99)

schools but with a small effect size, F(2, 207) = 10.19, p<0.01, w? = 0.04.

5.4 Results of Parent Survey

The CREE Parent Survey was used to examine whether there were
significant differences in character development between the different award
and no award schools from the perspectives of the parents. The CREE
Parent Survey measured the means and standard deviations of the three
constructs of School-Family Partnership, Parent Practices Promoting
Character and School Focus on Excellence and Ethics. With these derived
data, an analysis of variance was performed to determine the significant
differences in character development among the parents of the different

award schools.
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5.4.1 Overall Means of Parent Survey

Table 5.6 and Figure 5.3 showed the various mean scores for the Parent
Survey constructs of the different award schools. The ODA school had mean
scores of 2.17 (School-Family Partnership), 3.00 (Parent Practices Promoting
Character), 3.58 (School Focus on Excellence and Ethics). The standard

deviations were 0.621, 0.918 and 0.612 respectively.

The DA schools had mean scores of 2.25 (School-Family Partnership), 2.85
(Parent Practices Promoting Character), 3.63 (School Focus on Excellence
and Ethics). The standard deviations were 0.682, 0.902 and 0.509

respectively.

The no award school had mean scores of 2.28 (School-Family Partnership),
3.09 (Parent Practices Promoting Character), 3.69 (School Focus on
Excellence and Ethics). The standard deviations were 0.645, 0.925 and 0.475

respectively.
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Table 5.6: Mean of Constructs for Parent Survey by Award

School- Parent School Focus

Family Practices on
Partnership | Promoting Excellence
Award Character & Ethics

ODA School Mean 217 3.00 3.58
N 83 83 83
Std Dev. .621 918 612
DA Schools Mean 2.25 2.85 3.63
N 121 121 121
Std Dev. .682 .902 .509
NA School Mean 2.28 3.09 3.69
N 192 192 191
Std Dev. .645 .925 475

Figure 5.3: Mean of Constructs for Parent Survey by Award
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5.4.2 Reliability Test of Parent Survey ltems

Before proceeding to conduct the analysis of variance test to determine the
significant differences between the different award schools from the
perspectives of the parents, a reliability test was conducted to assess how

well the items within each construct would relate to each other.

The construct of School-Family Partnership comprised eighteen items, Parent
Practices Promoting Character comprised twelve items and School Focus on

Excellence and Ethics comprised twenty items.

From Table 5.7, the reliability tests on the three major constructs of the
Parent Survey showed Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.91, 0.88 and 0.88 for School-
Family Partnership, Parent Practices Promoting Character and School Focus
on Excellence and Ethics respectively. Given that the Cronbach’s Alpha
values were more than 0.70, which were of high reliability, the data collected

could be used for further analysis.

Table 5.7: Reliability Test for Parent Survey Constructs

Construct Cronbach’s
Alpha
1. School-Family Partnership — 18 items 0.91

(Items 13 to 30)

2. Parent Practices Promoting — 12 items 0.88
Character (Items 1 to 12)

3. School Focus on Excellence & Ethics 0.88
— 20 items
(Items 31 to 50)
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5.4.3 Analysis of Variance Test

The One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to test the significant
differences between the means of the constructs in the Parent Survey. Before
reading into the post hoc tests, the Leven’s test was first conducted to
determine whether the variances were equal. Equal variances would require
the use of Tukey HSD, Bonferroni and Hochberg’'s post hoc procedures to be
used for the analysis. Any unequal variances would require the use of Game-

Howell and Dunnett’s T3 procedures to be used instead.

For the School-Family Partnership construct, the Leven’s test was found to be
non-significant and therefore, variances in the different award schools were
assumed to be equal. The ANOVA post hoc tests from Tukey HSD,
Bonferroni and Hochberg’s GT2 procedures showed no statistically significant
difference between the different award schools where F(2, 393) = 0.90,
p>0.05, w? = 0.02, where omega squared, w? was used to represent the

effect size.

For the Parent Practices Promoting Character construct, the Leven’s test was
found to be non-significant and therefore, variances in the different award
schools were assumed to be equal. The ANOVA post hoc tests from Tukey
HSD, Bonferroni and Hochberg’s GT2 procedures showed no statistically
significant difference between the different award schools where F(2, 393) =

2.50, p>0.05, w? = 0.036.
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For the School Focus on Excellence and Ethics construct, the Leven’s test
was found to be non-significant and therefore, variances in the different
award schools were assumed to be equal. The ANOVA post hoc tests from
Tukey HSD, Bonferroni and Hochberg’s GT2 procedures showed no
statistically significant difference between the different award schools where

F(2, 392) = 1.32, p>0.05, w? = 0.0009.
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5.5 Research Questions Revisited

The previous sections elaborated the various findings derived through the
different tests conducted on the research data collected. These findings will
be used in the following sections to answer the five research questions raised
in Chapter 1. Given that Research Questions 1 to 3 involved all the three key
stakeholders, references were made to the ANOVA tests done from the
Student, Staff and Parent Surveys to provide triangulation of findings where
possible. As there were various constructs found in each of the survey, only
constructs that would directly measure the students’ character development
from students, staff and parents were used to answer Research Questions 1
to 3. Therefore, from the Student Survey, all the four constructs were used
given that they measured students’ character development directly. From the
Staff Survey, only two constructs, Assessment of Ethical Learning Community
and Assessment of Student’s Character were used. From the Parent Survey,

only the construct of School Focus on Excellence and Ethics was used.

As for Research Questions 4 and 5, the ANOVA tests done respectively from
the Staff Survey and Parent Survey would be used to answer them. The
below sections would show the details of answering the five research

questions.
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5.5.1 Research Question 1
Would students from an ODA school rate the character development of

their school more positively than students from DA schools?

Table 5.8: Statistical Significant Difference Between Students of ODA &

DA Schools
ODA School DA Schools
School Climate (Inputs) v
Ethical Learning v
Community (Inputs)
Experience of Learning v

the Strengths of
Character (Inputs)

Student’s Character
(Outputs)

v - statistically significant higher mean

From the ANOVA post-hoc comparisons conducted on the data collected
from the Student Survey as seen in section 5.2.4, the ODA school had
statistically significant higher mean scores in its character development input
constructs of School Climate, Ethical Learning Community and Experience of
Learning the Strengths of Character than DA schools although the effect
sizes for the three constructs were small as seen in Table 5.8. As for the
character development output construct of Student’s Character, there was no

statistical significant difference found between the ODA and DA schools.
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Therefore, the ODA school’s students rated their school more positively in the
character development process inputs than the students from DA schools but

not in the character development outcomes.

5.5.2 Research Question 2
Would students from DA schools rate the character development of

their schools more positively than students from the no award school?

Table 5.9: Statistical Significant Difference Between Students of DA &
NA Schools

DA Schools NA School
School Climate (Inputs)
Ethical Learning v
Community (Inputs)
Experience of Learning v

the Strengths of
Character (Inputs)

Student’s Character
(Outputs)

v - statistically significant higher mean

From the ANOVA post-hoc comparisons conducted on the data collected
from the Student Survey as seen in section 5.2.4, the various findings were

tabulated as seen in Table 5.9:
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e There was no statistical significant difference in the character
development input construct of School Climate between the DA schools
and no award school.

e The no award school had a statistically significant higher mean score in
the character development input construct of Ethical Learning Community
than DA schools.

e The no award school had a statistically significant higher mean score in
the character development input construct of Experience of Learning the
Strengths of Character than DA schools.

e There was no statistical significant difference in the character
development output construct of Student’'s Character between DA schools

and the no award school.

Given the above findings, DA schools’ students did not have statistically
higher mean scores in the process input constructs than the no award school.
Conversely, the no award school had statistically significant higher mean
scores in two of the input constructs than DA schools. As for the character
development output construct of Student’s Character, there was no statistical

significant difference found between the DA and NA schools.

Therefore, DA schools’ students did not rate their school more positively than

the students from the no award school in both the character development

process inputs and outputs.
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5.5.3 Research Question 3
Would students from the ODA school rate the character development of

their school more positively than students from the no award school?

Table 5.10: Statistical Significant Difference Between Students of DA &

NA Schools
ODA School NA School
School Climate (Inputs)
Ethical Learning
Community (Inputs)
Experience of Learning v

the Strengths of
Character (Inputs)

Student’s Character
(Outputs)

v - statistically significant higher mean

From the ANOVA post-hoc comparisons conducted on the data collected
from the Student Survey as seen in section 5.2.4, the findings were tabulated
as seen in Table 5.10:

e There was no statistical significant difference in the character
development input constructs of School Climate and Ethical Learning
Community between the ODA and no award schools.

e The no award school had a statistically significant higher mean score in
the character development input construct of Experience of Learning the

Strengths of Character than the ODA school.
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e There was no statistical significant difference in the character
development output construct of Student’s Character between the ODA

and no award schools.

Given the above findings, the ODA school’s students did not have statistically
higher mean scores in the process input constructs than the no award school.
Conversely, the no award school had statistically significant higher mean
scores in one of the input constructs than the ODA school. As for the
character development output construct of Student’s Character, there was no
statistical significant difference found between the ODA and no award

schools.

Therefore, the ODA school’s students did not rate their school more positively

than the students in the no award school in both the character development

process inputs and outputs.
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5.5.4 Research Question 4
Would staff from a higher award school rate the students’ character
development of their school more positively than staff from schools

with lower or no award?

Table 5.11: Statistical Significant Difference Between Staff of Schools
ODA School DA Schools NA School

Assessment of Ethical
Learning Community
(Inputs)

Assessment of v
Student’s Character
(Outputs)

v - statistically significant higher mean

In order to answer Research Question 4, the ANOVA tests from the Staff
Survey for Assessment of Ethical Learning Community and Assessment of
Student’s Character constructs were used for comparison among the different
award schools. This was because these two constructs measured the direct
assessment of the staff in the character development inputs and outcomes of

the students respectively.
From the ANOVA post-hoc comparisons conducted on the data collected

from the Staff Survey as seen in section 5.3.3, the findings were tabulated as

seenin Table 5.11:
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There was no statistical significant difference for the input construct of
Assessment of Ethical Learning Community between students from the
different award schools based on the evaluation of the staff who were
teaching in these schools.

There was statistically significant difference for the output construct of
Assessment of Student’s Character between the ODA school with DA and

no award schools though the effect size was small.

Given the above findings, the following conclusions could be made:

The staff in the ODA school rated only the outputs of character
development more positively than the rest of the staff in the DA and no
award schools.

The staff in the DA schools did not rate their students more positively than

the staff in the no award school for character development.

Therefore, there was no strong empirical evidence to support the conclusion

that staff from a higher award school rate the students’ character

development of their school more positively than schools with lower or no

award.
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5.5.5 Research Question 5
Would parents from a higher award school rate their children’s

character development more positively than parents from schools with

lower or no award?

In order to answer Research Question 5, the ANOVA test from Parent Survey
for the School Focus on Excellence and Ethics construct was used for
comparison among the different award schools. This was because the School
Focus on Excellence and Ethics construct measured the assessment of

parents in the character development programmes of the school.

From the ANOVA post-hoc comparisons conducted on the data collected
from the Parent Survey as seen in section 5.4.3, there was no statistically
significant difference for the construct of School Focus on Excellence and
Ethics between students from the different award schools as evaluated by the

parents of the schools.

Therefore, the parents from the higher award schools did not rate their

children’s character development more positively than the lower award

schools.
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5.6 Summary

This chapter presented the analysis of data collected from the Student, Staff
and Parent Survey. The details of the various analyses were used to answer
the five research questions that guided the research study. The answers for
the research questions would be further used in the next chapter to verify the

claims of the hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 6:

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Introduction

The purpose of the research study was to determine if there were significant
differences in character development outcomes among schools in Singapore
that were awarded the ODA, DA and no award. The earlier chapters provided
the theoretical basis for character education, research processes and
empirical findings needed to support the purpose of the research study. This
chapter will conclude the research study by summarising the findings for the
two hypotheses of the research, highlighting educational and theoretical
implications for policy makers, and also making recommendations for
educators and implementers of character education in Singapore’s schools.
One part of the recommendations will be for future researchers who may want

to engage in similar research work in the context of Singapore schools.

6.2 Hypotheses of Research Revisited

As discussed in Chapter 1, the two hypotheses for the research study were:
Hypothesis1:

Any ODA school would have statistically significant higher character

development outcomes than schools with DA or no award.
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Hypothesis 2:
Any DA school would have statistically significant higher character

development outcomes than schools with no award.

The direct implication from these two hypotheses is that the ODA school
should have higher statistical significant difference with large effect size in its
character development outcomes when compared with the DA or no award

schools.

Given that there were more than one hundred secondary schools that had
received either one of the two awards from Singapore Ministry of Education
(SMOE) since 2006, it was hypothesised that schools with the ODA would
have statistically significant higher mean scores in their character
development programmes’ outcomes than DA and no award schools when
evaluated by their respective students, staff and parents. Similarly, DA
schools should have statistically significant higher mean scores in their
character development programmes’ outcomes than no award schools when

evaluated by their respective students, staff and parents.

However, research findings and analyses gathered in Chapter 5 gave the
empirical support to reject the hypotheses because schools with higher
awards did not have statistically significant differences in character

development outcomes when compared with schools with lower or no awards.
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The explanations for rejecting the hypotheses can be seen in the next section

through answering the five guiding research questions.

6.3 Evaluating the Hypotheses

In order to evaluate the two hypotheses, the findings for the five research
questions will be used to verify their claims. For Hypothesis 1, the research
findings from Research Questions 1, 3, 4 and 5 as discussed in Chapter 5.5.1,
5.5.3, 5,54 and 5.5.5 will be used respectively. As for Hypothesis 2,
Research Questions 2, 4 and 5 as discussed in Chapter 5.5.2, 5.5.4 and
5.5.5 will be used respectively. Given that the analyses were already
performed in Chapter 5, the following will summarise the various findings to

either reject or accept the hypotheses.

6.3.1 Evaluating Hypothesis 1
Given that Hypothesis 1 encompassed the key stakeholders of students, staff
and parents, its evaluation would require empirical evidences from the

surveys conducted for these three groups to verify its claims.

6.3.1.1 Student Survey
From the research findings derived from Research Question 1 as discussed
in Chapter 5.5.1, the empirical evidence showed that students from the ODA

school students did rate their school significantly higher than students from
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the DA schools in the inputs of character development but the corresponding
outputs of character development were not statistically significant. Although
there were significant higher mean scores in the character development
inputs between the ODA and DA schools’ students, the effect sizes were
found to be small. One possible reason for the ODA school not to have
statistically significant higher outputs could be because the implementation of
character development programmes in schools required a longer time for the
actual desired outcomes and behaviours to be seen. Since the
implementation of the awarding system by SMOE took place in 2006 and the
data collected from the schools was from 2009 to 2010, more time could be
required for the desired results in students to be seen externally. This raises a
persistent issue that is related to the current criteria used in evaluating
schools for the character development awards. This will be discussed further

in the section under Implications for Policy Makers.

From the research findings derived from Research Question 3 as discussed
in Chapter 5.5.3, the empirical evidence showed that students from the ODA
school did not rate their school character development process inputs and
outputs statistically significantly higher than students from the no award
school. This was rather surprising given that ODA schools had been closely
examined and scrutinised in their character development programmes by
SMOE to warrant the highest award in recognition for their efforts in

promoting and implementing character development among their students.
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Such high quality programmes were assumed to lead to definite positive
outcomes in character development. However, the findings did not support
this assumption and indicate no statistically significant difference between the
students from the ODA and no award schools. A good example was from the
input construct of Experience of Learning the Strengths of Character in which
the no award school students rated their experience in this area to be more
positive than the ODA school. Given the resources, training and systems that
were put in place to allow schools to be recognised and given awards by
SMOE, this finding raises the same issue whether the current criteria used to
recognise schools for their character development efforts was effective in its

evaluation and approach.

6.3.1.2 Staff Survey

From the research findings derived from Research Question 4 as discussed
in Chapter 5.5.4, the empirical evidence showed that staff from the ODA
school did rate their school's character development outputs statistically
significantly higher than staff from the lower award and no award schools,
albeit small effect size. This would then require further investigation and
research to verify the significant differences between ODA and the lower and
no award schools given the small effect size. One possible reason for the lack
of significant findings among the staff from the various award schools could
be the many emphases within each school where the staff could not

recognise their school’s programmes and efforts to be part of the character
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development initiatives. Many could have been promoting character
development in their personal interactions with students but might not
recognise those occasions as character development moments due to their
busyness and many demands on them (Lickona, 1997). Often schools would
have staff who were specially given the responsibility to oversee character
development programmes where these staff would have greater involvement
in the direct planning and execution of character development initiatives in
their schools. The rest of the staff members who were not involved in such
committee overseeing the character development programmes should not
see themselves as not being involved. Instead, the school management
should emphasis to all staff the importance of a school-wide approach
towards character development where all staff would directly and indirectly

influence the character development of students.

6.3.1.3 Parent Survey

From the research findings derived from Research Question 5 as discussed
in Chapter 5.5.5, the empirical evidence showed that parents from the ODA
school did not rate their school’'s character development outputs statistically
significantly higher than parents from the lower award and no award schools.
One possible reason could be because parents generally felt that the
education system in Singapore had done well in moulding the character of
their children regardless of which school their children would attend. Given

the high confidence level in the education system, parents would give a
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positive rating to any school that would be involved in educating their children.
The other surprising finding that was not as per hypothesised was the
partnership between the respective schools and the parents of the students.
Since parents were one of the key stakeholders in the character development
of the students, it was expected that the ODA school would involve the
parents much more than parents from other award schools. However, the
research finding indicated that parents involvement across the board was
considered to be unsatisfactory given the mean scores were lower than 3 for
all schools in the School-Family Partnership construct. Furthermore, there
was no statistically significant difference among the schools for this construct
as well. This could indicate the lack of partnership and involvement of parents
in the character development programmes of schools which might not be
reflected or measured in the current SMOE evaluation criteria for the various
character development awards. Even if schools were to actively engage and
involve parents in their character development programmes, parents’
involvements would not be easily garnered given the current culture within
Singapore’s society which the current research did not probe further.
However, it is also acknowledged that it would be impossible to have the full
participation of parents before the implementation of any character
development programme. It would even be adverse to any school’s operation
effectiveness if no programme could be implemented without parents’

involvements. Therefore, schools should seek to increase the proportion of
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parents’ participation over time as they implement their various character

development programmes.

6.3.1.4 Conclusion for Hypothesis 1

As seen from Sections 3.1.1 to 3.1.3, there was no empirical evidence from
both the Student Survey and Parent Survey to support the claim that the ODA
school would have higher significant differences in character development
outcomes than schools with lower award or no award. Although the Staff
Survey did show higher significance difference for the ODA school than the
schools with DA and no award, the effect size is small. This was less than the
ideal situation where the ODA school should have higher statistically
significant difference and large effect size than the schools with DA and no

award. Therefore, given these findings, Hypothesis 1 was rejected.

6.3.2 Evaluating Hypothesis 2
Given that Hypothesis 2 also encompassed the key stakeholders of students,
staff and parents, its evaluation requires empirical evidence from the surveys

conducted for these three groups to verify its claims.

6.3.2.1 Student Survey
From the research findings derived from Research Question 2 as discussed
in Chapter 5.5.2, the empirical evidence showed that students from DA

schools did not rate their schools significantly higher than students from the
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no award school in both the inputs and outputs of character development. On
the contrary, two of the input constructs of the NA school were found to be
statistically significantly higher than DA schools. The possible reason for this
could be the need for more time to see the evidence of the character
development outcomes as mentioned in Section 3.1.1. However, this again
raised the validity issue of the current criteria used to evaluate schools for

their character development programmes.

6.3.2.2 Staff Survey

From the research findings derived from Research Question 4 as discussed
in Chapter 5.5.4, the empirical evidence showed that staff from DA schools
did not rate their schools’ character development outputs statistically

significantly higher than staff from the no award school.

6.3.2.3 Parent Survey

From the research findings derived from Research Question 5 as discussed
in Chapter 5.5.5, the empirical evidence showed that parents from DA
schools did not rate their schools’ character development outputs statistically
significantly higher than parents from the no award school. The reason for the

lack of significant difference would be the same as those found in 3.1.1.
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6.3.2.4 Conclusion for Hypothesis 2

As seen from Sections 3.2.1 to 3.2.3, there was no empirical evidence from
all three surveys to support the claim that DA schools would have higher
significant differences in character development outcomes than the school

with no award. Therefore, given these findings, Hypothesis 2 was rejected.

6.3.3 Summary of the Hypotheses

Based on research findings, the two hypotheses for the research study were
rejected as seen from Sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.2. There is no empirical
evidence to show that the ODA school had significant differences in character
development outcomes than schools with DA and no award. The same is true
for DA schools where they did not have significant differences in character
development outcomes than the school with no award. This implies that the
outcomes of character development in the different award schools may not
have been effectively measured by the two Character Development Awards.

The possible reasons will be discussed in the following sections.
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6.4 Implications for Policy Makers

This section will address issues that are pertinent for policy makers to
consider for the formulation of criteria and processes in the evaluation of
schools for character development awards. Although the context of evaluation
was in Singapore, the implications that will be discussed may provide good
insight for policy makers who are involved in character education. The
implications that will be presented in the following were derived from literature
review, analyses derived from the research study and interactions with staff of

the schools involved in the research study.

6.4.1 Evaluation Criteria

As seen in Chapter 1, the SMOE'’s list of evaluation criteria has three major
components of Leadership, Culture and Processes, Systems and Structures.
When these three components were examined and compared with the
various proven methods and strategies of character development from the
literature review, two of the three were found except for the component of
Culture. These scientifically proven components that are found in SMOE’s
evaluation criteria give credibility to the overall criteria. It shows that SMOE
has taken into consideration some of the proven research strategies in the
formulation of these evaluation criteria. Out of the three major components,
the major emphasis is placed in evaluating processes, systems and
structures within schools to facilitate their character development

programmes. The reason for this emphasis is the belief that as long as the
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processes, systems and structures are in place with the full support of the
schools’ management, achieving the desired positive character development
outcomes will only be a matter of time. Inherent in this belief is the certainty of
future success in schools’ character development programmes as long as
these three components are implemented by schools. However, from the
results obtained and analyses derived from the research study, the validation
for this belief is yet to be substantiated. The assumption that faithful and strict
adherence to these three components will result in positive desired outcomes
in schools’ character development has yet to be proven according to this
research study. Since the Character Development Award has been in
existence from 2006, it would be appropriate for SMOE to conduct an internal
review of its current criteria, especially in its espoused theory that a strict
adherence to the three components would lead to successful character
development outcomes. The emphasis in processes, systems and structures
are commonly found in organisations that use the Star Model (Galbraith, 1995)
in their organisational design for effective allocation of resources. However,
the success of organisations that use the Star Model is not guaranteed
because of the possible failures during the implementation stages (Galbraith,
2008). It may be the case for schools that do have the three major
components in their character development programme design but still may
not see the desired outcomes because of the implementation processes at

the classroom level between the staff and students.
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The second area within the evaluation criteria that requires some review is
the component of Culture. Although SMOE does not define the meaning of
culture from its published materials, it can be understood from the description
given in the Character Development Award Handbook (SMOE, 2006) that it is
referring to an environmental condition that exists consistently where staff
show care towards students in a genuine manner. In order for a care culture
to be formed, it will require much effort to be taken by the staff and students
over time to build it (cf. Alder & Gundersen, 2008; Alvesson & Sveningsson,
2008; Schein, 2004). Therefore, a school culture of care is a resultant
outcome created by the staff and students over time within the school
community. However, the Character Development Award Handbook has
emphasised that the evaluation criteria do not take into consideration the
current school environment and conditions but yet the component of culture
seems to indicate otherwise. Therefore, SMOE may need to consider
removing this component given the contradiction it brings into the evaluation
process, which can create an internal validity issue within the criteria (cf.
Brewer, 2000; Shadish et al., 2002). Alternatively, SMOE may need to
redefine the meaning of culture as used in the criteria so as to prevent
possible confusion in this matter albeit a greater confusion that may result
from the redefinition. The most appropriate solution would be to recognise the

necessity to evaluate the school’s culture as part of the evaluation criteria.

158



The third area within the evaluation criteria that may require further
consideration is for SMOE to determine the award status of schools that do
not produce the desired outcome after consistently obtaining the DA and
ODA for several years. Given that the emphasis of the current evaluation
criteria is on processes, systems and structures, it will be appropriate to
determine if the award winning schools should retain its award status if there
are no apparent desired outcomes seen over time among their students. A
reasonable time period may have to be stipulated where schools with the
awards will have to validate their character development programmes with
outcomes that befit their awards. This is to ensure the credibility of both the
schools and the awards given by SMOE. Therefore, a set of more
comprehensive evaluation criteria may need to be formulated to evaluate

schools.

6.4.2 Definition of Character

One of issues that was constantly encountered during the research was the
definition of character. The usage of the word character connotes a myriad of
meanings to different people as discussed earlier in Chapter 2. Although
SMOE attempted to define character in the Character Development Award
Handbook, it is often not referred to by schools’ staff during the evaluation
process. During the research study process, the researcher found different
definitions that were used by staff from different schools and even among

staff within the same school. Furthermore, schools that participated in the
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research did not share the same definition as defined by SMOE. The current
evaluation criteria for the character development awards do not ask for the
definition of character, presuming that schools are clearly aware of their own
definition or share the same definition with SMOE. This situation may lead to
serious validity issues, both internal and external, given the lack of clarity and
requirement for a formal definition of character within schools that have
character development programmes. Once the definition of character and its
constructs are not clearly defined, the effectiveness and resultant outcomes
of the character development programmes cannot be measured. It is based
on the definition of character and its constructs that the effectiveness of the
programmes and their outcomes can be evaluated and even measured
(Berkowitz and Bier, 2006; Was et al., 2006). Any character development
programme requires clear definition in its character construct in order for
implementation strategies and processes to work together towards achieving
the desired outcomes. Lickona (1996) has also highlighted the need for clear
definition of character as one of the pivotal principles when evaluating
character development programmes in schools. Given the complexity in the
study of character as mentioned earlier in Chapter 2, this is one area that is
clearly in need of serious consideration to be added into SMOE's evaluation

criteria.

Although SMOE's Character Development Award Handbook does state that

the criteria are meant to evaluate the Processes, Systems and Structures that
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are put in place to ensure the success of any school’s character development
programmes, without a proper definition of character, the evaluation criteria
may not be meaningfully evaluating students’ character development.
Therefore, it is highly recommended for SMOE to add into the current criteria
some measures to determine the constructs and definition of character as

used in schools.

6.4.3 The Evaluation Process

The current evaluation process by SMOE (SMOE, 2008) is such that any
school that is interested to be evaluated for the character development
awards must first submit a three-page application document with attached
annexes of not more than 10 pages that will give details of the various
character initiatives and programmes currently taking place within the school
community. Schools will then be shortlisted based upon the information
gathered from the submitted documents. Schools that are shortlisted will be
visited by a panel of evaluators for half a day to conduct interviews with the
school management, teachers and students. Following the first validation visit,
schools that are shortlisted for the ODA will receive a second validation visit
that will last for another full day. The intent of the second visit is to have
further interviews with the various stakeholders of the schools’ community to
validate the schools’ character development programmes. However, the
question to be raised in this process is whether a half day school visit for DA

or a one and a half day school visit for ODA is sufficient to determine the
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effectiveness of character development programmes within each school.
SMOE may want to consider using other quantitative methods to supplement
its current qualitative method of interviews to evaluate the effectiveness of
schools’ character development programmes. It is recommended to have
quantitative instruments that will determine if there is indeed a school wide
adoption and implementation of the various character development
programmes among the school’s stakeholders. It will be even better if the
evaluation process takes place over time and not just a one time evaluation
by the panel. This is to further ensure that schools are indeed implementing
the various character development initiatives over time and not just for the
evaluation panel visit only. Such thorough evaluation process may require
more competent staff to be deployed and trained to conduct the regular visits

to schools.

Another area that can assist schools in their process to apply for the
character development awards is to provide a template for schools to have a
self-study framework of assessment. Such a self-study assessment will
facilitate schools to determine if they have met the expectations and
requirements for either the DA or ODA. Currently, the evaluation rubrics used
for evaluating schools are not made known publicly and schools will not be
able to know the areas for improvements and strengths of their programmes.
Such knowledge will be helpful for schools to know where they stand for the

awards and how to work towards improving themselves from the DA to the
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ODA. Currently, schools are also not given any expert advice on their
character development programmes and a self-assessment template will be
helpful for them to self-evaluate their strengths and areas for improvements

before applying for evaluation with SMOE.

6.5 Implications on Character Development Theories

The research study has discussed the various implications for policy makers
of schools in the previous section. In this section, the implications for
character development theories that were raised in Chapter 2 and how they

will directly affect the understanding of character education will be presented.

6.5.1 Measurability of Character Development Outcomes

The research study affirmed the various challenges and difficulty faced in
character development, especially the claim for schools to have effective
character education programmes. The revolving theoretical issues that
constantly surfaced in the research study were that of the definition of
character, the constructs that constituted character and whether character
could be effectively measured. These issues are related to each other and
further complicated by a myriad of definitions and understanding of character
as defined by various academic fields and highlighted in Chapter 2 (see
Berkowitz, 1997; Smagorinsky & Taxel, 2005). However, despite the

complicated challenges involved in having a unified definition and constructs
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for character, it is clear from the research study that the outcomes for
character development can be measured as long as the definition and
constructs of character are determined in the early stage before the
implementation of any character development programmes (Berkowitz and
Bier, 2006; Davidson et al., 2008). The character constructs chosen must
accurately capture the essence of character as per defined and in line with

the general understanding of character.

The research experience in the various schools showed that schools did not
have an established definition in place and some stakeholders of the same
school would even define character differently. The lack of unified definition
and understanding of character within schools would lead to the
insurmountable task of measuring the outcomes for their character
development programmes. This often resulted in capturing the wrong
outcomes for schools’ character development programmes and nullifying their
effectiveness. Some schools might see a few character development
outcomes that happened by chance rather than what were desired before the
implementation of their character education. In the case of the research study,
although participating schools did not use the same definition of character as
defined in this research study by Davidson, Lickona and Khmelkov (2008),
they accepted the character constructs used in the research survey as
indicative of what character would be in their students. The findings from the

research study reinforced the need for schools and SMOE to examine and
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understand the theoretical relationships between the definition of character,
the constructs of character and the desirable outcomes for character
development programmes. Such understanding of the theoretical
relationships would assist schools to provide effective character education
and also for awarding institutions to set criteria that would accurately evaluate

schools’ character development programmes as discussed in Section 6.4.2.

6.5.2 Effectiveness of Character Education

From the hypothesis evaluation as seen in Sections 6.3.1.4 and 6.3.2.4, it
may lead to a premature conclusion to doubt the effectiveness of character
development programmes that were used in schools given the contradictory
findings. Such a conclusion will be erroneous given that the rejection of the
two hypotheses cannot be seen as negating the effectiveness of character
education in schools. The reasons for rejecting the two hypotheses were
clearly stated in Sections 6.4.1 to 6.4.3 where the actual outcomes of the
various character development programmes might not be evaluated
appropriately. Given the many factors that affected the evaluation criteria
used for awarding schools, the true outcomes of character education that
took place in schools were not accurately measured. Therefore, the
effectiveness of character education cannot be nullified based on this
research study as there are many other studies that have provided the
empirical evidences to support the effectiveness of character education (see

Corrigan, Grove, Vincent, Chapman & Walls 2007; Berkowitz & Bier, 2007;
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Flay, Alfred, Ji, Segawa, Burns & Campbell 2005; Hendrix, Luedtke & Barlow,
2004; Rudd & Stoll, 2004). Furthermore, the objective of this research study
was not to prove the ineffectiveness of character education but to determine if
higher award winning schools did have a significant difference in the
outcomes of character development over lower or no award schools in the
context of Singapore’s Character Development Award. The issue then is not
on the effectiveness of character education but the effectiveness in
measuring character development outcomes when there is character

education taking place in schools.

Therefore, schools can adopt different approaches such as Traditional
Character Education, Rational Moral Education or even integrative
approaches of both in their character development programmes as
highlighted in Chapter 2. However, the effectiveness can only be validated

when the outcomes are correctly and accurately measured.

6.5.3 School Culture for Character Education

The research study has highlighted the internal validity issue in Section 6.4.1.
It was maintained that the Character Development Award Handbook stated
the exclusion of current school culture in the evaluation process and yet the
criteria for evaluation seemed to indicate otherwise. Empirical studies
conducted in schools with proven effective character development outcomes

have shown that the school culture is vital in ensuring that these desired
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outcomes are achieved (Berkowitz and Bier, 2006; Lickona & Davidson,
2005). Berger (2003) went as far to say that culture would even shape
students’ character. The culture for character education must pervade the
student body, staff and parents where these stakeholders are fully involved
and engaged in the character development process. A strong school culture
that emphasises character education will bring an alignment of staff’s
professional and teaching practices to support the desired character
development outcomes. This is further reinforced by parents at home when
students are back from school. Such strong school culture will also harness a
peer culture among its students to support the school’s effort in building a
healthy and good environment that encourages positive ethical behaviours
(Berger, 2003; Narvaez, 2010). Therefore, the school leadership will need to
consciously utilise the potency and influence of school culture to achieve their
desired goals for character education (Barth, 2002; Character Education
Partnership, 2010). This can only be achieved through long term mutual
collaboration and partnership with the stakeholders to reinforce and sustain

the common desire for character formation to take place among their students.
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6.6 Recommendations for Educators and Implementers

This section will make recommendations for educators and implementers who
are involved or are interested in character education in their schools.
Although these recommendations are not new discoveries or theories in
character development, they serve as a good reference for educators to

review and evaluate their current character development initiatives.

6.6.1 Establishing a Working Definition for Character

From the findings gathered through the research study, the definition of
character must be stated early in the implementation process of a school’s
character development programmes. As discussed in Section 6.5.1, an
established definition will allow a school to determine the constructs of its
character, which will facilitate the focus on the various areas of character
development within the school community (Berkowitz & Bier, 2006). As many
educators may not be content expert in the area of character education, the
definition may change or be amended as the school progresses in its
character development programmes and initiatives. The process of amending
the definition of character within each school is encouraged as it shows
progress of understanding in the knowledge of character development.
Therefore, an early stage working definition will allow teachers and the
various stakeholders in the school community to begin the process of refining
the definition and garner greater ownership towards the character

development initiatives.
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Once the definition is agreed and embraced by the school’s stakeholders, the
school management will then be able to allocate the necessary resources to
achieve the required outcomes as determined from the constructs of

character.

6.6.2 Communicate the Desired Outcomes

Once the definition of character is established, the school will then be able to
set the outcomes of its character development programmes. This is achieved
through measuring the various outcomes in accordance to the defined
constructs of character. However, the measurement of these outcomes must
be communicated explicitly and be in agreement with the stakeholders of the
school community (Berkowitz & Bier, 2006; Lickona & Davidson, 2005). It will
not be meaningful to measure the outcomes without the active participation of
students as their involvements and awareness of the outcomes will determine
the success of the character development programmes. Furthermore, if the
desired outcomes are not agreed upon between the students and staff, there
will be mismatched expectations when it comes to the evaluation of desired
behaviours and end goals (Power et al., 1989). Students may feel that the
expectations are imposed on them and not derived from their personal
motivations. This can result in students opposing the character development

programmes instead of supporting and actively participating in them.
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6.6.3 Professional Staff Development

One of the essential processes to ensure good implementation of character
development programmes in schools is that of staff training and development
(Elias et al., 2001, Elias et al., 2006b; Elias, Zins, Weissberg, et al., 1997).
This is especially so when teachers are generally not taught the theories or
skills in character education during the pre-service teacher training course
(Williams & Schaps, 1999; Jones et al., 1998). As informed by current new
teachers in schools, this is also true for Singapore’s context where trainee
teachers are not given any formal lessons on character education in the
National Institute of Education. Given that very good character development
programmes may lose its effectiveness if staff do not implement and execute
them correctly at the classroom level, professional training in both the
implementation skill and knowledge of character education are vital
(Berkowitz & Bier, 2004; Kam et al., 2003; Schwartz, 2008; Solomon et al.,
2000). Schools may want to dedicate staff who are passionate in the area of
character development to specialise in this area and become content experts
to guide and train other staff members. It is highly encouraged for schools’
management to free up time and lighten the teaching load of such dedicated
staff to do the necessary research and study into the character development

curriculum that will be most suitable for their schools.
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6.6.4 School-Wide Approach

The other area that is important for schools to consider before implementing
any character development programmes is the scope of the implementation.
The most effective character development programmes that are found by
researchers are usually implemented and supported through a school-wide
approach (Berkowitz & Bier, 2006; Lickona & Davidson, 2005). This is
because any programme that uses a school-wide approach affects the entire
school where stakeholders are keenly aware of its importance and priority. In
order for any programme to have a school-wide approach, the school
management must be supportive of it and such favourable environment will
greatly enhance its implementation at all levels within the school community
(Dinham, 2005; Fullan, 2002; Heck, 1991). Besides being supportive of the
programmes, the school management will have to allocate resources and be
mentally prepared for the programmes to run for a few years in order to
benefit from the desired outcomes. If there is very little support and interest at
the school management level for character development programmes to be
implemented for a prolonged period, it may be more appropriate to postpone

the launch of such programmes.

6.6.5 Parental Involvement
The other important area that cannot be neglected for schools that desire to
have effective character development programmes is the involvement of

parents in students’ character development process (Berkowitz, 2002;
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Halstead, 1999; Lickona et al., 2007; Smetana, 1999; Walker & Taylor, 1991).
Given that family is the moral centre of a child’s character development and
the seedbed for moral thinking, affection and behaviours (Dun, 2006; Ponzetti,
2005), it is inevitable to engage parents as partners in schools’ character
development programmes. Given that the findings from the research study
show a rather low involvement of parents in the character development
process, schools should think of creative ways to engage parents and obtain
their direct or indirect involvements in the schools’ character development
initiatives. Although the research findings did show the possibility that parents
had a high confident and trust level in the schools’ character development
programmes and in the teachers, schools should continue their efforts to
solicit participation and input from parents. This is to ensure that parents can
reinforce the learning of character development and moral values in their
children when they are at home. Such partnership will greatly enhance the

character education experience in schools and at home.

6.6.6 New Media Technologies

One of the researcher’s personal observations is the need for schools to use
new media technologies such as the Internet, digital media and other
interactive methods to engage students in the teaching of moral values (cf.
Beach & Lundell, 1998; Tierney & Damarin, 1998). From the informal
feedback gathered from students, they indicated a greater enjoyment of moral

education classes when teachers were able to engage students through the
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usage of digitised movie clips from Youtube or from other digitised media that
would capture and show the values that were intended to be taught. This
stirred greater interests than didactic teaching by staff in a unidirectional way
where students would listen and staff would teach. However, such methods
would require staff to be comfortable with using the latest new media
technologies (Leu & Kinzer, 2000; Plumm, 2008) and also the ability to
facilitate class discussions on moral lessons among students (Askov & Bixler,
1998) to enhance the learning experience after watching the movie clips. This
once again highlights the critical need for staff training in the area of using
technologies for character development in schools. It may be inevitable for
schools to pursue this route given the current phenomenon of students being
very familiar with new media through daily entertainment and interactions with
friends on the Internet (Hogan & Strasburger, 2008; Lickona, 1999; Lickona &

Davidson, 2005).
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6.7 Possible Improvements to the Research Study

The research study was probably the first to be conducted by an external
researcher to determine the validity of SMOE's character development
awards. Given the rich experience learnt throughout the research study,
Sections 6.7.1 to 6.7.3 will list the areas that the researcher would
recommend for future researchers when similar research of this nature is to

be conducted in Singapore schools.

6.7.1 Partnership with SMOE

One of the earlier challenges encountered in the research study was to gain
entry into schools to conduct the research. Although permission was given by
SMOE to conduct the research study, there was the second level permission
required from school principals before the research could take place in their
schools. The reason for this was because the approval given by SMOE for
the research study was not a mandate to schools to participate. Principals
had the option to decide their school’s involvement in the research study.
From the list of potential schools that the researcher had in mind, many of the
schools did not reply to the initial electronic mail requesting them to
participate in the research or did not want to participate in the research study
due to many activities and events already taking place in the schools.
Eventually, the researcher had to depend on informal personal contacts to
gain entry into schools to conduct the research study. It would have been

ideal if the research study was approved by SMOE and mandated on schools
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to participate in the research study. This will definitely allow many of the
potential schools that match the selection criteria to be involved in the
research to further enhance the research findings. Therefore, it is
recommended for potential researchers in character development to first write
to SMOE's Character Development Branch to determine whether there are
worthy research projects initiated by SMOE that they can undertake.
Alternatively, researchers may want to explore with the Character
Development Branch whether their proposed projects can be a partnership
with SMOE to be conducted in schools. Such direct involvement of SMOE will
facilitate researchers’ ease of entry into schools to conduct their research

studies.

6.7.2 Longitudinal Research Study

The research study was conducted through a one time assessment of
schools using a quantitative survey instrument that measured the various
stakeholders’ perspectives of school character development programmes.
Although this provided a good basis for evaluation and analysis of school
character development outcomes, a longitudinal research approach may
provide very useful insights and findings that track the character development
outcomes over time. This is especially useful if schools can begin tracking the
outcomes of student character development when they first enter into schools
in Secondary 1. The tracking process will end when the students exit schools

upon their graduation at Secondary 4 or 5. The four to five years of tracking
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will give a very in-depth understanding of student character development
outcomes as seen through the years in their respective schools. Such level of
tracking and research study will provide good indicators to show whether
schools’ character development programmes are effective in helping students
to increase their moral literacy and behaviours. However, such a longitudinal
research study will require resources and long term support from SMOE in
order for it to take place. Schools that are endowed with more resources may
be able to conduct their own longitudinal research study as it will require staff
members who are proficient in character education, research methodologies
and a long term commitment of the school management to ensure continuity
of the research in the midst of transitions of key staff and future developments

of schools.

6.7.3 Usage of Other Survey Instruments

The research study used the CREE Instrument for the conduct of the
quantitative research work among the school community’s stakeholders. The
CREE research instrument was used as the key instrument in the research
study because of its definition of the various constructs of character that
matched the researcher’s choice of definition for character. Although the
CREE instrument served its function well in measuring the required character
constructs in the research study, more comprehensive data and information
on the outcomes of character development in schools may be gathered if

more instruments were used alongside CREE. Given the complexity of
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character as mentioned in Chapter 2, it may serve the character development
research process well to include various instruments with different constructs
of character to examine the various outcomes in school character
development programmes. This may give a more thorough and complete
coverage of the various constructs of character that are well accepted by
educationists and character development experts. The only concern for the
usage of various instruments to measure the outcomes of school character
development will be the extra demand placed on schools to find time to
conduct the various instruments given that schools are already operating on a

very demanding schedule.

6.8 Summary

The research study has shown empirically that SMOE's current evaluation
criteria for its Character Development Award may require some fine tuning
since its inception in 2006. Such fine tuning process is a normal routine for
any award that attempts to evaluate character development in schools. This is
especially true when measuring outcomes from a complex concept such as
character. Any good award will constantly seek to improve its evaluation
criteria in tandem with the latest reliable research findings in character
education. SMOE has done well in formulating its current evaluation criteria
as its first attempt to recognise schools for their efforts in character

development. Such attempt is to be applauded and given due recognition as
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it promotes holistic education among Singapore’s schools. In order to
maintain its reputation as a nation that provides quality education and holistic
development for its students, SMOE will excel in this through constant
engagement in research based programmes in character education and give
schools the recognition for their empirically proven character development
programmes that positively shape and mould the lives of their students. The
benefits for such engagement may not be seen immediately but it will reap a
harvest of citizens who are not only competent in their skills and knowledge

but also exhibit moral integrity in their relationships with others.
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APPENDIX A

4 KEYS for Developing
Performance Character and Moral Character
(Davidson, Lickona & Khmelkov, 2008, p381-382)

1. The Ethical Learning Community (ELC) — developing a community
(classroom, advisory group, team, whole school) that both supports and
challenges and whose members pursue the realisation of their own potential
for excellence and ethics and seek to bring out the best in every person.

2. Self-Study — engaging students in assessing their strengths and areas for
growth in performance character and moral character, setting goals for

improvement, and monitoring their progress.

3. Other-Study — learning from exemplars of performance character and

moral character by analysing and emulating their pathways to success.
4. Public Performance/Presentation — using public performances and

presentations as experiential learning and authentic assessment of students’

performance character and moral character
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APPENDIX B

The Eleven Principles of Effective Character Education
(Lickona, Schaps & Lewis, 2007, p2-5)

Principle 1:
Promotes core
ethical values
and supportive
performance
values as

the foundation

of good character

Character education holds that widely shared, pivotally
important, core ethical values—such as caring, honesty,
fairness, responsibility, and respect for self and others—
along with supportive performance values—such as
diligence, a strong worth ethic, and perseverance—form
the basis of good character. A school committed to
character development stands for these values
(sometimes referred to as “virtues” or “character traits”),

defines them in terms of behaviours that can be
observed in the life of the school, models these values,
studies and discusses them, uses them as the basis of
human relations in the school, celebrates their
manifestations in the school and community, and holds
all school members accountable to standards of conduct
consistent with the core values.

In a school committed to developing character, these
core values are treated as a matter of obligation, as
having a claim on the conscience of the individual and
community. Character education asserts that the validity
of these values, and our responsibility to uphold them,
derive from the fact that such values affirm our human
dignity, promote the development and welfare of the
individual person, serve the common good, meet the
classical tests of reversibility (i.e., Would you want to be
treated this way?) and universality (i.e., Would you

want all persons to act this way in a similar situation?),
and inform our rights and responsibilities in a democratic
society. The school makes clear that these basic human
values transcend religious and cultural differences, and
express our common humanity.

The Character Education Partnership (CEP) believes
that character education’s primary focus is on
developing the core ethical values needed to be a good
human being. But character education also seeks to
develop complementary performance character qualities
that enable students to perform at their highest potential
in the classroom, the workplace, or any other area of
endeavour. These two parts of character work together
in mutually supportive ways
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Principle 2:
Defines
“character”
comprehensively
to include
thinking, feeling,
and behaviour.

Good character involves understanding, caring about,
and acting upon core ethical values. A holistic approach
to character development therefore seeks to develop
the cognitive, emotional, and behavioural aspects of
moral life. Students grow to understand core values by
studying and discussing them, observing behavioural
models, and resolving problems involving the values.
Students learn to care about core values by developing
empathy skills, forming caring relationships, helping to
create community, hearing illustrative and inspirational
stories, and reflecting on life experiences. And they
learn to act upon core values by developing prosocial
behaviours (e.g., communicating feelings, active
listening, helping skills) and by repeatedly practicing
these behaviours, especially in the context of
relationships (e.g.,through cross-age tutoring, mediating
conflicts, school and community service). As children
grow in character, they develop an increasingly refined
understanding of the core values, a deeper commitment
to living according to those values, and a stronger
capacity and tendency to behave in accordance with
them.

Principle 3:
Uses a
comprehensive,
intentional, and
proactive
approach

to character
development.

Schools committed to character development look at
themselves through a moral lens to assess how virtually
everything that goes on in school affects the character
of students. A comprehensive approach uses all
aspects of schooling as opportunities for character
development. This includes what is sometimes called
the hidden curriculum (e.g., school ceremonies and
procedures; the teachers’ example; students’
relationships with teachers, other school staff, and each
other; the instructional process; how student diversity is
addressed; the assessment of learning; the
management of the school environment; the discipline
policy); the academic curriculum (i.e., core subjects,
including the health curriculum); and extracurricular
programmes (i.e., sports teams, clubs, service projects,
after-school care). “Stand alone” character

education programmes can be useful first steps or
helpful elements of an ongoing effort but are not an
adequate substitute for a holistic approach that
integrates character development into every aspect of
school life. Finally, rather than simply waiting for
opportunities to arise, with an intentional and proactive
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approach, the school staff takes deliberate steps for
developing character, drawing wherever possible on
practices shown by research to be effective.

Principle 4:
Creates a caring
school
community.

A school committed to character strives to become a
microcosm of a civil, caring, and just society. It does this
by creating a community that helps all its members

form caring attachments to one another. This involves
developing caring relationships among students (within
and across grade levels), among staff, between
students and staff, and between staff and families.
These caring relationships foster both the desire to learn
and the desire to be a good person. All children and
adolescents have needs for safety, belonging, and the
experience of contributing, and they are more likely to
internalize the values and expectations of groups that
meet these needs. Likewise, if staff members and
parents experience mutual respect, fairness, and
cooperation in their relationships with each other,

they are more likely to develop the capacity to promote
those values in students. In a caring school community,
the daily life of classrooms and all other parts of the
school environment (e.g., the hallways, cafeteria,
playground, school bus, front office, and teachers’
lounge) is imbued with a climate of concern and respect
for others.

Principle 5:
Provides
students with
opportunities
for moral action.

In the ethical as in the intellectual domain, students are
constructive learners; they learn best by doing. To
develop good character, they need many and varied
opportunities to apply values such as compassion,
responsibility, and fairness in everyday interactions and
discussions as well as through community service. By
grappling with real-life challenges (e.g., how to divide
the labour in a cooperative learning group, how to reach
consensus in a class meeting, how to reduce fights on
the playground, how to carry out a service-learning
project) and reflecting on these experiences, students
develop practical understanding of the requirements of
cooperating with others and giving of oneself. Through
repeated moral experiences, students develop and
practice the skills and behavioural habits that make up
the action side of character.
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Principle 6:
Includes a
meaningful and
challenging
academic
curriculum that
respects all
learners,
develops

their character,
and helps them
to succeed.

When students succeed at work in school and feel a
sense of competence and autonomy, they are more
likely to feel valued and cared about as persons.
Because students come to school with diverse skills,
interests and needs, an academic program that helps all
students succeed will be one in which the content and
pedagogy are sophisticated enough to engage all
learners. This means providing a curriculum that is
inherently interesting and meaningful to students. A
meaningful curriculum includes active teaching and
learning methods such as cooperative learning,
problem-solving approaches, and experience-based
projects. These approaches increase student autonomy
by appealing to students’ interests, providing them with
opportunities to think creatively and test their ideas, and
fostering a sense of “voice and choice”—having a say in
decisions and plans that affect them.

In addition, effective character educators look for the
natural intersections between the academic content they
wish to teach and the character qualities they wish to
develop. These “character connections” can take many
forms, such as addressing current ethical issues in
science, debating historical practices and decisions, and
discussing character traits and ethical dilemmas in
literature. When teachers bring to the fore the character
dimension of the curriculum, they enhance the
relevance of subject matter to students’ natural interests
and questions, and in the process, increase student
engagement and achievement. When teachers promote
performance values such as intellectual curiosity, critical
thinking, and diligence, students are better able to do
their best work.

Principle 7:
Strives to foster
students’
self-motivation.

Character is often defined as “doing the right thing when
no one is looking.” The best underlying ethical reason
for following rules, for example, is respect for the

rights and needs of others—not fear of punishment or
desire for a reward. Similarly, we want students to be
kind to others because of an inner belief that

kindness is good and a desire to be a kind person.
Growing in self-motivation is a developmental process
that schools of character are careful not to undermine
by excessive emphasis on extrinsic incentives. When
such schools give appropriate social recognition for
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students’ prosocial actions (e.g., “Thank you for holding
the door—that was a thoughtful thing to do.”) or
celebrate character through special awards (e.g., for
outstanding school or community service), they keep the
focus on character. Schools of character work with
students to develop their understanding of rules, their
awareness of how their behavior affects others, and the
character strengths—such as self-control, perspective
taking, and conflict resolution skills— needed to act
responsibly in the future. Rather than settle for mere
compliance, these schools seek to help students benefit

from their mistakes by providing meaningful
opportunities for reflection, problem solving, and
restitution.

Principle 8:
Engages the
school staff

as a learning and
moral
community that
shares
responsibility for
character
education and
attempts to
adhere to the
same core values
that

guide the
education of
students.

All school staff—teachers, administrators, counsellors,
school psychologists, coaches, secretaries, cafeteria
workers, playground aides, bus drivers—need to be
involved in learning about, discussing, and taking
ownership of the character education effort. First and
foremost, staff members assume this responsibility by
modelling the core values in their own behaviour and
taking advantage of other opportunities to influence the
students with whom they interact.

Second, the same values and norms that govern the life
of students serve to govern the collective life of adult
members in the school community. Like students, adults
grow in character by working collaboratively with each
other and participating in decision-making that improves
classrooms and school. They also benefit from
extended staff development and opportunities to
observe colleagues and then apply character
development strategies in their own work with students.

Third, a school that devotes time to staff reflection on
moral matters helps to ensure that it operates with
integrity. Through faculty meetings and smaller support
groups, a reflective staff regularly asks questions such
as: What character building experiences is the school
already providing for its students? What negative moral
experiences (e.g., peer cruelty, student cheating, adult
disrespect of students, littering of the grounds) is the
school currently failing to address? And what important
moral experiences (e.g., cooperative learning, school
and community service, opportunities to learn about and
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interact with people from different racial, ethnic, and
socioeconomic backgrounds) is the school now
omitting? What school practices are at odds with its
professed core values and desire to develop a caring
school community? Reflection of this nature is an
indispensable condition for developing the moral life of a
school.

Principle 9:
Fosters shared
moral leadership
and long range
support of the
character
education
initiative.

Schools that are engaged in effective character
education have leaders (e.g., the principal, a lead
teacher or counselor, a district administrator, or
preferably a small group of such individuals) who
champion the effort. At least initially, many schools

and districts establish a character education
committee—often composed of staff, students, parents,
and possibly community members—that takes
responsibility for planning, implementation, and support.
Over time, the regular governing bodies of the school or
district may take on the functions of this committee. The
leadership also takes steps to provide for the long-range
support (e.g., adequate staff development, time to plan)
of the character education initiative, including, ideally,
support at the district and state levels. In addition, within
the school students assume developmentally
appropriate roles in leading the character education
effort through class meetings, student government, peer
mediation, cross-age tutoring, service clubs, task forces,
and student-led initiatives.

Principle 10:
Engages families
and community
members as
partners in the
character-
building effort.

Schools that reach out to families and include them in
character-building efforts greatly enhance their chances
for success with students. They take pains at every
stage to communicate with families—via newsletters, e-
mails, family nights, and parent conferences—about
goals and activities regarding character education. To
build greater trust between home and school, parents
are represented on the character education committee.
These schools also make a special effort to reach out to
subgroups of parents who may not feel part of the
school community. Finally, schools and families
enhance the effectiveness of their partnership by
recruiting the help of the wider community (i.e.,
businesses, youth organizations, religious institutions,
the government, and the media) in promoting character
development.
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Principle 11:
Assesses the
character of the
school, the
school staff’s
functioning as
character
educators,

and the extent to
which students
manifest good
character.

Effective character education must include an effort to
assess progress using both qualitative and quantitative
methods. Three broad kinds of outcomes merit
attention:

(a) The character of the school: To what extent is the
school becoming a more caring community? This can be
assessed, for example, with surveys that ask students to
indicate the extent to which they agree with statements
such as, “Students in this school (classroom) respect
and care about each other,” and “This school
(classroom) is like a family.”

(b) The school staff’'s growth as character educators: To
what extent have adult staff—teaching faculty,
administrators, and support personnel—developed
understandings of what they can do to foster character
development? Personal commitment to doing so? Skills
to carry it out? Consistent habits of acting upon their
developing capacities as character educators?

(c) Student character: To what extent do students
manifest understanding of, commitment to, and action
upon the core ethical values? Schools can, for example,
gather data on various character-related behaviors: Has
student attendance gone up? Fights and suspensions
gone down? Vandalism declined? Drug incidents
diminished? Schools can also assess the three domains
of character (knowing, feeling, and behaving) through
anonymous questionnaires that measure student moral
judgment (for example, “Is it wrong to cheat on a test?”),
moral commitment (“Would you cheat if you were sure
you wouldn't get caught?”) and self-reported moral
behaviour (“How many times have you cheated on a
test or major assignment in the past year?”). Such
questionnaires can be administered at the beginning of
a school’s character initiative to get a baseline and
again at later points to assess progress.

203




APPENDIX C

CREE Student Survey
Cornerstone Collective Responsibility for
Efaruﬁa‘:ii;;ri; Excellence and Ethics
TR m——— Student Survey

THIZ QUESTIONMAIRE 18 MOT A TEST.

Wia hope you will answer every quastion, but you may skip any question you o nat wish o answer,

Mark one snawar on eash Fine Lika this: {} Motlkathia: () 30 )
: s & fg BE
1. Think about what you do in school. How often does this happen? % E £ g g
=4 4@
1} Tean be counted on to do my peet for the team/group. o 3w O ®
7} Ttryto be creative in my assigniments. (I € Y ) B ) N )
3} 1spend extra time working to lmprove my wasknesses, @ o @
4) ;ﬁwﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁmnwmmwmmmmpamw 0] @ ® o) ©
1 think aboast school
5) han:h.a iy wiork and consicer whether [ need to work 0] @ ® @ ®
I -
6 d;:mt or discuss different cultural, rﬁa-uu:num.:n palitical befefs in 0] ® @ @ ®
1 give up watching TV or hanging ouwt with friends tm study for a test
) or doan assignment for school. ¢ @ 0 e @
8} 1 redoa school assignment Lo make it betber, E S I 'Y B ) B )
Wihen Iwork
3) fn Eﬁﬂ;naﬂs@nﬂhmdﬁ,lmchﬁem&ma @ ® @ @ @
10)  1weatteachers and staff with respect, even F [ disagree withthern. (0 & @ ©@ @
1) When I see someone having a problem, T offer to help, o @ @ ®
12} 1o the right thing no matter what others might think. o ® @ @
13)  Ispeak up when someone is bullied or harassed, o @ @ ®
14)  Icheatona test or an assignment. o 8 @ @ o
15)  Tadmit if I do something wrang. @ ® @ @ @
1 consider different points of view when raking 3 decision about a
18) maral issue or dilemma. @ @ ® ® @
I help another student choose
o Ip _ r betereen doing what &5 rght &nd what @ ® @ @ @
Continua on next page
08 VT, Khmelkey aod M.L Davidsan
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s 3 b= Bs BT
2. How often do the following things happen in this school? E % E 5 S¢
2 §- 5. iF
18) ... sameone gets drunk or high. o @ & @ @
19} .. someone verbelly abuses or harasses another person, o @@ @ © @
20) .. someone steals from another person. o @ & ® @
1) .. someone physically assaults anather person, o @& & @ &
72) ...mmﬂtr&&nﬁ.ﬂtmm,ummbulww 0 @ & @ @
e ] =
3. Think about students and adults in this scheol, i g os@ g B 3B
D yeu agree or disagrea with these statements? 5 ;I?I £ ﬁ g 7 E &
ui 3:"_" 'ﬁ L
21)  Students work together to develop new skills or complete projects. D ® & © ®
Students hene do not talk b0 or include those who are different (for
4) exampls, those who belong to & ﬂfﬁauﬂ'racel:‘lr-eﬂga:n, or culture), © ® @ © ®
25 mm“wmﬂnmﬁgmgﬁmunm @ @ ® @ ®
26)  IF students are in trouble, they can rely on others to help them, O @ ® @ @
27)  Students here only care about themselves, @ @ &6 @ ®
28} Students try to get thelr friends to follow the rules, E)] &) ') O] 0]
) Students take an active role in helping sahe schoa! problems. {0 ) £} 1) E}__
30} When students see someone being picked on, they try to stop it (O E)] & @
31) Snxhn:mﬂul:l bry l_nstnp their friends from spreading rumors or @ () @ @ @
12) mﬁmeMlmmﬂﬁvEHMBmm:hanw '0) @ @ ')
1) wgﬁlmhﬁln making decksions about things that affect 0] @ @ ®
31)  Adults give you individual attention and assistance whenyounesdit,. (00 & & & @
35) There are adults to talk with about problesns that are botheringyou, (00 @ @ &
36} Adults are fair in enforcing the rules, W B & O ®
17 mML:E msh-:i:tm; and care abowt thelr Interests (their friends, 0] @ @ @ ®
38)  The scheol asks for my parents’ input about school matters, @ @ @@ © ®
33)  Mary parents are invabved in students' activities in the school. ) EY = )] {5}

008 V. T, Khmedkov and ML, Davidson
ComurpaneCERomailcom
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A, Think about what teachars and other stall members In this school

do. How oftan doss this happen? E'g £} §E g E%
= & E w = =
In this school, teachers andior stall members ...
40) .. discuss with students examples of high quality work. o & @ © &
41) ... make leaming interesting. ) @ @) ® 0]
47) . teach students how to manage their time. @ @& @ ® &
43) .. give feedback that really halps students improve their work, W ® (O N
.. have students revise their work until it meets the teacher's
M o ety W & ® ® @
45) .. help studerits In evaluating progress towards their goals. oW @ o ®
46) ... have students present their schoolwork to pesrs. o @ @ O @&
47) ... continue teaching even If students aren't paying attention. o @ ONENO}
48) ... teach studerts how 1o soive conflicts fairly and peacefully. o @ @ O &
. talk to students about ethical or moral iSsUES N recent news
49) storles or events. @ ® @ © ©
50) .. teach students to fix problems in relationships with schoolmates, (0 & @ ® &
51) ... ack for student input when setting up rukes. W 6] 0} O] =
52) l_j.'em::imem studdents hold each other accountable for following 0] @ @ (@ D)
53) . Involve students in solving class or school challenges. o @ @ ©® @
54) mmmmmhmmmmmmmmmw 0 & ® @ ©
... make sure that all studenis have a chance o express thedr
55) cgEnions about class or school ssues. @ @ ® @ ®
.. teach students how to make decisions about ethical or moral
36) issues or ditemmas. @ @ @ @ ®
5. Think about your Interactions with other students in this school, E 5 5 E g8 3 E §
How often does this happen? = § g B3 ] g
57) A schoolmate gives me advice about how to make good decisions. OO C I O]
58)  If I slack off, a schoolmate encourages me to work harder, o @ © @
59 wﬂwmm mie advice about bow o deal with bullying or 0 @ @ ® o)
1 engage in conversations with students wio belong o a different
60} culture, race or ethnicity. © ® @ © ®
Continug on next page
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& {continued). Think about your interactions with other students. E 5 E. a c -E @
How often does this happen? £z ¢ :3§ & ag
61) A schoolmate challenges me to be more creative in my schoohwork. o @ @ @ @
62) ;:m:ﬂxmeﬂrdﬂmmm:wmmmmnnm @ ') @ 0 ®
63) mﬂgﬂmﬁtﬂﬂhmmaajndmhhﬁm 0 @ @ o© ®
e O 0 6 0 6 o
65) wwmmmmMHwﬁmhdﬂlmwm 0] ® ® @ &
66} I volurdeer o butor oF mentor someane in my schod, O ® O © 9 ®
67) A schoolmate encourages me o set high coals in my life. o @ @ @ @
_;Ej A schoolmate gives me advice abaut how to raise my grades, i ) ) ey} {3
69) A schoolmate encourages me to avoid alcohel and drugs. m @ ® @ @

Tengage in corversations with students who have different values or ® ® ® @ ©

70} politcal beliefs than my own,

¥What is your gender?
1 Mala 2 Femals

Which of the following categories best describe you'?
[J Chinesa [ Malay
1 Indan O Eurasian
[ Other (please specify)

What is your grade in school?
[0 Sacondary 1 [ Sacondary 2 0 Secondary 3
0 Secondary 4 I Secondary &
J Pra-University 1 [ Pre-Univarsity 2

THANK YOU!

ﬂ-?ﬂ'll VLT, Eivmalhoy armd 8.0 David
ComersionaGEfhomad conr ' : CREE sfudant 1v2 7 short, 24
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APPENDIX D

CREE Staff Survey
Cornerstone Collective Responsibility for
_ Eotion .8 Excellence and Ethics
Lt Faculty/Staff Survey

Wa hope you will anewer every quassion, tut you may skip any questen you do ned wish b answer

Mark one answar on gach ling Lika tnis: @ Meotlk=this: o0 030 D
i;;ﬂn:n:hmt studants in this school, E E i E é E E‘
n does the following happen? £ € £ © =3
1 il:{d::t:ﬂt:‘ctmm depandatillty, meluding the ability to do thelr @ @ @ @
Z)  Students try to be creative in their assignments. @ @ @ ®
3)  Shudents spend exira time working to improve thelr weaknesses, 'O = @ ey 9]
4 ituadﬂulsnmm me zfter class to discuss ideas from their readings 0 @ @ @
5 ﬁE‘:ﬁ u'TE E’Erh::a:.gm' setting and self-evaluation toward the @ ) @ @ @
&) Eebﬁdng pdrae:lnl or disouss different cultural, refigious er political ® ® @ @ 0
S 5 o 0 ®
8) Eﬂminse:gegrm ideas from a different subiect in thair 0 @ ® @ @
) iﬁ;ﬂ&%ﬁljﬂilmm, including a persanal concern to do a 0 @ @) @) @
10)  Students treat teachers and staff with respect. o @ @ @ @
11)  When they see sormeons having a problem, students affer ta help. o &G & @ &
12) rﬁnb‘:d;néiniderdrﬁwnt views In their discussions of ethical or @ @ ® @ @
13} Studerts show abiity to discern what |s ight and wrong. )] (2 EY] (=) &
141 Studerits do the right thing no matter what their peers might think, m 0] {3 )
18] Students speak up when someone (s bullied or harsssed, o @ & @ o
16)  Students cheat on tests or assignments, & @ @ @
17)  Studerts admit i they did something wreng, oo®@ ®m @ &
Continue an next page

M08 T, Khmekoy sed 4 L Deuigkan
Comarston s B gmal com

208

CREE fasukyistad va Tghort, 47



= H5ae =
2. Think about how students in this school intaract with sach other. & & % ﬁ % E @ g &
Da you agree or disagres with thess statements about them? E E b = E % 5
8 &% = & 8

18)  Sludents work together to develop new skills, O B )] ) S ) B 1
Students exclude those who are different (for example, kids who

15 bedong to = different race, raligion, or culture], ® @ @ © ©

20) Students whe are not part of the popular groups get picked on or @ @ @ 0 @
exr|uded,

211 If students are in trouble, they can rely an others to halp them, o o ©w  ®

27)  Students hers only care about themsslves, o @ @ & E

23)  Students try to get their friends to follow the ruies, o oo @ ® @®

24)  Students take an active role in helping sohve schoal problems, 0] =) E) {2 =)

25)  When students see somene being pleked on, they try to stap It o @ @ 0]
Shedents would try to stop their friends from spreading romors or

26)  cesip about olhers, o 2 & & &

27 Soedents work together to bring aboat change in the schoal. ] @ &y ) ®

28) ﬁ:nﬁ get involeed In making decisions about things that affect 0 @ @ @ @

3, Educators use different approaches in their work, E g '%‘ &g T B %

How often does the following happen? £ 8 § E 5 £z

29) [ encowage students to express opinians different from my own. (1 {0 (@) [ 'E:l
I zssign hemewerk that requires students to think in new ways about

30) what has been presented in <ass. o ® @ © ®
I hawve students mearmine models of high quality work and the factors

31} bhat contribute to that quality. o @ @ ®@ ®

32) | give students opporiunities to practice crganizaticnal skills., o ® @ &

33} 1assst students in evalugting their progress in resching their goals. () @ @ ® @

34) I hauirsltcl.éll:lenu revise thesr work undd it meets my stenderd for @ @) @ 0] ®

35) I have students regulary prasent their schoolwark ta peers. _ oD @ W ®
I seek appartunities for students to showease thelr development at

) exhibitions, competitions, congerts, etc. © @ & @ ©

7 :nl;n:: ::uenT examples fram currant events b discuss ethical o @ @) @ @ @
I see to it that students help ather students sabve conflcts faldy and @ o) ® @ o)

38)  pencefuly.

& 3008 W T fhmeiov and M - Qavigson
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3 (zonmtinued). Educators usa different approaches in thale work.
How often does the following happen?

Almost
mever

Aot
Always

Eomme.
fimes

%)

I expiain to students the rationale for my disciplinary actons.

40y

I involve students In the creation of the dassroom rules.

41)

I make sure that all students hawe a chance to mqoress their opinions
about dass or school issues.

42)

accouriable to the agreed-upon rubes,

43)

I help students share respansdbidlity for halding dass members

I lpok for ways to involve students in sendice b othéers.

44)

I help students fix their mistakes {make restibution and rensir the
relationshig).

45)

I have students pradice different leadership roles,

48]

I teach students how bo make decisions about ethical or moral issues
or dilemmzs.

47)

22|20 0 6 |e|12 2

I seek the help of students in solving dass or school challenges,

@ EEE®E|E @] Raely
@Bl® e 0o 8o
O OE S| |0 @] onen
8 86 e e ® &

4. Do you agree or disagree with thess statements about this school ¥

Somawhat
disagres

Completely
disagres

Somewhat
apres
Coampladety
agres

48)

This school’s administration understands the problems faced by the
staff

@

-----

43)

Ay

Facutty and stalf hold high stendargs for student leaming.

Most parents share the schoal's beliefs and values about what the
central mission of the schaol should be,

51)

Faculty and staff do a good job aligning their practices with the
school's mission.

ad)

Routine duties and papersork interfere with my job of teaching.

The principal knows what kind of school he/she wants and has
communicatad i to the staff.

)

I s schoel, staff membars are recogrized for a job well done,

Stafl members reqularly avaluate sach cither's work and provide
constructive criticism.

56)

Facuity and staff engege in dialogue with their colleagues abaut
imoortant Issues in the life of the schoal.

57)

Facwity and staff in this school feed personally responsible for
maximizing student success.

®
®_
®
®
@

58}

Facuity and staff do a good job educating parents about ways to
suppart their children's learning gt home.

58}

-

Gleo|lelololg ool ale o

Farulty and st hold each other accountabie for culturally sensitive
behavior.

ONNORRONNORECRICIICHICINCREORIO

60

Most of the staff agres thet developing studenis’ character is no less
Impartant than aadernic learning.

@

©ee ® 6 606 Be aee
B e e @ @06 Be |0 O @ )| Ntsue

@
@
@
®
®
®
®
@®

&

& 2008 V. T Khmelkay angd M L Oavidson
ComarsomneS O pmal oom
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5, How often do you do the fallowing?

Alrmost
PEVET
About once
& rnonih
About once

@ sk

A few times
every week

613

[ share my struggies in teaching character and ethics with my
~ colleagues in the schoaol,

B2}

I invita comments from my collsagues on my lesson plans.

63)

I irvite my colleagues to chserve my lessons and critigue them.,

a4)

1 share my students’ waork with my colleagues.

B5)

[ ask for advice from colleagues on my disdpling peacticss,

&6}

I share my views on the school with the administration.

&7

1 ask faculty/staff members tough questions, even when others
seem ta avaid them.

68)

I engage my coleagues in honest discussions of challenges that
are facing this school,

9}

1 give constrective feedback to my collesgues sbaut their subject
matter teaching oractices,

)

T give constructive feedback bo my colleagues about thelr t=aching
of character and ethics.

e elelolooloelealo
® B 60| e 6@ ® @ @ Ry
@O @ @& @6 & ®|@ @

DI & e e e ool

CRECORNCREORICENCRECRRCRNCRRC

208 V. T, Hhmalkow and 8, L. Davidon
CansvalaneCERgrmal com

What i= your gender?
[ Male [0 Female

Which of the following categories best describe you?
{ Chinese L1 Malay
0 Indian [l Eurasian
O Other {please specily)

How many years have you taughtiworked In THIS school?
il 12 I &10
[0 35 0 11 ar more

How many years total have you taught'worked at the primary and/or sscondary level
andior Pre-university level?

1-2 [J 610

135 O 11 or more

What is your job category In this school?
01 Administrator 0 Academic siaff
[} Teacher [l Mon-acadenic staf

THANK YouU|
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APPENDIX E

CREE Parent Survey

Cornerstone Collective Responsibility for
C Iting & :
E\?alf-.usa':i;:ra."?.w Excellence and Ethics

haeee b el WG il Pﬂ]’ﬂ']'lt 5

Ve hope you will answer every question, but you may skis ary question you do not wish o answer,

Blark ane angwar o skch line

Likethis: ) MaBewis o} 5 (D

1, Families get invelved in different ways at schocl and at home. E E T §§ §f§ E §
How often do you do any of the following things? = E 3 E i E‘
g §" 2
1} ... help my child plan time for hemework and chores. o ®m @ @ ®
2] . disouss with my cild their readings or assignments for schasl, 5] )] = )] (e
3 .. help oy child reviewr material or practioe skills before a test, ) =) )] () iy
. @k to my child about progress hefshe has made towards his or
N her goalks., E} @' @ E‘ {E‘_ﬂ_
5% .. assistmy child in preparing for a chass presentation. o @ @ @
B} ..ask my chifd to redo his/her work if he ar she did a sloppy job. {1} (=) (2} (1) (=)
... teach my child how to make decisions abowt moral issues or
R @ @ @ @ ©
8) .. ask my child for input about famity rules. @ Y B NI
3) ... teach rmy child how to solve conflicts Falrly and peacefully. o ® ® 3 ®
. 13k L miy child about ettical or moral issues in recent news
19 Srorkes or events. © ©® ® 6 ©
11) .. bet my child be a leader in different family activitles or events. o m ® ® ®
12} ... seek help from my child in solving real-life chalienges. oo ®m W m
13} ... talk with my child's teacher at school, on the phone or via email. (1) () O () (=
1) ... g0 to special events ab He school. O @ @ o @
15) ... woluntesr at school or in my childs dassroom, O O B )| 5 I )
16) . oo to parent mestings or school committes meetings. @ @ © @
17) .. take rmy child to special places or events In the commanity, 0] @ B o
Continue on next page
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2. Schools use various ways to get families invehied.
How often does this school do any of the following things?

HAlmost
FHvET

Raraly

Some-
timas
Oiften

Almoat

ahways

18)

... helps me understand what soclal and emctional skifis my child
needs to leam.

19)

.. sencks home news about things happening at school,

200

... coritacts me IF my child 5 having social or emotional preblems,

1)

... cortacts me iF oy child has done something well or impeoves.

27

.. asks me to volurteer at the school,

)

... Imvites me ko programs at the school.

24}

.. tells me what skills my child needs to learn each year,

oRRCANCREOREONEOREC!

25}

... lells me what T @an do to help my child learn the skills he or she s
l=arning at school this year.

26)

... teaches me how to monims my chid's pruge:s i sehiool.

27)

... assigns homework that requires iy child to talk with me about
things leamed in class.

28)

... Irvites me B FTA/FTO meetings.

25)

.. invites me to participate in school committees such & currodum,
budgets, and school improvement.

@le e e |6 @6 e 2| 2|

@ e el @

30)

... prowides information cn community services that [ may want to
use,

ololelo|e|e|e|e|le ele|o|e

sle|ele|e| 6 @2\ |8|8|e| e

@lele 6o ee|e|le|e|le el

=
©

SR W T, Khmekor and ML Devidsan
Comarstana CEfgnrad sam
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3, Do you agres of disagres with the Tollowing stataments about this
school?

Completely
disagree

Samewhat
dizagree

Eomewhat
agrae
agres

Completely

)

The school provides a Figorous academic custouum,

32)

Teachers and staff provide my child with additional support when
needed.

ﬂ {E} Mot sure

33

Teachers in this school fesl personally responsible for maximizing my
childs success,

&

)

Faculty and staff befieve that developing students” character is no
less important than acadernic karning.

O]

35)

Many parents work together to support school mission and palicies.

=

18)

Teachers expect all students to meet state standards,

£

The school encourages mry chikl to be creatlve in her or hils work,

38)

The school does a good job teaching my child organizatioeal skilks,

39

The school does a good job teaching my child o ack responsibiy.

40)

The school does a good fob teaching my child o make ethical
diecisions

41)

The school does a good job teaching my child to make healtiy
chioices,

42}

The school has actlvities that celebrate diferent cultueres In our
commmunity.

43)

The school provides 3 sale environment.

)

The school Involves shudents In making decisions about things that
affect them.

43)

Stusclents work together o bring about change in the school.

CNRONECEROREOREORNONNONEOREO]

)

Students work together on school assignments, class projects or
presentations.

47)

Students exclude those who are different (for example, kids who
bedong to a different race, religion, or culbene),

@@

48)

Incidents of peer cruefty (bullying or bazing) are wery rare in this
schoal. ’

=

49]

Studerits who are not part of the popular growps get picked on or
excluded. .

OO0 Ie|® ||| ® &2 6 ® 6| el |||

&

50)

Stsdents take an active roke in heliping solve school problems,

Qe |e|e||(e|2|2ie|e(2|e|e| e 2|03

ONNORRCRNCERORNONRORCENOREONRORNCENOREOREORNCENONNCREOREC!

IORNORECENCERORECRRORICENONNCENCENCRNCERORICRNON NONRONNORED

®
@

FIMI0E VT, Bhrrslhoy avre! ML, D
ComersioneCERamal com
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Please provide the following background information about your household:

What i= your relaticnahip te this sfudent? |mark ome]

(1) Parent (bialogical ar adopdive] (&) Otrer aduit retative
(#) Stepparant (&) Cther Guardian
() Grandparent Oither (please spedify)

How many siblings of this student {including adoptive, half-, and step-brothors and sistors)
[ive In your household?

@0 @2 @4

O 3 {3} 5 or more
How many adults other than yourself live In yeur household ?

@) 0 OF ) 4

(1 (M3 {51 5 or more

What is your gender?

(1] Mala (¥} Female

Which of the following categories best deseribe you?

[l Chinese 0 Malay
O Indian ' Eurasian
[ her (pleasa specdy)

What is the highest level of education you have reached? (mark one)

0 Primary 0 Secondary
[ Pre-University O Tertiary

THANK YOU!

m“f.wuwuLm!ﬁ?ﬂﬂ .
Comaraters CEfgmal com : : CREE parenf w2 7 shod, demogr
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APPENDIX F

Request for Approval to Collect Data from Schools

Title of Project

The Effectiveness in Measuring Character Development Outcomes in Singapore’s
Schools

Purpose of Collection
(please attach research proposal if available)

The purpose is to conduct a doctoral level research in the secondary schools of Singapore
to determine the character development outcomes and their relationships with the various
character development awards.

Methodology: Survey/Interview/Observation/etc
(attach copies of instruments to be used)

Quialitative research methods will be used.
A 20 minutes survey will be conducted with Secondary 2 to 5 students.
Please see instruments submitted for details.

Description of Sample and Sample Size

Number of Schools involved : 0 Primary, 10 Secondary, 0 JCs/CI

Provide names of schools (if available):

Schools Number of Teachers Number of Pupils Numb
Secondary 300 1000 30
Total 300 1000 30

Number of visits per school Date to start the data Date of
And estimated time of each visit collection in schools completion of
data
collection
Twice a week visit for the 1st month in April/ May 2009 March/April
each college and decrease in frequency 2010

once data is collected through survey.

4 to 8 hours in the 1* month per college
and decrease to 2 to 4 hours after initial
phase of survey.

216




| agree to the following conditions:

1 To adhere to the original proposed research study.
2 To seek clearance from the Ministry before publishing any of the findings from
this study.

Name: Wilson Teo Signature:

Singapore NRIC No.: SXXXXXXXX Date: 31* January 2009

Correspondence Address: Name  of Institution

XXXXXXX attached to

XXXXXXX (attach letter of
introduction):

Tel : 9XXXXXX

Durham University (UK)
Fax: 6XXXXXX www.durham.ac.uk

E-mail: wilsonteo@mxemail.com.sg

Data Administration Centre
Planning Division

Ministry of Education

Data Administration Centre
Planning Division

Ministry of Education
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APPENDIX G

Letter of Approval 1

Telephone: 66721110
Telefax :  &Y15-5626
CSamailbox: OWT 036
a-mail: conisciiimos edu.sg

1 HORTH BUOHA VISTA DRIVE
SIMGAPORE | 38673
REFUBLIC OF 2MGEAPORE

Pozsonal e-mail addresss
E-mail: Teo Kis Engiimoe gon 2g

Ministry of Education
SINGAPORE

EDUN N32-07-005 Request No.: RQ12-09{04)A
22" April 2009

Reverend Wilson Teo

TCA Collepe

249 Payva Lebar Road, £03-11
Trinitvia Paya Lebar
Singapore 4090446

Dear Rev. Teo

STUDY ON *THE EFFICACY OF THE CHARACTER DEVELOPMENT AWARD IN
PROMOTING MORAL GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT FOR STUDENTS BETWEEN

14 TO 18 YEARS OLD”
| refer to vour emanl dated 22™ April 2005,

z I am pleased io inform you that we have no objections 1o your request o increase the
sample size from ¢ junior colleges to 10 secondary schools and 6 junior colleges. The number of
pupils and teachers to be serveyed remains at 900 and 24 respectively. The revised Annex A s

enclosed.

3 Please acknowledge receipt of this letter by contacting me at Tel: 68796065, Allematively,
1 can be reached al e-mail address at the top right hand cormer of this letter,

Y ors simcerely

Teo E SEng (M=)

Head, Data Administration 3
Data Administration Cenre
for FERMANENT SECRETARY (EDUCATION)

HAPDTOOETR 2- (5 s
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APPENDIX H

Letter of Approval 2

Teloplane: G 721100
Telefes :  ST74-3826
CS-malbas: 0T 036
emall copmmiimos g0y 55

SHIRTH BUDMA WISTA TIRIVE
SINGAPORE | 38675
EEFUBLIC OF SINCGAFORE

Pesional e-miadl nddsess:
E-maskt: Ten_Eie_EmpiEmoe gov sg
Sim_Lea_Nehilmoe govsg

Ministry of Education
SINGAPORE

EDLM W32-07-005 Request MNo.: RO1I-09(02)
23" February 2009
To: Principal of Junior Colleges

STUDY ON “THE EFFICACY OF THE CHARACTER DEVELOPMENT AWARD IN
PROMOTING MORAL GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT IN THE JUNIOR COLLEGES
IN SINGAPORE™

The Ministry has no objection to the research proposed by Revercnd Wilson Teo, a
Doctoral stedent at the Durham University, UK. You may decide whether or not to allow him to
conduct the research in your school. Ifyou do, please:

iy check that the approved research proposal should be adhered to;

iy inform your teachers/pupils that participation in the study s volunary and they need
not provide any sensitive information (e.g. name and NRIC Na.);

i) record vour school's participation by completing the torm as shown in Annex A;

iv) note that the researcher is pranted o pericd of & months starting from the date of this
letter ta complete the research.

2 If you require any clanfications, please contact the researcher through the contact number as

stated in the application form. Thank youw.

Yours sincerely

Tﬂ%g (Ms)

Head, Data Administration 3
Data Administration Centre

MIMTTRSRC P-DRTIZ)

Public Service for the 21st Century
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1.

APPENDIX |

Letter to Conduct Research in School

Obijective of Research

To conduct a high quality research on the effectiveness of Character
Development Award in evaluating schools’ character development initiatives
and programmes

2.  Benefits for School

e Utilise the research work to train staff to be aware of character
development programmes and initiatives

e Utilise the research work to further improve on current character
development processes and programmes

e Utilise the research work to evaluate current character development
programmes that school is using for students

e Utilise the research work as an independent review required for schools
that have obtained the Outstanding Development Award (ODA) after the
duration of 5 years

e School can choose to remain anonymous for the entire research work

e School has access to the data collected for the research work done in the
school for internal circulation and review

3. Research Methodologies

(@) Quantitative Research

Students

Conduct a one time 4-page (70 questions) survey for at least 120 students.
This can be done in one sitting or in various available platforms as
determined by the school. The conduct of the survey will take only 15
minutes.

The number of students can be obtained from Secondary 2 to 5. They can
be strictly from one level or from a combination of various levels.
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Teachers

e Conduct a one time 4-page (70 questions) survey for at least 60 teachers.
This can be done in one sitting or in various available platforms as
determined by the school. The conduct of the survey will take only 15
minutes.

® The teachers must be teaching students from Secondary 2 to 5.

Parents

e Conduct a one time 4-page (50 questions) survey for at least 60 parents.
This can be done in one sitting or in various available platforms as
determined by the school. The conduct of the survey will take only 15
minutes.

® The parents must have children studying from Secondary 2 to 5.

4. Approval from MOE
MOE has given approval for the nature of this research as seen from the
attachment. (please refer to “Letter of Approval from MOE.pdf”)

5. Researcher’s Details

(a) Personal Information

Name: Reverend Wilson Teo
Email: wilsonteo@myemail.com

(b) University of Research
University Name: Durham University, UK (www.durham.ac.uk)
Programme: Doctor of Education
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