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ABSTRACT 

 

The purposes of this study were to operationally define the construct, college 

student character development, to develop an instrument to measure the types of efforts 

of colleges and universities in developing student character, to estimate the instrument’s 

reliability and validity, and to compare the differences in student character development 

efforts between American private four-year faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges 

and universities as perceived by chief student affairs officers. A definition and study of 

student character development, a measurement of collegiate efforts in developing student 

character, and a comprehensive review of literature most closely related to definitions of 

character and character education practices on college campuses were undertaken and a 

Character Education Values and Practices Inventory (CEVPI) was developed. 

The results of this study indicate that good character has three aspects, namely 

affective, cognitive, and behavioral. The results of this study also showed private faith-

based colleges and universities are more likely to promote affective and behavioral 

aspects of good character than private nonsectarian colleges and universities. However, a 

more thorough analysis found that the two types of colleges and universities shared a lot 

of similarities in terms of the character values they would like to promote in student 

character development. On the other hand, private faith-based and private nonsectarian 

colleges and universities utilized very different character education strategies in 

promoting student character development. Private faith-based colleges and universities 

were also more likely to utilize academic, spiritual/religious, and administrative strategies 

to promote student character development, compared to private nonsectarian colleges and 

universities. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The following doctoral dissertation reports on a study which will add to the 

understanding of the character education efforts in America’s four-year colleges and 

universities. The introductory chapter presents the background, purpose, significance, and 

limitations of the study. A literature review of the field of character education is provided 

in chapter 2, with particular reference to research on moral development theories during 

the college years and the role of postsecondary education in promoting students’ 

character development. The methodology chapter describes the development of the 

Character Education Values and Practices Inventory (CEVPI) and the research methods 

utilized by the researcher to answer the research questions. The results chapter reports the 

findings of the research pertaining to each research question. A discussion of the 

applications and implications of the research results concludes this dissertation. 

Background 

“Character” is one of the most fiercely debated topics in human history. Twenty-

four hundred years ago, the Greek philosopher Plato recorded the dialogues between a 

Thessalian nobleman, Menon, and the great Greek philosopher Socrates in the book 

Meno: 

Can you tell me, Socrates, does virtue come from teaching? Or does it come not 

from teaching but from practice? Or does it come to people neither from practice 

nor from being learnt, but by nature or in some other way? (Plato, trans. 1994, p. 

35) 

In this famous dialogue, Socrates and Menon explored a variety of possible answers to 

some of the most difficult questions regarding character and education. At one point, 

Socrates claimed that good character, or virtue, was equivalent to knowledge and, 

therefore, could be taught. At another time, however, Socrates asserted that virtue was not 

knowledge and thus could not be taught (Nash, 1997). At the end of the dialogues, in 

answer to Menon’s queries, Socrates asserted, 

Meno, but for us now, if we’ve done finally in our search and in what we’ve been 

saying in this whole discussion, then virtue cannot come either by nature or from 
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teaching, but comes to people, when it does, by divine dispensation without 

thought…but we shan’t have clear knowledge about it, until before searching for 

how virtue comes to people we first try to search out what it is in itself (Plato, 

trans. 1994, p. 72). 

Two millennia have passed since this dialogue was recorded, but philosophers, 

psychologists, theologians, and educators are still debating what constitutes good 

character and whether good character can be developed through formal education. 

Character Education in American Higher Education 

In the United States, approaches to character education in colleges and 

universities have taken quite a few turns over the last several centuries. Historically, 

American higher education had its beginnings in liberal arts education with an emphasis 

on moral and civic learning. As pointed out by several scholars (Lucas, 1994; Morrill, 

1980; Rudolph, 1962), American higher education institutions in the eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries were strongly committed to promoting students’ moral and character 

development. Liberal arts colleges at that time routinely offered courses in ethics and 

values as part of the core curriculum. Presidents of eighteenth-century American colleges 

and universities usually taught a capstone course in moral philosophy that was required 

of all seniors. The goal of this course was to integrate the students’ entire college 

experience and to send them into society as morally and ethically responsible citizens 

(McBee, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Sloan, 1980). 

As American society became more and more pluralistic and secularized, however, 

higher education institutions began to incorporate a broader and more diverse framework 

of values into their institutional missions. The establishment of public land-grant 

institutions through the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890, the rise of research-oriented 

universities under the influence of the German model of higher education, and the 

fragmentation of knowledge that accompanied the evolution of academic disciplines all 

constituted major structural and curricular changes in American higher education 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). As a result, traditional religious values that had been the 

cornerstone of many liberal arts colleges were challenged by these newly established 

higher education institutions. 
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Even though the traditional values that supported moral and religious education in 

eighteenth-century American higher education were challenged by numerous powerful 

forces like moral relativism and progressivism throughout the nineteenth and twentieth 

centuries, a substantial number of Americans, both inside and outside of higher education, 

have tried to reserve a place for moral and spiritual development in the mission of 

contemporary colleges and universities (McClellan, 1999). Many Americans still believe 

that colleges and universities have the responsibility to develop not only students’ 

cognitive capability but also their moral character and spiritual awareness. However, 

Socrates’ ancient questions remain: What constitutes a person’s character? What is the 

best way to develop good character? What educational practices are most effective in 

promoting students’ character development? 

Statement of the Problem 

In recent years, many higher education scholars have addressed the issue of 

developing students’ character and values in college (Berkowitz & Fekula, 1999; 

Blimling, 1990; Dahlin & Abbott, 1999; Hayes, 1997; Kaplan, 1995; King, 1997; 

Laurence, 1999; Lickona, 1998; Moore & Hamilton, 1993; Wells, 2000). Traditionally, 

research on college students’ character development has been focused on the cognitive 

aspect of moral character using Lawrence Kohlberg’s theory of moral reasoning 

(Kohlberg, 1958, 1964, 1969, 1971, 1972, 1975, 1976, 1981a, 1981b, 1984). James R. 

Rest (1988, 1993), who followed Kohlberg’s research path and developed the Defining 

Issues Test (DIT), which is the most frequently used instrument in moral development 

research, found that a student’s years in college were positively correlated with the 

student’s problem-solving abilities in dealing with ethical issues. As a result, seniors in 

college are more likely than freshmen to be positioned in a higher level of Kohlberg’s 

stages of moral reasoning. Rest also asserted that students in moral education courses 

showed more gain in moral reasoning than students in control groups. Similar results 

were found and supported by many other researchers (King & Mayhew, 2002; Pascarella 

& Terenzini, 1991; Rogers, 2002). 

Although attending college seems to have a positive effect on moral development, 

Pascarella (1997) pointed out that only limited research has been conducted to investigate 

institutional factors on character development. McNeel (1994) conducted a meta-analysis 
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on a data set of 12 higher education institutions (7 liberal arts colleges, 3 universities, and 

2 Bible colleges) to look into institutional factors relating to student development of 

moral reasoning. McNeel found that students who attended liberal arts colleges, both 

nonsectarian and faith-based, had the largest freshman-to-senior gains in moral reasoning. 

Although past studies have generally reported a positive impact of formal 

education on students’ development of moral reasoning skills, many scholars have 

suggested that there were other important components in the formation of good character. 

Unfortunately, very few empirical studies have investigated how higher education would 

affect students’ character development in dimensions other than moral reasoning (Guthrie, 

1997; Pascarella, 1997). 

Thomas Lickona (1998), who was a character development researcher and 

character education proponent, proposed that character must be broadly conceived to 

encompass the cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects of morality. Good character, 

according to Lickona, consists of “knowing the good, desiring the good, and doing the 

good” (p. 78). Moral knowledge does not guarantee moral action. Therefore, character 

education programs that focus on developing students’ moral reasoning skills may, as 

Lickona argued, overlook the importance of the emotional aspect of character and how it 

could contribute to moral behavior. On the other hand, behavior cannot be independent 

from motivation and reason. Therefore, character education must address the holistic 

composition of good character instead of focusing only on moral reasoning (Blimling, 

1990). 

The holistic approach to student development, as pointed out by Young (1993), 

has been one of the major goals of the student affairs profession since it first emerged as a 

specialty. Young argues that since its inception, the student affairs profession has been 

split by two perspectives. The first perspective concerns the holistic development of 

students within the overall context of higher education, whereas the second perspective 

concerns the duties and obligations of the administrators themselves. Nuss (1996) pointed 

out that in spite of the dramatic changes in American higher education, the student affairs 

profession has never deviated from its commitment to the development of the whole 

person. Student affairs professionals in American higher education institutions not only 

provided services for students, but more importantly, these administrators also fostered 
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student development through service and their relationships with students (Chickering & 

Reisser, 1993). 

One of the efforts to evaluate character education in colleges and universities 

using a more holistic approach to student development was initiated by the John 

Templeton Foundation. In 1999, the John Templeton Foundation, in cooperation with the 

Center for the Study of Values in College Student Development ,which later merged with 

the Hardee Center for Women in Higher Education Administration and changed its name 

to the Hardee Center for Ethics and Leadership, at Florida State University, published 

Colleges That Encourage Character Development: A Resource for Parents, Students, and 

Educators to recognize American higher education institutions that devoted significant 

efforts to student character development. The report provided valuable information on 

how character education was implemented in many American colleges and universities. 

While many exemplary character education programs and character-building institutions 

were recognized, the report failed to provide a methodology that could be used to 

objectively evaluate character education efforts by colleges and universities. Pascarella 

(1997) pointed out that one of the most critical issues in character education research was 

that most writings on this subject were based on the researchers’ own experiences and 

opinions. Very few empirical studies have been conducted systematically to evaluate the 

effectiveness of character education in American colleges and universities. 

In response to the need for a research-based assessment plan to evaluate character 

education programs in American higher education, the Center for the Study of Values in 

College Student Development at Florida State University conducted a survey study in 

2002 of American college and university presidents (Dalton, Chen, & Goodwin, 2003). 

The survey asked college and university presidents what they believed to be the most 

important principles and practices that would promote college students’ character 

development. The results of this survey study suggested that how presidents perceived 

character education in their institutions was strongly associated with the type of 

institution they represented. More specifically, college and university presidents of public 

institutions, faith-based institutions, and private nonsectarian institutions appeared to 

share distinctive attitudes and beliefs about character development with their counterparts 

from similar types of institutions. This finding suggested that institutional characteristics 
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may influence the way a college or university leader defines and promotes character 

development. Unfortunately, due to the low response rate, the researchers were reluctant 

to generalize the findings from the presidential study. Nevertheless, the results of this 

study did suggest the following questions that need to be further investigated: 

1. Are there particular character values that are promoted by all types of 

American colleges and universities? 

2. Are there particular character education practices that are utilized by all types 

of American colleges and universities? 

3. Are there significant differences among different types of American higher 

education institutions in terms of character values they seek to promote in 

student character development? 

4. Are there significant differences among different types of American higher 

education institutions in terms of the specific educational practices they utilize 

to promote student character development? 

5. Are there significant correlations between particular character values and 

character education practices? 

6. Is there a theoretical framework that can be utilized to explain institutional 

differences in character values and character education practices among 

different types of American colleges and universities? 

The presidential survey conducted by the Center for the Study of Values in 

College Student Development found significant differences in terms of character 

education principles and practices among American four-year public, faith-based, and 

private nonsectarian colleges and universities. This study had a more narrow focus – the 

differences between two types of institutions – private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian. There are several reasons for not including public institutions in this study: 

1. Historically, private colleges and universities were known for their emphasis 

on developing student’s moral character, and they spent more resources and 

energy in promoting student character development. Therefore, it is more 

likely the researcher would find differences among private institutions than 

among public and private institutions. 
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2. Research has found that other factors being equal, attending a large institution 

tended to inhibit a student’s level of social involvement in college. This lack 

of social involvement can be a significant negative factor in institutional 

efforts to promote student character development (Chickering & Reisser, 1993; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). While it is relatively easy to find public 

colleges and universities that have a student population of more than 20,000, it 

is difficult to find a comparable sample of private faith-based institutions with 

similar size. 

For the above two reasons, the researcher decided to limit this research to private faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities. Character education in 

American public colleges and universities will be addressed in future studies. 

Purpose and Research Questions of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine if American private four-year faith-

based and nonsectarian colleges and universities differ significantly in terms of the 

character values and character education practices they utilize to promote student 

character development. Since there was no suitable questionnaire currently available for 

this study, the researcher developed a new survey instrument as part of the research effort. 

The development of the survey instrument was an important objective of this research 

effort. This study also examined if Thomas Lickona’s (1991, 1993, 1998) three-

component definition of good character could be applied to explain the differences in 

character values that private faith-based and nonsectarian colleges and universities 

attempted to promote in student character development. To achieve these goals, the 

following research questions were used to guide this study: 

1. Is there significant statistical evidence to support the research hypothesis that 

the three different aspects of character – cognitive, affective, and behavioral – 

are reflected in the patterns of student affairs leaders’ perceptions of the 

guiding character values of their campus? 

2. Are there significant differences between American private four-year faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character values they seek to promote in student character development as 

perceived by student affairs leaders? 



 

 8

3. Are there significant differences between American private four-year faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character education practices they utilize to promote student character 

development as perceived by student affairs leaders? 

4. Are there significant correlations between some character values and 

particular types of character education practices? 

Conceptual Framework 

According to The Chronicle of Higher Education (2004), there are currently 2,663 

four-year higher education institutions in the United States. Of the 2,663 colleges and 

universities, 631 are public, 1,538 are private non-profit, and 494 are private for-profit. In 

a pluralistic society like today’s American society, higher education institutions may be 

very different from each other in terms of what they want to promote regarding student 

character development and how they want to promote it. The results of the 2002 

Presidential Survey on the Principles and Practices of Character Education in Colleges 

and Universities (Dalton, Chen, & Goodwin, 2003) indicated some significant 

distinctions in character values and character education practices among public, private 

faith-based, and private nonsectarian colleges and universities. Among the three types of 

higher education institutions, presidents in public colleges and universities tended to put a 

strong emphasis on developing students’ civic values and democratic engagement. 

Presidents of faith-based liberal arts colleges gave high priority to nurturing students’ 

faith and religious development, while presidents of private nonsectarian colleges and 

universities placed a strong emphasis on personal integrity. 

The different character development orientations among public, private faith-

based, and private nonsectarian institutions suggested that public higher education 

institutions in the United States may have a behavioral focus in character development, 

while private nonsectarian colleges and universities may put more emphasis on 

developing students’ cognitive understanding of morality and moral reasoning abilities. 

Faith-based institutions, on the other hand, may stress the development of the affective 

and spiritual components of character development. These different institutional 

orientations to character development relate closely to Lickona’s (1991, 1993, 1998) 

three-component definition of good character, shown in Figure 1.1 and Figure 1.2. 
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Therefore, this research was designed to examine if differences in institutional character 

development orientations do exist and if the conceptual framework of Lickona’s character 

typology helps to explain some of these differences. 

 

Figure 1.1. Conceptual framework: The relationship between the three components of 

good character (Lickona, 1991) and the three types of American higher education 

institutions. 

Hypotheses 

There were four research hypotheses in this study: 

1. There would be significant statistical evidence to support the research 

hypothesis that the three different aspects of good character – cognitive, 

affective, and behavioral – were reflected in the patterns of student affairs 

leaders’ perceptions of the guiding character values of their campus. These 

three aspects of good character became the three factors underlying the 

Character Education Values and Practices Inventory (CEVPI). 

2. There would be significant differences between American private four-year 

faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character values they seek to promote in student character development as 

Moral 

Knowing 

Moral 

Feeling 

Moral 

Action 

Private 

Nonsectarian 
Public Private 
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perceived by student affairs leaders. It was the hypothesis of the researcher 

that faith-based colleges and universities would be more likely to promote 

the affective aspect of character, while private nonsectarian colleges and 

universities would put emphasis on the cognitive aspect of character. 

3. There would be significant differences between American private four-year 

faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character education practices they utilize to achieve the goal of promoting 

student character development as perceived by student affairs leaders. 

4. There would be significant correlations between some character values and 

particular types of character education practices. 

 

Figure 1.2. “The Components of Good Character” adopted from Lickona (1991, p. 53). 

 

Significance of the Study 

This study identified the character values that American four-year colleges and 

universities sought to promote in student character development. It also identified the 
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most common character education practices that higher education institutions utilized to 

promote student character development. These findings would contribute to the literature 

of character education in higher education and would provide a foundation for future 

research on how higher education environments might affect student character 

development. The results of this study would also lead to future studies in assessing how 

institutional character education efforts might affect the outcome of student character 

development. It was also the researcher’s wish that the instrument developed in this study 

would be adopted by higher education institutions to assess the character values and the 

character education practices they utilize to promote student character development. Most 

significantly, the instrument and the results of this study would contribute to the current 

efforts in assessing the effectiveness of character education in American colleges and 

universities. 

Definitions of Character 

The first major task of conducting character-related research is to provide a 

suitable definition of character. In the following section, the researcher will review the 

definitions of character used in the literature. The section concludes with a discussion of 

the construct of character that would be used to guide this study. 

The concept of character is as old as human history. At first glance, it may appear 

that the concept of character is universally agreed upon (Bennett, 1988). For instance, 

when individuals are asked to define character, the common responses are that character 

signifies honesty, doing good deeds, loyalty, trustfulness, fairness, acting on what is right, 

doing no harm, etc. However, many researchers (Hunter, 2000; McKown, 1935) have 

pointed out that character is a complex concept and has a variety of meanings. 

Character as Virtue 

The English word character is rooted in the Greek word χαρακτηρ, which means 

“a distinctive mark or stamp.” According to the Merriam-Webster online dictionary (n.d.), 

character is the “moral excellence and firmness [of a person].” Power (1997) indicated 

that the word character was first used by Aristotle to carry a specifically ethical 

connotation in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. In the classical writings of Aristotle and 

other ancient Greek philosophers, good character was often defined as how many virtues 

a person possessed (Nash, 1997). Thus, a person who possesses more virtues is 
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considered to have a better character than a person who possesses fewer virtues. Virtue, 

according to Aristotelian tradition, is a disposition to act in certain ways. Aristotle’s 

definition of virtue contains two components: self-orientated virtues and other-orientated 

virtues. Examples of self-orientated virtues include self-control and moderation, and 

examples of other-orientated virtues include generosity and compassion (Engvall, 1998; 

Lickona, 1991; Palmour, 1986). 

Defining character in terms of virtues has been utilized by many philosophers, 

educators, and theologians in their writings and research. In the field of higher education 

research, many scholars continue to use this definition in discussing character education 

issues. For instance, Leming (2001), in his discussion of the historical and ideological 

perspectives on teaching moral and civic values, defined character as “the set of virtues 

that form a distinctive repertoire of settled dispositions and patterns of behavior” (p. 63). 

Another prominent character education proponent, William J. Bennett (1988), the former 

U.S. Secretary of Education, stated, “If we want our children to possess the traits of 

character we most admire, we need to teach them what those traits are” (p. 11). 

Despite the common use of character to mean virtue, this definition has about an 

equal number of opponents as proponents among ethics scholars. Blimling (1990), for 

instance, rejected the idea of defining character as possessing a particular set of virtues 

when discussing the problems of developing character in college students. Blimling 

insisted that character could not be defined as a set of virtues because this set of traits 

might be different from person to person. Kohlberg and Selman (1972) also asserted that 

one of the major problems of teaching virtues as the means of character education was 

selecting specific virtues to include in the “bag of virtues” (p. 12). As the bag of virtues 

can be expanded or condensed almost endlessly, everyone can have his or her own bag of 

virtues. Additionally, though there might be less controversy regarding the idea of 

teaching virtues, there could be a great deal of disagreement over what actually 

constitutes these virtues. For example, it may be easy to reach an agreement among 

educators that honesty and integrity should be taught in school. However, as Kohlberg 

and Selman pointed out, what is one person’s integrity could be another person’s 

stubbornness; and what is one person’s honesty in expressing his true feelings could be 

another person’s insensitivity to the feelings of others. As a result, it may not be a good 
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idea to define good character in terms of virtues if researchers want to reach a consensus 

for empirical studies. 

Character as Moral Development 

In the last several decades, contemporary psychologists have made major 

contributions to the theory of character development and character education. Many 

psychologists use the term “character” to refer to the specifically moral dimension of the 

personality or self (Elias, 1989). For instance, Kohlberg (1958, 1964, 1969, 1971, 1972, 

1975, 1976, 1981a, 1981b, 1984), who developed the six-stage theory of moral 

development, defined moral character in terms of one’s cognitive capability to reason 

through moral dilemmas according to the principles of justice. This approach was known 

by many as moral reasoning or moral judgment. Kohlberg developed his theory of moral 

development on the foundation of Swiss psychologist Jean Piaget’s (1932) cognitive 

developmental theory. Because of this connection, Kohlberg’s definition of moral 

character focuses intensively on the cognitive aspect of morality and character. 

It should be noted that although Kohlberg’s theory of moral development 

emphasized one’s ability to think through moral dilemmas, Kohlberg was nevertheless 

concerned about the connection between moral judgment and moral action. According to 

Kohlberg and Candee (1984), people in moral situations usually act according to the 

principles of their corresponding stage of moral judgment. Therefore, a person in stage 

five of Kohlberg’s moral judgment scheme will act on the principle of general individual 

rights and standards that have been critically examined and agreed upon by the whole 

society. On the other hand, a person in stage two of Kohlberg’s moral judgment scheme 

will probably act on the basis of his or her own personal needs and rights (Kohlberg, 

1985). Kohlberg suggested that an individual’s moral action is usually consistent with his 

or her moral judgment. However, this assertion on the relationship between moral 

judgment and moral action has been challenged by many other researchers. 

One of the criticisms of Kohlberg’s theory of moral development is the absence of 

an affective or motivational component in the composition of morality. The affective 

component of morality is sometimes called moral feeling (Lickona, 1998), moral 

character (Walker, 1995), or moral motivation (Guthrie, 1997; Rest, 1984). As pointed 

out by Lickona (1993), good character consists of knowing the good, desiring the good, 
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and doing the good. Therefore, the definition of character should be broadly conceived to 

encompass the cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects of morality. Lickona asserted 

that although the cognitive understanding of character is important, it is not enough to 

produce a person of good character. People may be very intelligent about matters of right 

and wrong but still opt for what is unethical. The affective aspect of character can be 

understood as the inner drive to do what one believes to be right. Character education that 

is focused merely on cognitive abilities misses the crucial emotional side of character 

which serves as the bridge between judgment and action. 

Lickona (1993, 1998) asserted that the three aspects of good character – moral 

knowing, moral feeling, and moral action – are interwoven. In each character aspect, 

there are several moral qualities that constitute each of the aspects of character. The 

cognitive aspect of good character, also known as moral knowing, includes six specific 

moral qualities: (a) awareness of the moral dimensions of the situation at hand, (b) 

knowing moral values and what they require of us in concrete cases, (c) perspective-

taking, (d) moral reasoning, (e) thoughtful decision-making, and (f) moral self-

knowledge. For the affective aspect of good character, also known as moral feeling, there 

are also six qualities: (a) conscience, which is the feeling of obligation to do what one 

judges to be right; (b) self-respect; (c) empathy; (d) loving the good; (e) self-control; and 

(f) humility, which is a willingness to recognize and correct one’s moral failures. Finally, 

in the behavioral aspect of good character, also known as moral action, there are three 

moral qualities that are needed to translate moral judgment into effective moral behavior: 

(a) competence, which includes skills such as listening, communicating, and cooperating; 

(b) will, which mobilizes one’s judgment and energy; and (c) moral habit, which is a 

reliable inner disposition to respond to situations in a morally good way. The relationship 

between moral knowing, moral feeling, and moral action is presented in Figure 1.2. 

Defining character in the three aspects of moral knowing, moral feeling, and 

moral action has been widely accepted and used by character education researchers and 

practitioners. Some researchers, however, made further differentiations among the three 

aspects of good character. For instance, James R. Rest contended that there were four 

basic components of morality (Rest, 1984, 1994). Rest’s components of morality included 
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moral sensitivity, moral judgment, moral motivation, and moral character (Guthrie, 1997). 

Rest’s four components of morality are defined in the following ways: 

1. Moral sensitivity: The awareness of possible courses of action, the 

consequences of each action, and how the consequences may affect the 

welfare of all the parties involved (Guthrie, 1997; Rest, 1984, 1994). 

2. Moral judgment: The cognitive method used by an individual to figure out 

what one ought to do and what course of action would best fulfill a moral 

ideal (Guthrie, 1997; Rest, 1984, 1994). 

3. Moral motivation: What one intends to do by comparing and selecting 

among competing values and choices (Rest, 1984). 

4. Moral character: The psychological strength and toughness needed to 

execute and implement a line of action identified as morally desirable 

(Guthrie, 1997; Rest, 1984). This psychological strength is sometimes called 

“ego strength, perseverance, backbone, toughness, strength of conviction, 

courage, or self-regulation skills” (Rest, 1984, p. 33; Rest & Narvaez, 1994, 

p. 24). 

There are still other character development researchers who have noted the 

importance of identity development in the formation of good character (Blasi, 1983, 1984, 

1993; Nucci, 2001). Nucci stated that current research in developmental psychology has 

redefined character as the specific moral dimensions of self. In contrast with the 

traditional character construct, the new approach “does not attempt to replace moral ideas 

with a set of non-cognitive personality characteristics: it sees personal identity as 

operating jointly with reason and truth in providing motives for moral action” (Blasi, 

1993, p. 99). This last approach could be understood better by looking at the definition of 

character used by Marvin W. Berkowitz (Berkowitz, 1997; Berkowitz & Fekula, 1999), 

who defined character as the seven aspects of an individual that represent the person’s 

ethical worth. These seven aspects include behavior, cognition, affect, values, personality, 

identity, and meta-moral characteristics, which are skills that are not moral themselves 

but support moral functioning. In light of Berkowitz’s definition, to speak of a person’s 

character is to speak of that person’s goodness, in both a global sense and a differentiated 

psychological sense. 
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Character as Good Conduct 

Although defining character in terms of moral development has been widely 

accepted among psychologists, educational researchers and practitioners often find it 

difficult to operationalize and to practically assess psychologists’ definitions of character 

as an outcome of education. For instance, many character educators are aware of the 

importance of teaching moral feeling, but they find it is difficult, if not impossible, for 

educators to empirically assess the growth of a student’s moral feeling. As a result, 

educational researchers tend to put their focus on the behavioral outcomes of character 

when dealing with character education issues (Strange, 2003). James Eddy (1959), who 

was appointed by the American Council on Education (ACE) to conduct research on the 

impact of college education on student character development, defined good character as 

the “intelligent direction and purposeful control of conduct by definite moral principles” 

(p. 2). Gregory Blimling (1990), a student affairs leader and scholar, defined character as 

the “understanding of what is right and wrong and the ability to act on what is right” (p. 

266). 

Another example of defining character as good conduct was provided by Astin 

and Antonio (2000). Astin and Antonio examined the impact of institutional 

characteristics on college students’ character development using the data from the annual 

college freshmen survey administrated by the Higher Education Research Institute of the 

University of California, Los Angles. In their report, the researchers defined character as 

“the values and behavior as reflected in the ways we interact with each other and in the 

moral choices we make on a daily basis” (p. 4). They identified six behavioral indicators 

of good character. These six character indicators are: (a) civic responsibility, (b) cultural 

awareness and sensitivity, (c) volunteerism, (d) importance of raising a family, (e) 

religious and spiritual beliefs and convictions, and (f) understanding and caring of others. 

Along the line of defining character as good conduct, some character education 

researchers also stressed the importance of social context in the definition of good 

character (Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003; Lickona, 1993; McKown, 1935). 

These researchers believed that since character must be represented in conduct and there 

can be no conduct without settings and situations, the definition of character must include 

the context. In this sense, McKown (1935) defined character as “one’s way of responding 
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or reacting to his environment, or, more particularly, to his social environment, in making 

desirable and wholesome adjustments to it” (p. 1). 

Definition of Character Used in this Study 

For the purpose of this study, the researcher utilized Thomas Lickona’s (1991, 

1993, 1998) three-aspect typology of good character. In Lickona’s model, good character 

is defined as “knowing the good, desiring the good, and doing the good” (Lickona, 1998, 

p. 78). Therefore, the three aspects of character are moral knowing, moral feeling, and 

moral action. The three aspects of good character can also be understood as the cognitive 

aspect of good character, the affective aspect of good character, and the behavioral aspect 

of good character. This definition of good character will be used as the conceptual 

framework of this study and it will also be used to guide the development of the survey 

instrument, Character Education Values and Practices Inventory (CEVPI). 

The major construct of this study is character; however, simply having a 

definition of good character is not enough to conduct character research. The American 

Psychological Association defines construct as “a theoretical idea developed to explain 

and to organize some aspects of existing knowledge. It is a dimension understood or 

inferred from its network of interrelationships” (as cited in Bohrnstedt, 1983, p. 100). 

Since construct cannot be observed or measured directly, some indicators must be 

developed to reveal the construct. In this study, moral values will be used as the indicator 

of good character. According to Blasi (1984), values are priorities that 

…an individual or organization uses to subordinate one end-in-view to another in 

determining what is prized and what is not. Every choice that an individual makes 

is a selection of a greater or a lesser value, positive or negative, according to the 

nature of the choice as good or bad, better or worse. (p. 137) 

Therefore, choices regarding moral values are appropriate indicators of the character of 

an individual or organization. 

Character Education and Student Affairs 

The influence of the German higher education model transformed the majority of 

American colleges and universities into research-first rather than character-first 

institutions in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This movement 

strengthened faculty member’s positions more as researchers and less as moral role-
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models. In the wake of these changes, student affairs professionals began to pick up the 

responsibility of student character development on college campuses. In 1937, the 

American Council on Education published a statement titled “The Student Personnel 

Point of View,” which is regarded by many as the cornerstone document of the student 

affairs professional. This document recognizes that the basic purpose of higher education 

is “the preservation, transmission, and enrichment of the important elements of culture” 

(p. 39). It also calls for education institutions to consider the student as a whole – “his 

intellectual capacity and achievement, his emotional make up, his physical condition, his 

social relationships, his vocational aptitudes and skills, his moral and religious values, his 

economic resources, and his aesthetic appreciations” (p. 39). In summary, this document 

reaffirmed the purpose of American higher education in developing students’ character 

and it summoned student affairs professionals to assume the responsibility that had been 

abandoned by many faculty members. 

Recent research has shown that student affairs professionals play important roles 

in college student development and in enriching students’ overall collegiate experience 

(Austin, 1993; Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Light, 2001; Moran, 2001). Love (1995) 

pointed out that informal interaction between undergraduate students and faculty was in 

decline because of generational and organizational status differences between students 

and faculty. As a result of this declination, other institutional agents, especially student 

affairs professionals, will have an increasing impact on students’ development of moral 

character and ethical values. 

Many student development scholars and student affairs practitioners have spoken 

about the impact of student affairs professionals on college students’ moral and values 

development (Dalton, 1985; Evans, 1987; Heath, 1968; Love, 1995; Morrill, Oetting, & 

Hurst, 1974). Chickering and Reisser (1993) suggested replacing the term “student affairs 

administrators” with “student development professionals” because these staff members 

have profound influence on the educational environment that provides challenge and 

support to individual students’ growth. Brown (1985) pointed out that student affairs 

professionals had more contact with students in more varied settings than did either 

faculty members or other campus administrators. Therefore, the values that student affairs 
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professionals possessed, the issues they advocated, the manner in which they interacted 

with students, and the kind of people they were would profoundly affect students. 

Among all the personnel on a college campus, the one who has primary 

responsibility for directing student affairs programs and priorities is the chief student 

affairs officer. Most of today’s American colleges and universities have a student affairs 

vice president or dean who is in charge of directing the institution’s student affairs 

policies and practices. Depending on the size of the student population, the number of 

student affairs staff on a college or university campus can range from a few to several 

hundred. One of the responsibilities of the chief student affairs officer is to develop and 

implement the institution’s strategic plans for student development. Researchers should 

be able to compare differences in character education values and strategies among 

various types of higher education institutions by asking these chief student affairs officers 

to identify the character education values and activities that they utilize to promote 

student character development. 

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations of the study are as follows: 

1. The study explored student affairs leaders’ perceptions on character values 

and character education practices. These perceptions can be useful indicators 

of what institutions are doing in character education, but perceptions can 

sometimes be misleading and not always reflect reality. It is, however, 

reasonable to believe that a chief student affairs officer should be very 

familiar with the character values and character education practices on his or 

her campus. 

2. The study was limited to the accuracy of data generated by the questionnaire. 

While this research utilized a newly developed instrument, the researcher has 

ensured the validity and reliability of the instrument in a deliberate manner. 

3. The study was limited to a sample of private colleges and universities that 

have their chief student affairs officers’ email information published in the 

2005 Higher Education Directory. The 2005 Higher Education Directory 

currently has email contact information for 1,063 chief student affairs officers 

at four-year private non-profit colleges and universities. According to The 
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Chronicle of Higher Education (2004), there are currently 1,538 private four-

year non-profit colleges and universities in the United Sates. Although the 

sample of this study was not randomly selected, it is reasonable to assume that 

this large sample can be a good representation of all private faith-based and 

private nonsectarian colleges and universities in the United States. 

4. The study was conducted during the period from December 2004 through 

April 2005. Although values presumably remain relatively stable over time, a 

longitudinal study would provide a deeper understanding of the nature of 

character values and character education practices in American higher 

education. 

Definition of Terms 

A detailed discussion of the definition of key terms used in this study will be 

presented in the literature review section. The following terms are defined to provide 

clarification to the reader: 

Student affairs leaders: Student affairs leaders are the chief student affairs officers who 

are in charge of student affairs policies and operations in a college or a university. The 

titles for the chief student affairs officer in higher education institutions varied. Therefore, 

a chief student affairs officer could be vice president for student affairs, vice president of 

student development, dean of students, associate provost, or other designated titles. 

Character: Character includes the three interrelated aspects of moral knowing, moral 

feeling, and moral action. Good character involves “knowing the good, desiring the good, 

and doing the good” (Lickona, 1998, p. 78). In this study, character values (see below) 

will be used as indicators of character. 

Values: Goals and motivations which serve as guiding principles in people’s lives 

(Schwartz, 1993). 

Character values: Particular values associated with moral character. 

Character education practices: Planned interventions at both the individual and 

institutional level designed to promote character development of college students (Evans, 

Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998). 

Faith-based colleges and universities: Sloan (1999) provided six ways to identify an 

institution as a faith-based institution. In this study, faith-based institutions were defined 
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as an institution that met one of the two following criteria: (a) An institution that requires 

a religious qualification for its governing board membership; and (b) an institution that 

has a formal relationship with an ecclesiastical body. 

Private nonsectarian colleges and universities: A college or university that has an 

independent governing board and does not meet either of the requirements of being a 

faith-based institution. 

Summary 

Character has always been an important subject among educators. Many scholars 

have debated about what constitutes good character and if good character can be 

developed through formal education. Research conducted by Rest (1988, 1993) as well as 

many others (King & Mayhew, 2002; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Rogers, 2002) has 

found that college education and other forms of formal education can significantly 

improve students’ moral reasoning skills. Kohlberg (1985) argued that moral reasoning 

would automatically lead to moral action, whereas other moral development researchers 

proposed that there is an affective component between moral knowing and moral action. 

Although many studies have been conducted on the impact of college education on 

students’ moral reasoning development, few empirical studies exist on how college 

education would affect elements of students’ character development other than moral 

reasoning. Therefore, this research was designed to investigate how different types of 

American four-year colleges and universities were conducting character education and 

what character values were utilized by these institutions to guide character education 

practices. It is this researcher’s belief that the results of this study could become the 

foundation of a future assessment plan that could be used to evaluate the effectiveness of 

character education in colleges and universities. Future studies will be needed to fully 

understand how college education can affect students’ character development and what 

educators can do to promote students’ character development. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

The following review of literature examines the history of character education in 

the American educational system from the eighteenth to the late twentieth century. In 

addition, the character education practices on college campuses will also be discussed. 

The review of literature concludes with a discussion of different types of American 

colleges and universities and the historical roots of public, faith-based, and private 

nonsectarian higher education institutions. 

The History of Character Education in the United States 

Over the past 100 years, character education has taken several turns in the 

American educational system. Nevertheless, teaching character certainly is not a new 

idea in education. The ancient Greek philosopher Socrates, Plato’s legendary teacher, was 

the first Western educator to express an interest in teaching children to be good human 

beings (Nash, 1997). 

Character education is as old as education itself. Lickona (1991) pointed out that 

throughout the history of humankind, education has had two great purposes across 

various cultures: “to help young people become smart and to help them become good” (p. 

6). The meanings of “smart” and “good” might change over time and across cultures. For 

instance, people of pre-industrial society might see a “smart” person as having the skill of 

hunting and the knowledge of agricultural operations, but this does not define “smart” in 

today’s American society. To some extent “goodness” has experienced a similar shift in 

meaning. For instance, a “good” Victorian woman would probably consider most of 

today’s female dresses as bad or morally unacceptable. Despite changes in definition, 

many scholars and other people believe that there are universally acceptable criteria of 

goodness that could be applied to all people in all times (Rachels, 1999). 

Character Education Before the Twentieth Century 

Character Education and American Higher Education in the Seventeenth and 

Eighteenth Centuries. The primary mission of most American colleges and universities in 

the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was educating for character. In 1643, Harvard 

College, the country’s oldest college, opened its doors with a mission of training 
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clergymen and civil servants (Lucas, 1994). Modeled after the British universities Oxford 

and Cambridge and embracing the values of English Puritanism, the early colonial 

colleges sought to “train the schoolmasters, the divines, the rulers, the cultural ornaments 

of society – the men who would spell the difference between civilization and barbarism” 

(Rudolph, 1962, p. 6). The Puritanical idea of character was an essential aspect of early 

American higher education for the men who would lead the colonial communities in their 

churches, schools, and governments (Murray, 1995). 

Hiner (1973) stated that England’s churches, especially Calvinist and Puritan 

churches, had enormous influence on establishing the educational system in colonial 

America. Calvinist and Puritan churches of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century America 

had a very clear and explicit goal for education – they sought to create a “regenerate man, 

a converted man, a person whose being had been transformed by the infusion of God’s 

mercy and grace” (p. 5). These Protestants believed that the Bible should be the 

sourcebook for both moral and religious instruction from elementary school all the way 

through colleges and universities. Therefore, when Harvard College was established in 

1636, its original statutes stated: 

Everyone shall consider the main end of his life and studies, to know God and 

Jesus Christ which is eternal life…they shall eschew all profanation of God’s holy 

name, attributes, word, ordinances, and times of worship, and study with 

reverence and love carefully to retain God and His truth in their minds (Snively, 

1987, p.1). 

In the early 1700s, a widespread and unsettling religious revival known by many 

as the Great Awakening began to sweep through the American colonies. As observers at 

the time noted, the Great Awakening was a country-wide religious revival, which left no 

social class, no section of the country, and no church body untouched (Sloan, 1973). 

Although the issues of the Great Awakening were primarily religious in their nature, they 

were intertwined with virtually all social, political, and intellectual aspects of eighteenth-

century America. Education, of course, was not left out in this movement. 

In the beginning of the Great Awakening, most colleges and universities 

welcomed students’ excitement about the religious revival. However, as students became 

more and more aggressive as they held prayer meetings, roamed the halls, questioned 
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fellow students and tutors, and ignored college traditions in order to sing, discuss religion, 

and attend the sermons of itinerant preachers, colleges and universities began to withdraw 

their support of the movement. In the spring of 1742, life at Yale College was so 

tumultuous that President Thomas Clapp was forced to suspend classes and ordered 

students to their homes (Sloan, 1973). Similar incidents also occurred at Harvard College. 

As a result, other higher institutions were alarmed and began to perceive the Great 

Awakening as a threat to social stability and the standing order. 

Through the early eighteenth century, character training in the form of ethics and 

values remained central to the core curriculum in American colleges and universities. 

Many liberal arts colleges had their presidents teach a capstone course in moral 

philosophy that was required of all seniors. The goal of this course was to integrate the 

students’ entire college experience and to prepare them to enter society as morally and 

ethically responsible citizens (McBee, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Sloan, 1980). 

The commitment to character education in this period of time was also evident in the 

mission statements of colleges and universities across the nation which emphasized “the 

development of the capacity to think clearly about moral issues and to act accordingly” 

(Whiteley & Yokota, 1988, p. 1). 

A Transitional Stage of Character Education and Important Development at 

Public Schools. In seventeenth- and eighteenth-century America, character education was 

virtually equal to religious education. However, beginning in the nineteenth century 

character education started to face challenges from people of different perspectives. 

These challenges gained momentum in the American public school system, and one of 

the best illustrations of this transitional stage in character education was the 

transformation of the McGuffey Readers (Field, 1996). 

In the early days of American education, the Bible was the sourcebook for both 

religious education and character education. However, as time passed and society 

changed, struggles began to arise over whose Bible should be used and which doctrines 

should be taught in character education programs. In 1836, William McGuffey stepped 

onto the stage to offer his McGuffey Readers as guidebooks for character education. The 

first edition of the McGuffey Readers used Bible stories, larger than life stories of heroes, 

poems, and universal truths to help students understand values such as frugality, 
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cleanliness, honesty, hard work, dedication, patriotism, and obedience. McGuffey Readers 

were widely used by many public schools after they were first published in 1836 and they 

sold more than 120 million copies between 1836 and 1920 (Field, 1996; Hunter, 2000; 

Lickona, 1993). 

While McGuffey Readers were widely used by many American schools for more 

than a century, they were also been revised as the American society changed. Hunter 

(2000) pointed out that the early editions of McGuffey Readers read more like theology 

books than character education textbooks. William McGuffey, who was a Calvinist 

Christian, fully integrated his Protestant worldview in the first and second editions of 

McGuffey Readers. For instance, the natural world in the early editions of McGuffey 

Readers was discussed and depicted as that which could only be properly understood in 

relation to God, and much emphasis was placed on the afterlife, sin, and salvation 

through Jesus Christ. 

This emphasis changed in the later editions. By the third edition, which was then 

edited by Henry Vail and published in 1879 after William McGuffey died in 1873, the 

theistic Calvinist worldview so dominant in the early editions had disappeared, and the 

prominent values of salvation, righteousness, and piety were entirely missing. Instead, the 

lessons affirmed the morality and lifestyle of the emerging middle class and their cultural 

beliefs, attitudes, and values in the late nineteenth century. Where the 1836 edition of 

McGuffey Readers contained numerous selections from the Bible, by 1879 the only 

Biblical passages were the Lord’s Prayer and the Sermon on the Mount. The Protestant 

emphasis on piety, righteous living, and salvation gave way to the values of industry, hard 

work, loyalty, thrift, self-reliance, and individualism. This evolution represented an 

important shift away from the religious and sectarian emphasis of the colonial period 

toward the more inclusive content in American’s educational system (Hunter, 2000). 

In addition to the McGuffey Readers, Children’s Morality Code was another 

widely used guidebook for character education in America’s elementary and secondary 

schools in the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century (Leming, 1993). The 

Children’s Morality Code outlined ten major desirable character values as the foundation 

of character education. These ten character values were self-control, kindness, self-

reliance, reliability, truth, good workmanship, teamwork, duty, sportsmanship, and good 
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health. Field (1996) pointed out that these ten values were believed by many people to be 

the fundamental values of American middle class society in the late nineteenth century. 

Many parents believed that by teaching children these foundational character values they 

would be able to ensure and preserve the prosperity of the American society. 

Character Education and American Higher Education in the Nineteenth Century. 

Two events which happened in the nineteenth century have had a dramatic impact on 

character education in American colleges and universities. The first was the Morrill Acts 

of 1862 and 1890, which promoted a rapid growth of public land-grant colleges and 

universities. Since the primary purpose of the Morrill Acts was to promote practical 

education, character development and moral education were regarded as lower priorities 

in American public colleges and universities. 

The second event that had huge impact on character education was the influence 

of German research universities. As more and more American scholars tried to imitate 

their peers in German institutions, research began to take the central place in American 

higher education while character education was retired to the backstage. Development of 

students’ character and ethical values nearly disappeared in most research-oriented 

American colleges and universities under the shadow of scientific research. Attention in 

American colleges and universities began to swing from students to the faculty, and the 

manipulation of facts and objects became the main purpose of academic life (Lucas, 1994; 

Murray, 1995). As pointed out by Schwehn (1993), mastery of the world took precedence 

over mastery of self. By the late nineteenth century, the focus of American higher 

education had shifted away from its original mission that emphasized character building. 

This trend dominated American colleges and universities from the late nineteenth century 

to the first half of the twentieth century. 

Character Education in the Early Twentieth Century 

As American society became more and more diversified in the early twentieth 

century, the consensus supporting character education began to crumble under the blows 

of several powerful forces. First, Darwinism introduced a new metaphor – evolution – 

that led people to see all things, including morality, as being in flux. Second, the 

philosophy of logical positivism, arriving at American universities from Europe, asserted 

a radical distinction between facts, which could be scientifically proven, and values, 
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which positivism held as mere expressions of feeling and not objective truth. Through the 

influence of Darwinism and positivism, morality was relativized and privatized, and 

character became a personal value judgment and not a subject for public debate or 

transmission through the schools (Lickona, 1993). 

The outcome of the two forces was the progressive era—roughly the first half of 

the twentieth century—a period of time in which educators placed a great emphasis upon 

the themes of personal freedom and individual rights in curricula (Hunter, 2000). One of 

the most influential and provocative persons in this era was the philosopher and 

educational theorist, John Dewey. 

The heart of Dewey’s innovations was a rejection of revealed religion as the 

foundation of educational practice (Hunter, 2000). Hunter pointed out that the 

progressives’ goal was not so much to secularize the public schools but rather to redefine 

“religion” and “faith” so as to delete any supernatural and sectarian elements in 

America’s public educational system. For Dewey, faith in a divine and fixed authority 

and ideas of the soul and its eternal destiny were no longer possible as the foundation of 

Western civilization, of stable institutions, or of social progress (Hunter, 2000; 

McCluskey, 1958). Therefore, it was necessary to reject the supernaturalism, fixed dogma, 

and rigid institutionalism with which Christianity had been historically associated. 

In practice, Dewey’s philosophy implied a shift from “morality” as something to 

be imposed upon individuals to one in which individuals were to be regarded as having 

the capacity to determine their own moral standards. Dewey believed that the natural 

tendency toward justice and goodness resided within the intellectual and moral faculties 

of every individual (Dewey, 1922). The definition of moral behavior for Dewey depended 

more upon the circumstances in which the individual existed than upon a code of a priori 

rules. Good character was not so much living according to certain moral principles but 

rather the interpenetration of habits in a person’s life (Kanne, 1988). These habits 

predispose people to act in certain predictable ways. Therefore, Dewey believed that a 

person’s habits would define his or her character. 

It is important to emphasize that although Dewey rejected objective and fixed 

standards as a foundation of moral understanding and character development in favor of 

deliberative and contextual criteria, he did not embrace facile relativism (Hunter, 2000). 
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Ethical relativists believe that different people have different moral beliefs and that a 

moral code is valid relative only to the culture in which it exists (Hinman, 1998). Like 

many social philosophers during the progressive era, Dewey had great confidence in the 

power of reason and scientific inquiry to guide behavior. For Dewey and other 

progressives, correct moral behavior merely required the individual to think rationally 

about his or her particular life experience and then to act accordingly. 

It is also important to emphasize that Dewey did not entrust his faith to isolated 

reason or isolated experience (Hunter, 2000). Morality, for Dewey, originated in society; 

therefore, all ethical and moral understanding was social (Dewey, 1916, Kanne, 1988). 

Dewey believed that ethics itself could be understood only in the context of complex 

social relationships whose meaning could be determined only in actual experience (Hersh, 

Miller, & Fielding, 1980). Democracy, for Dewey, was inherently moral. In Dewey’s 

naturalist frame of reference, moral values were nothing more than civic values, and 

moral virtue was democratic virtue. In this light, schools would not only be the 

handmaiden of democracy, but they would themselves be a mode of democratic life. 

Schooling experience would model democratic experience in embryonic form and in so 

doing, “teach morals…every moment in the day, five days in the week” (Dewey, 1900, pp. 

3-4). 

Character Education in the Late Twentieth Century 

By the 1960s, American society had embraced the concept of character and 

morality proposed by John Dewey and other progressives of the early twentieth century. 

American society was now a society of personalism that celebrated the worth, autonomy, 

and subjectivity of individuality and emphasized individual rights and freedoms over 

responsibility. Although the movement of personalism rightly protested societal 

oppression and injustice, it also obliterated moral authority, eroded belief in objective 

moral norms, turned people inward toward self-fulfillment, and weakened social 

commitment. In addition, the rapidly intensifying pluralism of American society and the 

increasing secularization of the public arena became two more barriers to achieving the 

moral consensus indispensable for character education in American public educational 

institutions (Chazan, 1985; Lickona, 1993). 
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Character education began to reemerge in the American educational system in the 

1970s, and the new character education took two new forms: (a) values clarification and 

(b) Lawrence Kohlberg’s moral dilemma discussions (Chazan, 1985; DeRoche & 

Williams, 2001b; Kohlberg, 1971; Raths, Simon, & Harmin, 1966). In different ways, 

both character education approaches expressed the individualist’s spirit of the age. 

Values clarification proponents wanted to stop imposing values but help students 

choose their own values freely. The book Values Clarification: A Handbook of Practical 

Strategies for Teachers and Students by Simon, Howe, and Kirschenbaum (1972) quickly 

became a best-seller among educators after it was published in 1972. Kohlberg, on the 

other hand, asserted that ethical relativity ought to fail as well as the traditional character 

education approach that taught students with a “bag of virtues” (Kohlberg & Selman, 

1972, p. 12), which was a set of approved traits such as honesty, responsibility, 

friendliness, service, and other values. Kohlberg proposed that education should develop 

students’ ability of moral reasoning so they could judge which values were better than 

others. 

Values clarification and Kohlberg’s moral dilemma discussions were used by 

many schools and higher education institutions in the 1970s and 1980s to develop 

students’ character. For example, John M. Whiteley and his associates began the Sierra 

Project at the University of California, Irvine, in the mid-1970s to help college freshmen 

develop moral reasoning skills through a specially designed curriculum (Whiteley, 1980; 

Whiteley & Associates, 1982; Whiteley & Yokota, 1988). This project was also a 

longitudinal study of the progression of character development in the transition from late 

adolescence to early adulthood. Until the early 1990s, the project focused almost 

exclusively on college students’ moral reasoning development using the moral dilemma 

discussions developed by Kohlberg (Whiteley, 1990). 

Although values clarification and Kohlberg’s moral dilemma discussions were 

used by many schools and higher education institutions, some scholars have criticized the 

theoretical foundation of the two approaches (Bennett, 1988; Bloom, 1987; Hunter, 2000). 

Lickona (1993) stated that values clarification and Kohlberg’s moral dilemma discussions 

both had made contributions to character education in the American educational system, 

but both approaches also had fundamental problems. Values clarification, though rich in 
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methodology, failed to distinguish between personal preference, which is truly a matter of 

free choice, and moral values, which are a matter of obligation. Likewise, Kohlberg’s 

focus on moral reasoning was necessary but insufficient for developing good character. 

In the 1990s, a new character education movement began to advocate the 

restoration of good character to its historical place as the central desirable outcome of 

American education. In July 1992, the Josephson Institute of Ethics called together more 

than 30 educational leaders representing state school boards, teachers’ unions, 

universities, ethics centers, youth organizations, and religious groups to discuss issues of 

character education. This diverse assemblage drafted the Aspen Declaration on Character 

Education, setting forth eight principles of character education (Josephson Institute of 

Ethics, 1992). 

A year later, the Johnson Foundation invited 16 prominent higher education 

leaders to a series of meetings to examine the question, “What does society need from 

higher education?” The outcome of these meetings was a statement titled “An American 

Imperative: Higher Expectations for Higher Education” (Wingspread Group of Higher 

Education, 1993). In that statement, American higher education leaders called for 

American higher education to take values seriously: 

We believe that every institution of higher education should ask itself – NOW – 

what it proposes to do to assure that next year's entering students will graduate as 

individuals of character more sensitive to the needs of community, more 

competent in their ability to contribute to society, and more civil in their habits of 

thought, speech, and action. (Wingspread Group of Higher Education, 1993, ¶5) 

According to Lickona (1993), there were three factors that caused the revival of character 

education in the 1990s: 

1. The decline of family values: Family is traditionally a child’s primary moral 

training ground. However, a vast number of families today have failed to 

perform that role, thus creating a moral vacuum. As a result, American 

educational institutions were forced to pick up the role of primary moral 

teacher in American society. 

2. Troubling trends in youth character: Lickona (1993) pointed out that many 

young people in the 1980s and 1990s, not just those from fractured families, 
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have been adversely affected by poor parenting; the wrong kind of adult role 

models; the sex, violence, and materialism portrayed in the mass media; and 

the pressures of peer groups. Many people worry that if educational 

institutions do not teach these young people about values and character, they 

will grow up causing economic and social problems for American society. 

3. A recovery of shared, objectively important ethical values: Lickona (1993) 

believed that the moral decline in American society had gotten bad enough to 

jolt people out of the personalism and relativism that had dominated in recent 

decades. People began to see that there might be a basic morality that is 

essential for the survival of American society. Parents and educators are now 

teaching young people, directly or indirectly, values such as respect, 

responsibility, trustworthiness, fairness, caring, and civic virtue. Many 

people now believe that some core values are shared by all human beings, 

and these values are not merely subjective preferences. 

Character Education Practices on College Campuses 

Most students enter college with past life experiences and expectations about 

what college education may provide and how they may change in college. Some students 

enter college affirming that their moral values and their understanding of civic 

responsibilities are well developed and intact. Other students eagerly look toward the 

college years as a time to examine and evaluate their existing beliefs and make new 

choices. For most traditional-aged college students, colleges and universities are a place 

to discover and authenticate their own values, ethics, and worldviews (King, 1997). 

In 1958, the American Council on Education (ACE) commissioned Edward D. 

Eddy, Jr., the vice-president and provost of the University of New Hampshire, to conduct 

research on the impact of college education on students’ character development. Eddy 

and his staff visited twenty colleges and universities in the United States to investigate 

how colleges and universities promoted students’ character development. The results of 

their study were published by ACE in 1959 as The College Influence on Student 

Character. In that book, Eddy (1959) asserted that every college and university had its 

own ways of promoting students’ character development. However, there were some 

popular character education strategies used by many institutions. Among the most 
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frequently used character education strategies were the honor system, ethics curricula, 

religious services, and an ethical atmosphere for the campus community. 

Student development theorists have found numerous factors that may affect 

student development in college. Chickering and Reisser (1993) pointed out that seven key 

factors would affect student development: (a) institutional objectives, (b) institutional size, 

(c) student-faculty relationships, (d) curriculum, (e) teaching, (f) friendships and student 

communities, and (g) student development programs and services. Kuh et al. (1991) and 

Astin (1993) also pointed out that students’ involvement in out-of-classroom collegiate 

experiences had equal importance in student development as did classroom experiences. 

Astin and Antonio (2000) found that what students did while in college and the kinds of 

experiences they had were what made the greatest difference in students’ character 

development. They found the following programs and experiences to have the most 

critical and significant impact on the development of character: (a) exposure to 

interdisciplinary courses, ethnic studies, and women’s studies; (b) participation in 

religious services and activities; (c) social activities with students from a variety of racial 

and ethnic backgrounds; and (d) participation in leadership education or training. 

Performing volunteer work while in college and having faculty who provided emotional 

support to students was also predictive of character development. These findings 

suggested that activities that broaden students’ academic, social, and cultural perspectives 

were important for developing students’ character. 

Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, and Stephens (2003) stated that different colleges and 

universities usually developed different conceptions of moral and civic maturity and 

crafted approaches that were especially well-suited to their missions, histories, and 

student bodies. However, regardless of an institution’s unique conception of moral and 

civic maturity, the concept was usually drawn from the three major thematic approaches: 

“(a) community connections, (b) moral and civic virtue, and (c) systemic social 

responsibility” (p. 97). Colby et al. suggested that colleges and universities should apply 

a holistic approach in character education that addresses the full range of important 

developmental dimensions and intentional programming to encourage curricular and co-

curricular involvement such as taking classes on social issues, participating in volunteer 

work, religious activities, interracial experiences, and leadership programs. Character 
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education in colleges and universities works best when it integrates experiences both 

inside and outside of the classroom rather than being pursued only in either curricular or 

extracurricular activities. 

Types of American Higher Education Institutions 

Classifying American higher education institutions is not an easy task. One of the 

most well-known classifications of American colleges and universities is the Carnegie 

Classification of Institutions of Higher Education published by the Carnegie Foundation 

for the Advancement of Teaching. The latest version of the classification was published in 

2001, and it covered 3,941 American higher education institutions within six major 

categories: (a) doctorate-granting institutions, (b) master’s colleges and universities, (c) 

baccalaureate colleges, (d) associate’s colleges, (e) specialized institutions, and (f) tribal 

colleges and universities. Under each category, there were various numbers of 

subcategories. For example, there were two subcategories under the doctorate-granting 

institutions: extensive and intensive. Extensive doctorate-granting institutions were 

universities that awarded more than 50 doctorate degrees per year across at least 15 

disciplines; and intensive doctorate-granting institutions were institutions that granted 

more than 10 doctorate degrees per year across three or more disciplines or at least 20 

doctorate degrees per year overall (McCormick & Park, 2001). 

Although the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education is one of 

the most well-known higher education classification systems, it is by no means the only 

available classification system. Educational researchers often have their own 

classifications of higher education to fit their specific research needs. For example, when 

comparing between-college effects on students’ moral judgment growth, Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1991) classified American colleges and universities into six categories: (a) 

public research oriented universities, (b) public comprehensive universities, (c) private 

universities, (d) private liberal arts colleges, (e) church-affiliated liberal arts colleges, and 

(f) two-year colleges. 

From a historical point of view, American four-year colleges and universities 

could be classified into three basic categories: (a) public institutions, (b) private faith-

based institutions, and (c) private nonsectarian institutions. American higher education 

began with church-affiliated colleges. Many higher education history scholars have 
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pointed out that most American colonial colleges were established by churches of various 

denominations in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (Lucas, 1994; Pattillo & 

Mackenzie, 1966; Rudolph, 1962). Harvard College, which is recognized by many as the 

first American colonial college, was founded by Puritans in 1636, and the College of 

William and Mary was founded as an Anglican institution in 1693. Although these early 

American colleges were founded by churches, most of them had a curriculum that was 

broadly conceived along the tradition of liberal arts education and was intended for 

leaders in other fields as well. 

The first American college that was not directly established by a church was the 

University of Pennsylvania, which was founded in 1751 by Benjamin Franklin (Pattillo & 

Mackenzie, 1966; Rudolph, 1962). In 1749 in Philadelphia, Benjamin Franklin presented 

his vision of a school in a pamphlet titled Proposals for the Education of Youth in 

Pensilvania. Unlike other American colonial colleges, the new school would not focus on 

education for the clergy. Instead, it would prepare students for lives of business and 

public service. The proposed program of study would become the nation's first modern 

liberal arts curriculum. The doors to the University opened in 1751, when the first classes 

were held (University of Pennsylvania, 2005). Although the University of Pennsylvania 

was considered by many people as the first nonsectarian college, it was not the first one 

that had a close tie with state government. Rudolph pointed out that long before the 

University of Pennsylvania was established, colonial colleges already had definite ties 

with state government. For instance, Harvard College was supported by the General 

Court of Massachusetts from the moment of its birth and relied on such support long past 

the colonial period. Rudolph called these state-tied but not state-established colonial 

colleges “state-church colleges” (p. 13), as state splayed an increasingly important role 

not only in finance but also in the governance of these colleges and universities. 

In 1819, the United States Supreme Court delivered its decision in Trustees of 

Dartmouth College v. Woodward, known by many as the Dartmouth Case. This decision 

assured private higher education institutions freedom from state interference, and it 

marked the beginning of the rapid growth of private liberal arts colleges in the nineteenth 

century. According to Pattillo and Mackenzie (1966), by the time of the Civil War, 

Americans had 516 colleges in 16 of the 34 states. The ideal of liberal arts education was 
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suitably pronounced by English philosopher and economist John Stuart Mill in the 

president inaugural address to the University of St. Andrews on February 1, 1867: 

Men are men before they are lawyers, or physicians, or merchants, or 

manufacturers; and if you make them capable and sensible men, they will make 

themselves capable and sensible lawyers and physicians. What professional men 

should carry away with them from a university is not professional knowledge, but 

that which should direct the use of professional knowledge, and bring the light of 

general culture to illuminate the technicalities of a special pursuit. Men may be 

competent lawyers without general education, but it depends on general education 

to make them philosophic lawyers. (as cited in Pattillo & Mackenzie, 1966, p. 7) 

Although the efforts to found state-supported higher education institutions began 

long before the Civil War, many of the early public colleges and universities lacked the 

ability to attract enough students and to generate permanent revenues to keep these public 

institutions in business (Lucas, 1994). Furthermore, many denominational educators 

resented the competition of public colleges and universities and denounced them as 

“godless.” Even worse was the neglect of state legislatures who were not persuaded of 

the need or relevance of state-supported higher education institutions. The result was the 

limited enrollments and mediocre academic reputations for most state-supported colleges 

and universities in the eighteenth century and early nineteenth century. 

Among all the problems challenging state-supported higher education institutions, 

the biggest one was the ambiguity of their identity and purpose. Fortunately, rescue was 

on the way. What saved the cause of state-sponsored higher education institutions was the 

enactment of the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 (Lucas, 1994). In 1857, the Congress of 

the United States passed the bill proposed by Congressman Justin Smith Morrill of 

Vermont which called for state senators and representatives to donate lands for the 

establishment of state-funded colleges and universities. What Morrill wanted was a 

system of public universities to “promote the liberal and practical education of the 

industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions of life” (as cited in Lucas, 1994, 

p. 146). Although the Morrill Acts had different effects in various states, the ultimate 

result of the acts was a public higher education system in most states that served the 

needs of the state and provided practical and vocational training to the general public. 
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Just about the same time that public colleges and universities began to prosper, 

dramatic changes also happened in the private sectors. By the time of 1850, most private 

colleges and universities in the United States had a very similar core curriculum which 

was based on the liberal arts tradition. The undergraduate curriculum at this time was 

consistent with a philosophical framework that God was the ultimate authority of 

morality, and all the knowledge students gained in the college had the single purpose of 

developing them into moral persons and responsible citizens. However, in the decades 

after 1860 this sense of coherence grew thinner and thinner. For one, the consensus on the 

existence of God became a very fragile idea in academic circles. Additionally, the 

fragmentation of knowledge and the impact of the German university model contributed 

to a new undergraduate curriculum aimed at vocational training and professional 

education (Turner, 1992). It was at this time when private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities began to distinguish themselves from each other. 

While many private nonsectarian colleges and universities chose to adopt the research- 

and vocational-orientated models of higher learning, many private faith-based higher 

education institutions chose to preserve their religious faith and the liberal arts tradition. 

Today, American society has many kinds of higher education institutions aiming 

to serve different educational needs. Nevertheless, more and more colleges and 

universities choose to adopt liberal arts education as the core of their undergraduate 

curriculum. The distinction between some private faith-based and private nonsectarian 

colleges and universities has blurred in terms of their curriculum. According to Sloan 

(1999), there are six ways to identify an institution as a faith-based institution: 

1. When people refer to a faith-based institution, they sometimes are making 

reference to the history and tradition of that institution. 

2. Sometimes when people refer to a faith-based institution it may be a reference 

to the composition of the governing board. Often in this case the governing 

board must meet a religious qualification for membership. 

3. The third frame of reference for faith-based higher education is the 

relationship the institution has to an ecclesiastical body. Under this definition, 

a faith-based college is a college that has some very close relationship to an 

ecclesiastical body or to some Christian denomination. 
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4. People also refer to faith-based institutions by reference to what is called the 

atmosphere or the environment of the institution. “This view focuses upon the 

moral-relational dimensions of the university as a community but does not 

necessarily include other issues related to the worldview or the intellectual 

content” (Sloan, 1999, pp. 27-28). 

5. Another way of defining a faith-based institution is in terms of its religious 

activities. For example, a Christian institution may have chapel services and 

other religious organizations on campus. 

6. The last way of defining a faith-based institution is by reference to its 

curriculum. Namely, there are certain clearly identified subject areas that point 

to the institution’s faith identity. 

Summary 

The historical evolution of character education in the American public school and 

higher education system was discussed citing the transition from a Bible-based character 

education approach to a secularized character education approach in values classification 

and Kohlberg’s moral dilemma discussions (DeRoche & Williams, 2001b; Kohlberg, 

1971; Raths, Simon, & Harmin, 1966). Research on character education practices on 

college campuses was also discussed with the conclusion that character education in 

colleges and universities works best when it integrates in- and out-of-classroom 

experiences together rather than being pursued only in either curricular or extracurricular 

activities. Student affairs professionals have played an increasingly important role in 

promoting college student’s character development as the dynamics between faculty, 

administrators, and students have changed in the last one hundred years. Finally, a 

discussion of the classification of American higher education institutions outlined the 

historical background for using the two types of colleges and universities in this study. 

Few studies exist on how student affairs leaders perceive character education 

values and what educational strategies they utilize to promote students’ character 

development. Additionally, few studies exist on how different types of higher education 

are promoting their students’ character development. There is certainly an urgent need for 

an empirical study on character education values and practices in American higher 

education.
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

 

The following research method section explains the purpose of this study and the 

research questions, research design, data collection method, and method of analysis that 

were used in this study. The purpose of this study is to determine if American private 

four-year faith-based and nonsectarian colleges and universities differ significantly in 

terms of the character values and character education practices they utilize to promote 

student character development. This study also examined if Thomas Lickona’s (1991, 

1993, 1998) three-component definition of character can be applied to explain the 

differences in the guiding character values between private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities. To achieve these goals, the following research 

questions were used to guide this study: 

1. Is there significant statistical evidence to support the research hypothesis that 

the three different aspects of character – cognitive, affective, and behavioral – 

are reflected in the patterns of student affairs leaders’ perceptions of the 

guiding character values of their campus? 

2. Are there significant differences between American private four-year faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character values they seek to promote in student character development as 

perceived by student affairs leaders? 

3. Are there significant differences between American private four-year faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character education practices they utilize to promote student character 

development as perceived by student affairs leaders? 

4. Are there significant correlations between some character values and 

particular types of character education practices? 

Research Design 

To find out if character education values and character education practices 

differed significantly between American private four-year faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities, and if significant correlation existed between 
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particular character values and different types of character education practices, a 

correlational survey research design was utilized in the study. A questionnaire was used to 

study a sample of student affairs leaders from these two types of postsecondary 

institutions. Since a thorough literature review found no applicable survey instrument 

suitable for the purpose of this research, the researcher developed an instrument to 

investigate the above research questions. The development of the survey instrument is an 

important objective of this research effort. 

The researcher developed the questionnaire by referring to a preliminary study 

conducted by Dalton, Chen, and Goodwin (2003) at the Center for the Study of Values in 

College Student Development at Florida State University in 2002 and current literature 

on moral and character development, character education history, character values, and 

the impact of student affairs practices on college student development. After the 

questionnaire had been developed, a preliminary study was conducted with a small group 

of student affairs practitioners. The preliminary study was used to ensure the reliability 

and validity of the instrument. After the preliminary study had been completed, the 

questionnaire was sent to a group of student affairs leaders from selected institutions. A 

student affairs leader is defined as the chief student affairs officer who is in charge of 

student affairs programs and operations in a college or university. The title for the chief 

student affairs officer in higher education institutions may vary – it can be vice president 

of student affairs, vice president of student development, dean of students, associate 

provost, or other designated titles. 

The researcher intended to develop an instrument that could be used by colleges 

and universities to assess the character values and character education practices on their 

campuses. The conceptual framework of this study was based on Lickona’s (1991, 1993, 

1998) three-aspect character typology. Lickona’s three aspects of good character are 

moral cognition, moral affection, and moral behavior. Since Lickona’s theory of character 

typology had never been used to assess character education efforts, this study explored if 

Lickona’s conceptual model could be applied to assess character values and character 

education practices in higher education. 

The instrument for this study consisted of three major sections. The first section 

of this instrument was a list of 44 character values that have been associated with 



 

 40

American colleges and universities. The survey subjects were given the list of character 

values and asked to rate how important each character value was in relation to the 

institution’s character education mission and goals. A Likert-type scale was used in this 

part of the survey: A score of one indicated the character value was not at all important to 

the institution and a score of seven indicated the character value was very important to 

the institution. 

The second section of the instrument was intended to assess campus-wide 

character education practices. After character values had been rated, the survey subject 

was presented with a list of character education practices, which included programs, 

activities, and administrative priorities, that were often implemented by American 

colleges and universities to promote student character development. These character 

education programs, activities, and administrative priorities were identified through a 

review of character education literature and a preliminary study conducted by the Center 

for the Study of Values in College Student Development (Dalton, Chen, & Goodwin, 

2003). 

The third part of this instrument was used to collect institutional data and 

information on the survey subjects. Data on institutional characteristics such as the size of 

student population and accreditation, and information on survey subjects such as position 

title, years in student affairs profession, and the role they play in character education on 

their campus were collected. 

Variables 

In this study, the independent variable was the type of institution – private faith-

based or private nonsectarian. The effect of the independent variable on dependent 

variables was controlled by the variable of institution size. The dependent variables for 

this study were the latent variables, or factors, loaded in the character values and 

character education practices. According to the researcher’s hypothesis, there were three 

latent variables, which will be discussed in detail later. 

Since this study was the first attempt at utilizing the conceptual framework of 

Thomas Lickona’s (1991, 1993, 1998) three-aspect character typology to assess character 

education efforts in colleges and universities, a major focus was put on examining if the 

factors were loaded in the character values and character education practices as the 
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researcher had hypothesized. The researcher hypothesized that three factors would be 

loaded in the character values list. The three factors would represent the three aspects of 

character – cognitive, affective, and behavioral. The character education practices can be 

classified into four categories: (a) academic, (b) spiritual/religious, (c) student 

development activities, and (d) administration. These three latent variables in character 

values and the four categories of character practices were the dependent variables for this 

study. 

Hypotheses 

There were four research hypotheses in this study: 

1. There would be significant statistical evidence to support the research 

hypothesis that the three different aspects of good character – cognitive, 

affective, and behavioral – were reflected in the patterns of student affairs 

leaders’ perceptions of the guiding character values of their campus. These 

three aspects of good character became the three factors underlying the 

Character Education Values and Practices Inventory (CEVPI). 

2. There would be significant differences between American four-year private 

faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character values they sought to promote in student character development as 

perceived by student affairs leaders. It was assumed that faith-based 

institutions were more likely to promote the affective aspect of good character 

while private nonsectarian institutions put emphasis on the cognitive aspect of 

good character. 

3. There would be significant differences between American four-year private 

faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character education practices they utilized to achieve the goal of promoting 

student character development as perceived by student affairs leaders. 

4. There would be significant correlations between some character values and 

particular types of character education practices. 

Participants and Sampling Method 

The population for this study was defined as the student affairs leaders at all 

regionally accredited American four-year private non-profit colleges and universities. 
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According to The Chronicle of Higher Education (2004), there are 1538 four-year private 

non-profit postsecondary institutions in the United States that are currently accredited by 

one of the regional accreditation agencies certified by the Council for Higher Education 

Accreditation (CHEA). The senior student affairs officers in charge of student affairs 

administration at these institutions made up the population of this study. 

To access the contact information for the senior student affairs officers of the 

1,538 four-year private non-profit postsecondary institutions in the United States, the 

researcher contacted the Higher Education Publication, Inc., which published the annual 

Higher Education Directory. The 2005 Higher Education Directory included the contact 

email addresses of 1,063 chief student affairs officers in American four-year private 

colleges and universities. The researcher bought the email addresses of these 1,063 chief 

student affairs officers from the Higher Education Publication, Inc. and these 1,063 chief 

student affairs officers became the sample of this study. Although the sample of this study 

was not randomly selected, it was large enough to represent the population. 

A crucial issue in this study was how to accurately differentiate faith-based 

postsecondary institutions from nonsectarian postsecondary institutions. From a practical 

point of view, it is very difficult to differentiate some of the higher education institutions 

into a single category of institutional type. This difficulty was illustrated by Sloan (1999) 

as he pointed out six different ways to identify a higher education institution as a faith-

based institution. According to Sloan, some people referred to a Christian higher 

education institution simply by the history or tradition of that institution. These so-called 

Christian colleges and universities may have nothing to do with Christianity except that 

their history – their traditions, perhaps their founding documents, perhaps the intentions 

of their founders, perhaps the earliest dimensions of their history – acknowledges and 

affirms the Christian impulses that gave rise to their institution. 

To solve the difficulty of correctly classifying colleges and universities, two of 

Sloan’s definitions were used in this study to define faith-based colleges and universities. 

In this study, faith-based institutions were defined as either (a) an institution that requires 

a religious qualification for its governing board membership, or (b) an institution that has 

a formal relationship with an ecclesiastical body. 
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Instrument 

The survey instrument - Character Education Values and Practices Inventory 

(CEVPI) – was developed by the researcher. The primary purpose of CEVPI is to identify 

the character values and character education practices utilized by a college or university 

to promote student character development as perceived by institutional student affairs 

leaders. The researcher also intended to develop CEVPI as an instrument that could be 

used by colleges and universities to assess their character education efforts. 

CEVPI consisted of three sections. A Likert-type scale was adopted for the first 

section consisting of a list of character values intended to identify the philosophical 

orientation of university-sponsored student character development programs. This list of 

character values was compiled by the researcher based on a review of literature and a 

study of American higher education institutions’ mission statements. The researcher 

examined mission statements from 100 randomly selected American four-year colleges 

and universities looking for character values that were cited in the mission statements. 

These 100 colleges and universities include public, private faith-based, and private 

nonsectarian higher education institutions. This result of this review process supported 

the argument that different types of American colleges and universities had utilized 

different character values to guide the institution’s character education efforts. From their 

mission statements, the researcher compiled Table 3.1, which shows the character values 

that were cited by these institutions: 

Table 3.1 

Examples of Character Values Cited in Institutional Mission Statements 

Public institutions Faith-based institutions Private nonsectarian institutions

Citizenship Faithful Dignity 

Cultural appreciation Obedient Service 

Intellectual Service Leadership 

Respectful Commitment Intellectual 

Free inquiry Compassionate Critical thinking 

Artistic Just Aesthetic sensibility 

Service Responsible Democratic 

Responsible Accountable Integrity 
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Table 3.1 – continued. 

Public institutions Faith-based institutions Private nonsectarian institutions

Creative Self-respecting Just 

Public service Spiritual  

Democratic Caring  

 Humble  

 Unselfish  

 Pure  

 

The researcher also referred to several values and ethics survey instruments in the 

process of developing the CEVPI. DeRoche and Williams (2001a) developed the Values 

Identification Prioritization Inventory for educators to measure students’ values priorities. 

The Values Identification Prioritization Inventory included 24 moral values that the 

authors believed to be the most important moral values for American society. David 

Isaacs (2001) provided 23 moral virtues that he believed to be essential for the society. 

Snively (1987) developed the Character Development Strategies Questionnaire as part of 

his dissertation research to examine the intentional design and assessment strategies for 

character development of students in Christian coalition colleges. The format of the 

Character Development Strategies Questionnaire was adopted in the CEVPI. The Fetzer 

Institute’s (2003) Multidimensional Measurement of Religiousness/Spirituality for Use in 

Health Research provided the researcher special insight into the values that related to 

religiousness and spirituality. Milton Rokeach’s (1968) Rokeach Value Survey, which 

contained 18 instrumental values and 18 terminal values, was recognized by many 

researchers as the most widely used value instrument. These instruments assisted the 

researcher in developing and formatting CEVPI. The 44 character values in the CEVPI 

were selected by studying these instruments, by reviewing character- and values-related 

literature, and by examining mission statements from the 100 randomly selected 

American four-year colleges and universities. 

The purpose of the second section of CEVPI is to determine the practical 

orientation of student character development programs. A Likert-type scale was also 

employed in this section. Character education practices were classified into two 
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categories: (a) character education programs and activities and (b) administrative 

priorities. Character education programs and activities are institutionally sponsored 

programs and campus activities that have been utilized by the institution for the purpose 

of promoting student character development. Administrative priorities are management 

approaches and efforts that related to student character development. The list of character 

education programs and activities and administrative priorities was complied based on 

the Survey of the Principles and Practices of Character Education in Colleges and 

Universities (Dalton, Chen, & Goodwin, 2003). The third section of the instrument 

collected demographic information on the institution and the survey subjects. 

After the questionnaire had been reviewed by doctoral committee members and 

several fellow doctoral students, a preliminary study was conducted using a purposely 

selected sample of student affairs practitioners and scholars from the past attendees of the 

Institute of College Student Values. The Institute of College Student Values is a national 

conference held annually by the Center for the Study of Values in College Student 

Development. Attendees of the Institute of College Student Values consisted primarily of 

student affairs administrators and higher education scholars. To avoid contaminating the 

study’s sampling pool, the researcher did not ask any chief student affairs officers from 

private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities to participate in the 

preliminary study. 

Before the preliminary study was conducted, the researcher transformed the 

CEVPI into a web-based online survey. The web-based CEVPI was equivalent to the 

paper-based CEVPI, except for the purpose of easy reading on a computer screen, the 

researcher grouped items into subsections. The preliminary study subjects were asked to 

complete the web-based CEVPI and to evaluate the validity, clarity of instructions and 

design, and appropriateness of responses to questions (Bradburn, Sudman, & Wansink, 

2004; Weinberg, 1983). The results and feedback from the preliminary study were used to 

calculate the reliability index coefficient α and to finalize the questionnaire. 

Data Collection 

A cover letter was written by the researcher to explain the purpose of the study 

and to encourage participation. The cover letter was accompanied by the informed 

consent information. After the research proposal had been reviewed and approved by the 
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Florida State University Human Subjects Committee, an email was sent to the selected 

student affairs leaders at sample institutions to request their participation in this study 

(see the Human Subject Committee approval letter in appendix b and the invitation email 

and the informed consent information in appendix c). The email included the invitation 

message, cover letter, and a link to the web-based CEVPI. The email recipients 

completed the web-based CEVPI by clicking on a unique hyperlink in the email. Because 

an electronic identification mechanism was built into the email, each email recipient 

could only complete the survey once. This electronic identification mechanism would 

prevent duplicate entries and ensure the quality of survey response. The identification of 

the survey participants was kept confidential to the extent allowed by law. No 

institutional or personal identification information would be reported or discussed in the 

final report. The results of the survey would be reported as a whole and not by individual 

institution. An abstract of the final report of this study would be sent to the participants 

electronically as an incentive and compensation. No other incentive or compensation 

would be provided. 

A follow-up email were sent to the selected participants ten days after the first 

email was sent out. The follow up email requested the participants to complete the survey 

if they had not already done so. A response rate of between 30% and 70% was anticipated. 

If the response rate was lower than 50% after the third week, another email would be sent 

again to the participants who had not yet responded requesting their participation. 

Method of Analysis 

Since this study utilizes a newly developed survey instrument, a two-stage data 

analysis procedure was employed. The first stage of data analysis focused on verifying 

the conceptual framework of Lickona’s (1991, 1993, 1998) three-aspect typology of 

character; the second stage of data analysis compared whether private faith-based and 

private nonsectarian colleges and universities differ in the character values they attempted 

to promote and the character education practices they utilized to promote student 

character development. Before the survey was administered to the intended population, 

however, a preliminary study had to be conducted. 
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Preliminary study 

The preliminary study results would be used to calculate the reliability index and 

to revise and finalize the instrument. In this study, reliability refers to the internal 

consistency of the instrument. For the reliability test, Cronbach’s coefficient α would be 

calculated and reported (Cronbach, 1951; Guttman, 1945; McDonald, 1999). Cronbach’s 

coefficient alpha is the most frequently used reliability index and it is an adequate index 

of reliability for a unidimensional test, which is the case for this study (Cortina, 1993; 

Osburn, 2000; Schmitt, 1996). 

Stage One Data Analysis 

After the instrument had been finalized and the preliminary study was conducted, 

the survey would be sent to chief student affairs officers at selected four-year private non-

profit colleges and universities. Upon the receipt of the survey data, the researcher would 

review the quality of survey responses. First, every instrument was reviewed to determine 

if the general instructions had been followed. Surveys were removed from the sample if 

large numbers of questions had been left blank. If only a small numbers of questions were 

left blank, the researcher would let the statistics software do the calculation excluded the 

missing data. The final step involved a complete review of all of the responses given to 

the questionnaire. In cases where highly dubious responses were provided, or where 

obvious pattern responses were given, the subject’s data would be removed from the 

sample. 

After the data from the survey had been collected and the quality control checks 

had been completed, the data were prepared for analysis. An exploratory factor analysis 

would be used at this stage to examine the latent variables of the instrument and a 

confirmatory factor analysis would be used to test the model fit (Gorsuch, 1983; Kim & 

Mueller, 1978; Kline, 1994). The exploratory factor analysis and the confirmatory factor 

analysis were employed to answer the research question, which states: 

1. Is there significant statistical evidence to support the research hypothesis that 

the three different aspects of character – cognitive, affective, and behavioral – 

are reflected in the patterns of student affairs leaders’ perceptions of the 

guiding character values of their campus? 

Statistical software SPSS was utilized for exploratory factor analysis and CONFA was 
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used for confirmatory factor analysis. Based on Lickona’s three-aspect definition of 

character, the researcher formed the hypothesis that three latent variables would be 

loaded in the observed variables. The three latent variables are (a) affective aspect of 

good character, (b) cognitive aspect of good character, and (c) behavioral aspect of good 

character. The researcher’s hypothesis on observed variables and latent variables in 

character values is presented in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 

The Researcher’s Hypothesis on CEVPI Character Values Latent Variables 

CEVPI Character Values: 

Latent 

Variables 
Behavioral Affective Cognitive 

 Altruistic Caring Ambitious 

 Ambitious Chaste Courageous 

 Civic-minded Committed Daring 

 Cooperative Compassionate Imaginative 

 Empathetic Devout Independent 

 Open-minded Faithful Introspective 

 Polite Forgiving Just 

Observed Variables Respectful Hopeful Open-minded 

 Tolerant Humble Purposeful 

  Loving Rational 

  Modest Reflective 

  Obedient  

  Patient  

  Patriotic  

  Prudent  

  Trusting  

 

Character education practices were grouped together into four categories 

according to their similarities. Based on a review of the literature and the findings from 

the 2002 Presidential Survey on the Principles and Practices of Character Education in 

Colleges and Universities (Dalton, Chen, & Goodwin, 2003), the researcher formulated 
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the hypothesis that character education practices could be codified into four categories. 

The four character education practice categories are: (a) academic, (b) spiritual/religious, 

(c) student development activities, and (d) administration. The academic category of 

character education practices includes curricular and classroom-related educational 

strategies that have been utilized by colleges and universities to promote student 

character development. The spiritual and religious category includes institution-

sponsored spiritual or religious programs and activities. Student development activities 

include programs that aim to assist students in academic success and personal 

development. The administration category includes administrative initiatives aiming to 

promote student character development. Composite scores would be calculated for each 

category. The researcher’s hypothesis on the categorization of character education 

practices can be found in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3 

The Researcher’s Hypothesis on CEVPI Character Education Practices Categories 

Academic Spiritual/Religious Student 

Development 

Activities 

Administration 

New student 

orientation 

Guided meditation and 

contemplation programs 

Fraternities and 

Sororities 

Involve students in 

campus governance 

Academic advising Chapel or other religious 

services 

Intervarsity 

athletic activities 

Promote ethical role 

modeling by institutional 

leaders 

Using general 

education courses 

for character 

education 

Health and wellness 

programs 

Events that 

celebrate campus 

traditions, rituals, 

and customs 

Promote administrator-

student interactions 

Community 

service and service 

learning programs 

Designated space on 

campus for silence and 

contemplation 

Leadership 

programs 

Student conduct code 
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Table 3.3 – continued. 

Academic Spiritual/Religious Student 

Development 

Activities 

Administration 

Ethics classes Encourage students to 

participate in prayer and 

reflection 

Alcohol & drug 

awareness 

programs 

Community ethics 

compact 

Integrate character 

values in new 

student orientation 

Encourage students to 

participate in chapel or 

other religious services 

Encourage 

students to 

participate in 

fraternities and 

sororities 

Public discussion of 

ethical issues 

Incorporate ethical 

reflection in 

coursework 

Indoor or outdoor 

spiritual retreats and 

workshops 

Encourage 

students to 

participate in 

leadership 

programs 

Campus speakers on 

critical ethical or 

character issues 

Encourage 

students to 

participate in 

research activities 

 Multicultural 

awareness and 

education events 

Academic honor codes 

Requiring 

community service 

and service 

learning as a 

graduation 

requirement 

 Student 

government 

Special institutional 

initiatives on ethics and 

values 
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Table 3.3 – continued. 

Academic Spiritual/Religious Student 

Development 

Activities 

Administration 

Study abroad 

programs 

 Encourage contact 

and interaction 

with diverse 

individuals 

Promote a moral ethos 

on campus 

Faculty-student 

mentorship 

program 

 Promote a caring 

and respectful 

campus ethos 

Encourage public 

discussion of ethical 

issues 

Encourage faculty-

student mentorship 

  Promote freedom of 

speech and inquiry 

 

Stage Two Data Analysis 

Stage two data analysis consisted of a descriptive statistics analysis, a multivariate 

analysis of covariance (MANCOVA), and a correlational analysis. The statistical program 

SPSS 11.0 was used for stage two data analysis. Descriptive statistics, including mean, 

frequencies, percentiles, and standard deviation of each independent and dependent 

variable would be reported. The statistical analysis of the second, third, and fourth 

research questions are discussed in the following sections: 

2. Are there significant differences between American private four-year faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character values they seek to promote in student character development as 

perceived by student affairs leaders? 

3. Are there significant differences between American private four-year faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character education practices they utilize to promote student character 

development as perceived by student affairs leaders? 
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To answer these two research questions, a multivariate analysis of covariance 

(MANCOVA) was utilized. MANCOVA is designed to analyze the main and interactive 

effects of categorical independent variables on multiple dependent interval variables 

while one or more covariates serve as control variables for the independent factors (Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). The purpose of using covariates is to reduce the error 

term in the model as well as to control for non-equivalency between groups in their 

covariate means. MANCOVA uses one or more categorical independents as predictors, 

and there can be more than one dependent variable. Where analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

tests the differences in means of the interval dependent for various categories of the 

independents, MANCOVA tests the differences in the vector of means of the multiple 

interval dependents for various categories of the independents (Bray & Maxwell, 1985; 

Cherry, 2000; Glass & Hopkins, 1996; Kirk, 1995). 

For the purpose of this study, the independent variable is the institution type. The 

covariate, also known as the control variable, is the institution size. Although there was 

no evidence showing that the size of student enrollment would affect an institution’s 

character education goals and practical orientations, research has shown that other factors 

being equal, attending a large institution tended to inhibit a student’s level of social 

involvement in college (Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). As a 

preventive measure, the researcher decided to use institution size as a control variable in 

order to avoid biases caused by the size of student population. The dependent variables 

for this study are the three aspects of good character, which present themselves as the 

three factors underlying the CEVPI, and the four categories of character education 

practices as they were reported and examined in the stage one data analysis. The scores 

under each factor were aggregated to produce three composite scores for character values 

and four composite scores for character education practices. The character values and 

character education practices composite scores were used to compare if statistically 

significant differences existed between American four-year private faith-based and 

private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the character values they 

attempted to promote and the character education practices they utilized to promote 

student character development. 
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4. Are there significant correlations between some character values and 

particular types of character education practices? 

The last research question was examined by a statistical analysis of correlation. 

The product moment correlation coefficient, usually referred to as the Pearson r, was 

calculated to examine the associations between character values and character education 

practices. The Pearson r is used when both variables to be correlated are expressed as 

continuous data such as ratio or interval data (Gay & Airasian, 2000). Although data 

generated by Likert-type scales are not bona fide continuous data, it is generally 

acceptable among researchers and statisticians to assume a continuous attitude dimension 

underlying the Likert scale (Anderson, Basilevsky, & Hum, 1983). Based on this 

assumption, the correlation between particular character values and character education 

practices were reported. 

Summary 

The methodology for this study has been presented as a correlational survey 

research design. The following research questions were used by the researcher to guide 

this study: 

1. Is there significant statistical evidence to support the research hypothesis that 

the three different aspects of character – cognitive, affective, and behavioral – 

are reflected in the patterns of student affairs leaders’ perceptions of the 

guiding character values of their campus? 

2. Are there significant differences between American private four-year faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character values they seek to promote in student character development as 

perceived by student affairs leaders? 

3. Are there significant differences between American private four-year faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character education practices they utilize to promote student character 

development as perceived by student affairs leaders? 

4. Are there significant correlations between particular character values and 

different types of character education practices? 
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The population of this research was student affairs leaders at all regionally 

accredited American four-year private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and 

universities. Samples of this study were drawn from the population through the 2005 

Higher Education Directory published by the Higher Education Publication, Inc. 

The instrument for this research was developed by the researcher. The researcher 

adopted sophisticated survey design procedures to ensure the validity and reliability of 

this instrument before using it to answer the research questions. After the web-based 

CEVPI had been examined by the doctoral committee members and the preliminary study 

for validity and reliability had been conducted, the web-based CEVPI was sent to the 

chief student affairs officers at the selected sample institutions. Once data were collected, 

statistical methods including exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, 

descriptive statistics, MANCOVA, and product moment correlation coefficient were 

utilized to answer the research questions. These statistical analyses of the data would 

allow the researchers to support or not support the null hypotheses created from each 

research question.
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

The following results section reports the findings from both the preliminary study 

and the formal study of this research project. The first part of the results section reports 

the validity, reliability, and the readability of the Character Education Values and 

Practices Inventory (CEVPI), based on the preliminary study. The second part of the 

results section reports the findings from the formal study which include the descriptive 

statistics of the formal study and the stage one and stage two data analysis results 

pertaining to the research questions. 

Preliminary Study 

The purpose of the preliminary study was to evaluate the validity, reliability, and 

readability of the research instrument – Character Education Values and Practices 

Inventory (CEVPI). Because the researcher developed the instrument for this study and 

there was no comparable instrument currently available, the researcher decided to depend 

on experts’ opinions to validate the instrument. For this reason, the preliminary study 

participants were asked to complete the questionnaire and provide suggestions not only 

on readability but also on the validity of the instrument. The results of the preliminary 

study were also used to determine the reliability of the instrument. 

Instrument 

Before the preliminary study was conducted, the researcher converted the paper-

based CEVPI into a web-based online survey and hosted the survey with a commercial 

web survey service provider. The web-based CEVPI was equivalent to the paper-based 

CEVPI except that the researcher divided the questions into several sub-sections to 

facilitate easy reading on computer monitors. Screen shots of the web-based CEVPI can 

be found in appendix c. 

Because this survey was conducted on the Internet, it is possible that technical 

difficulties may have caused some participants to withdraw from the study. For this 

reason, the researcher has paid special attention to the technical details of the web-based 

survey, and the preliminary study participants were asked to report any technical hurdles 

they experienced. One significant technical problem that may happen to web-based 
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surveys involves the various types of operating systems and web browsers. The 

researcher understood that the appearance of a web-based survey may vary on computers 

with different operating systems and web browsers. Although it is almost impossible to 

make a web-based survey look exactly the same across the various computer operating 

systems and web browsers, the researcher has made every effort to ensure the readability 

and consistency of this web-based survey. 

Sample 

The preliminary study participants were selected from the past attendees of the 

Institute of College Student Values. The Institute of College Student Values is a national 

conference held annually at Florida State University since 1991. The Institute is 

concerned with five broad areas of interest: (a) trends in college students’ values, (b) 

ethical issues in college life, (c) character building educational models and strategies, (d) 

moral development research, and (e) civic education (Institute on College Student Values, 

n.d.). Since most past Institute participants were higher education scholars and student 

affairs practitioners who were interested in college student values and student character 

development, it was reasonable to believe that these previous participants of the Institute 

were knowledgeable about college student character development. 

An electronic mail message was sent out in early January 2005 to 96 student 

affairs practitioners and higher education faculty members who had participated in past 

Institutes. The electronic mail message invited these student affairs practitioners and 

faculty members to complete the web-based CEVPI and provide feedback for the 

researcher to improve the instrument. To avoid polluting the sample frame of the formal 

study, the researcher made a special effort not to include chief student affairs officers 

from private four-year colleges and universities in the preliminary study. 

A week after the first electronic mail message was sent, a follow-up electronic 

mail message was sent to those who had not responded to the survey. After two weeks of 

data collection, 42 responses were collected, which accounted for a response rate of 

43.75%. A special mechanism was integrated into the online survey, so that each 

participant could only respond to the survey once. This mechanism eliminated the 

possibility of double entries by the same person. Since this is a preliminary study, only 

one follow-up message was sent. 
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Analysis 

After the preliminary study data were collected, the data were analyzed for 

validity, reliability, and readability. To ensure the validity and readability of the 

questionnaire, the researcher carefully reviewed the feedback provided by the preliminary 

study participants. All feedback was very positive regarding the validity and readability 

of the CEVPI. The only negative feedback was related to the technical difficulties in 

completing the web-based survey. Most preliminary study participants concurred that 

CEVPI was a good instrument for assessing character values and character education 

practices on college and university campuses. 

Reliability is the degree to which an instrument measures something consistently 

(Oosterhof, 2001). The reliability of the CEVPI was calculated by using SPSS version 

11.0. The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was reported as the reliability index of this 

instrument. Coefficient alpha ranges from 0 to 1. High alpha coefficients (e.g., .85) 

indicate a high level of consistency of the items on a scale in measuring what they are 

supposed to measure. The CEVPI had a coefficient alpha of .973, which indicated the 

questionnaire was a very reliable instrument. 

The expert feedback and statistics analysis results of the preliminary study 

demonstrated that the CEVPI was a valid, reliable, and readable survey instrument. 

Therefore, no change was made on CEVPI after the preliminary study was conducted. 

However, some modifications were made on the web survey interface to make it more 

user-friendly. Instead of listing all questions in one page, the researcher grouped 6 to 10 

items together into sub-sections so that survey respondents would not have to scroll 

through a long page to find all survey questions. The formal study would be carried out 

using the modified web-based CEVPI. 

Formal Study 

After the preliminary study was completed and the reliability and validity of the 

CEVPI were verified, the researcher conducted the formal study in February and March 

of 2005. The following section reports the findings from the formal study. 

Sample 

A total of 1,063 chief student affairs officers in American private faith-based and 

nonsectarian four-year colleges and universities were invited to participate in this study. 
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An electronic mail invitation was sent to the potential subjects requesting their 

participation in early February 2005. Ten days later, the first follow-up electronic mail 

message was sent to subjects who had not responded to the survey; and after another two 

weeks, the second follow-up message was sent. Within the 40-day data collection period, 

a total of 367 surveys were collected, which contributed to a response rate of 34.52%. 

Since the participants were asked to self identify their institution type, response rate for 

each institution type was not calculated. Of the 1,063 potential subjects, 78 declined to 

respond to the survey by clicking a specially designed “decline” link or by sending the 

researcher an electronic message expressing their lack of interest. 

The demographic characteristics for the sample are presented in Table 4.1. Of the 

367 participants, 67.3% were from private faith-based institutions and 31.8% were from 

private nonsectarian institutions. When asked how they defined themselves as faith-based 

institutions, 37.8% of the faith-based institutions reported that their institutions required 

religious qualifications for membership of their governing board, 59.2% had a formal 

relationship with an ecclesiastic body, and 63.9% had a history as a religious institution. 

Another 10.7% of the faith-based institutions reported that they defined themselves as 

faith-based institutions in other ways. 

A majority (72.3%) of the participants in this study represented institutions with a 

student enrollment of less than 3,000. Only 4.4% of the participants came from 

institutions that had a student enrollment of more than 11,000. The researcher also asked 

the participants to report who accredited their institutions. Of all the participating 

institutions, 93.9% were accredited by one of the regional accreditation agencies certified 

by the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA). Only those institutions that 

were accredited by one of the regional accreditation agencies were included in the data 

analysis. 

The CEVPI included questions for the participants to report their job title, the 

nature of their responsibility in character education activities at their respective 

institutions, years of experience as a student affairs professional, and the highest 

postsecondary education degree he or she held. The majority of the survey participants 

were vice presidents of student affairs (43.2%). Most of the participants had more than 10 

years experience as student affairs professionals (75.3%), and about 82 percent (81.6%) 
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of the participants reported that they oversaw one or more institutional character 

education activities. However, only five percent of the participants reported that they 

oversaw all institutional character education activities. An almost equal amount of the 

participants in this study had either a doctoral (46.7%) or a master’s (46.1%) degree. The 

detailed demographic information can be found in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 

Demographic Information on Formal Study Sample 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Institution Type  

Public 0 0%

Private Faith-based 233 67.3%

Private Nonsectarian 110 31.8%

Other 3 0.9%

Skip This Question 21 

Faith-based Definition  

The institution’s governing board requires religious 

qualification 
88 37.8%

The institution has a formal relationship with an 

ecclesiastic body 
138 59.2%

The institution has a history as a religious institution 149 63.9%

Other 25 10.7%
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Table 4.1 – continued. 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Institution Size (Student Enrollment)  

Less than 1,000 84 24.5%

1,001~3,000 164 47.8%

3,001~5,000 43 12.5%

5,001~7,000 21 6.1%

7,001~9,000 8 2.3%

9.001~11,000 8 2.3%

11,001~13,000 5 1.5%

13,001~15,000 3 0.9%

15,001~17,000 1 0.3%

17,001~19,000 0 0%

19,001~21,000 0 0%

More than 21,000 6 1.7%
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Table 4.1 – continued. 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Accreditation Agency  

Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools 68 19.7%

New England Association of Schools and Colleges 24 7%

North Central Association of Colleges and Schools 110 31.9%

Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities 13 3.8%

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 91 26.4%

Western Association of Schools and Colleges 18 5.2%

Others 21 6.1%

Skip this question 21 

Participant’s Job Title  

Vice President of Student Affairs 149 43.2%

Vice President of Academic Affairs 0 0%

Vice President of Student Development 20 5.8%

Dean of Students 104 30.1%

Others 72 20.9%

Skip this question 21 
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Table 4.1 – continued. 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Participant’s nature of responsibility in character education activities at the institution 

Oversee all institutional character education activities 17 5%

Oversee one or more institutional character education 

activities 
279 81.6%

Help implement institutional character education 

activities 
199 58.2%

Participate in determining institutional needs for 

character education 
172 50.3%

Provide funding for character education programs 127 37.1%

Others 11 3.2%

Skip this question 24 

Participant’s years of experience in student affairs profession  

1~5 years 39 11.2%

6~10 years 47 13.5%

11~15 years 68 19.5%

16~20 years 59 17%

20~25 years 55 15.8%

25~30 years 50 14.4%

More than 30 years 30 8.6%

Skip this question 20 
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Table 4.1 – continued. 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Participant’s highest educational degree  

Baccalaureate 6 1.7%

Master’s 159 46.1%

Specialist 5 1.4%

Doctoral 161 46.7%

Professional Degree (M.D., J.D….etc.) 19 5.5%

Other 12 3.5%

Skip this question 21 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

The first section of the questionnaire asked the participants to rate how important 

each of the 44 character values were to the institution’s goal of developing student 

character. By using a Likert-type scale of 1 through 7 and assigning the score of 1 for 

“Not at all Important” and 7 for “Very Important”, the researcher was able to calculate the 

average score for each of the 44 character values. Table 4.2 shows the average score and 

response percentage for each of the 44 character values. 

Table 4.2 

Character Values Scores (All sample) 

 1 

Not at all 

Important 

2 3 4 

Somewhat

Important

5 6 7 

Very 

Important 

Average  

Score 

Altruistic 0% 1% 3% 14% 17% 30% 35% 5.77 

Ambitious 1% 5% 8% 31% 27% 21% 7% 4.68 

Caring 0% 0% 1% 4% 10% 34% 51% 6.29 
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Table 4.2 – continued. 

 1 

Not at all 

Important 

2 3 4 

Somewhat

Important

5 6 7 

Very 

Important 

Average  

Score 

Chaste 15% 13% 10% 18% 14% 11% 20% 4.15 

Civic-minded 0% 0% 1% 4% 15% 36% 45% 6.21 

Committed 0% 0% 1% 5% 13% 36% 46% 6.21 

Compassionate 0% 0% 2% 4% 11% 32% 51% 6.26 

Cooperative 0% 1% 1% 6% 17% 43% 34% 6.01 

Courageous 1% 2% 4% 21% 28% 28% 16% 5.22 

Daring 4% 10% 22% 29% 20% 11% 4% 3.98 

Devout 10% 11% 10% 16% 17% 14% 21% 4.46 

Empathetic 0% 1% 2% 9% 25% 30% 33% 5.80 

Fair 0% 0% 0% 2% 14% 34% 50% 6.30 

Faithful 5% 6% 4% 11% 18% 19% 38% 5.39 

Forgiving 2% 2% 5% 12% 18% 26% 35% 5.61 

Generous 2% 1% 4% 12% 22% 34% 27% 5.59 

Honest 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 14% 82% 6.77 

Hopeful 3% 2% 5% 9% 25% 34% 23% 5.43 

Humble 5% 5% 10% 18% 20% 22% 20% 4.91 

Imaginative 0% 4% 5% 22% 25% 29% 15% 5.16 

Independent 0% 2% 4% 23% 24% 28% 18% 5.28 

Introspective 1% 4% 5% 19% 30% 27% 14% 5.07 

Just 1% 0% 1% 4% 10% 32% 53% 6.29 

Loving 2% 4% 4% 11% 16% 26% 37% 5.63 

Loyal 1% 2% 5% 14% 21% 32% 24% 5.46 

Modest 6% 8% 12% 20% 21% 19% 15% 4.59 

Obedient 7% 12% 13% 19% 20% 15% 16% 4.41 

Open-minded 0% 0% 1% 8% 18% 33% 39% 6.00 

Optimistic 1% 4% 4% 16% 29% 27% 19% 5.25 
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Table 4.2 – continued. 

 1 

Not at all 

Important 

2 3 4 

Somewhat

Important

5 6 7 

Very 

Important 

Average  

Score 

Patient 1% 3% 6% 22% 21% 27% 20% 5.19 

Patriotic 7% 13% 14% 23% 21% 16% 7% 4.14 

Persevering 1% 0% 3% 11% 27% 34% 24% 5.61 

Polite 1% 3% 5% 17% 25% 30% 19% 5.28 

Proud 9% 11% 16% 29% 18% 11% 6% 3.92 

Prudent 3% 7% 12% 26% 23% 17% 13% 4.62 

Purposeful 1% 0% 1% 6% 23% 37% 33% 5.91 

Rational 1% 1% 3% 13% 25% 36% 22% 5.56 

Reflective 0% 1% 4% 8% 19% 40% 28% 5.77 

Respectful 1% 0% 1% 5% 13% 31% 49% 6.21 

Responsible 0% 0% 0% 2% 7% 31% 60% 6.50 

Self-controlled 0% 1% 1% 10% 19% 32% 37% 5.93 

Tolerant 1% 0% 2% 9% 14% 38% 37% 5.96 

Trusting 1% 1% 4% 19% 26% 32% 17% 5.29 

Trustworthy 0% 0% 1% 4% 8% 28% 59% 6.41 

 

Ranking the 44 character values by order of their average scores provided a 

general picture of how important these character values were for the private faith-based 

and private nonsectarian four-year colleges and universities. The three columns in Table 

4.3 indicate the ranking and average scores of the 44 character values for the combined 

institutions, the private faith-based institutions, and the private nonsectarian institutions. 

The higher the score, the more important the particular character value was rated by the 

combined and individual types of colleges and universities. 
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Table 4.3 

Character Values Ranking 

 Overall Private Faith-Based Private Nonsectarian 

Rank Character Values Scores Character Values Scores Character Values Scores 

1 Honest 6.77 Honest 6.82  Honest 6.73  

2 Responsible 6.5 Responsible 6.52  Responsible 6.43  

3 Trustworthy 6.41 Trustworthy 6.48  Fair 6.24  

4 Fair 6.3 Caring 6.47  Civic-minded 6.22  

5 Caring 6.29 Just 6.43  Committed 6.22  

6 Just 6.29 Compassionate 6.42  Trustworthy 6.21  

7 Compassionate 6.26 Fair 6.33  Tolerant 6.12  

8 Civic-minded 6.21 Respectful 6.32  Open-minded 6.05  

9 Committed 6.21 Civic-minded 6.21  Cooperative 5.96  

10 Respectful 6.21 Committed 6.16  Just 5.95  

11 Cooperative 6.01 Loving 6.10  Compassionate 5.93  

12 Open-minded 6 Forgiving 6.01  Respectful 5.91  

13 Tolerant 5.96 Cooperative 6.00  Caring 5.88  

14 Self-controlled 5.93 Self-controlled 6.00  Purposeful 5.87  

15 Purposeful 5.91 Faithful 5.99  Self-controlled 5.71  

16 Empathetic 5.8 Open-minded 5.97  Rational 5.68  

17 Altruistic 5.77 Altruistic 5.90  Independent 5.68  

18 Reflective 5.77 Purposeful 5.88  Reflective 5.65  

19 Loving 5.63 Empathetic 5.87  Empathetic 5.56  

20 Forgiving 5.61 Tolerant 5.87  Persevering 5.56  

21 Persevering 5.61 Generous 5.83  Altruistic 5.46  

22 Generous 5.59 Reflective 5.77  Imaginative 5.46  

23 Rational 5.56 Loyal 5.66  Introspective 5.05  

24 Loyal 5.46 Hopeful 5.65  Generous 5.02  

25 Hopeful 5.43 Persevering 5.59  Polite 4.99  

26 Faithful 5.39 Rational 5.47  Trusting 4.96  

27 Trusting 5.29 Trusting 5.41  Loyal 4.94  
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Table 4.3 – continued. 

 Overall Private Faith-Based Private Nonsectarian 

Rank Character Values Scores Character Values Scores Character Values Scores 

28 Independent 5.28 Optimistic 5.37  Optimistic 4.93  

29 Polite 5.28 Polite 5.36  Ambitious 4.88  

30 Optimistic 5.25 Patient 5.35  Courageous 4.87  

31 Courageous 5.22 Courageous 5.34  Hopeful 4.85  

32 Patient 5.19 Humble 5.27  Patient 4.75  

33 Imaginative 5.16 Devout 5.10  Forgiving 4.66  

34 Introspective 5.07 Independent 5.05  Loving 4.56  

35 Humble 4.91 Introspective 5.03  Prudent 4.36  

36 Ambitious 4.68 Imaginative 4.98  Proud 4.12  

37 Prudent 4.62 Modest 4.97  Faithful 4.06  

38 Modest 4.59 Obedient 4.76  Daring 4.05  

39 Devout 4.46 Chaste 4.73  Humble 4.02  

40 Obedient 4.41 Prudent 4.68  Modest 3.69  

41 Chaste 4.15 Ambitious 4.57  Obedient 3.55  

42 Patriotic 4.14 Patriotic 4.39  Patriotic 3.55  

43 Daring 3.98 Daring 3.89  Devout 2.98  

44 Proud 3.92 Proud 3.74  Chaste 2.86  

 

After rating the 44 character values, participants were asked to report on the types 

of character education practices that were utilized to promote student character 

development on their campuses. The second section of the CEVPI had two sub-sections. 

The first sub-section included character education programs and activities while the 

second sub-section pertained to administrative priorities regarding character education. 

Character education programs and activities are institutionally sponsored programs and 

campus activities that are utilized by the institution for the purpose of promoting student 

character development. Administrative priorities are management goals and strategies 

that support a climate and ethos conducive to student character development. 
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In the character education programs and activities sub-section, survey participants 

were asked which of the listed 25 programs and activities to promote student character 

development they had utilized. The participants were also asked to estimate how many 

students were impacted by these character education programs and activities on their 

campus. Following the section on character education programs and activities 18 popular 

administrative priorities regarding character education were listed. The participants were 

asked to rate the importance of each administrative priority in promoting student 

character development on their campus. Table 4.4 provides the scores and rankings of the 

character education programs and activities at private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities. Table 4.5 shows the scores and rankings of the 

administrative priorities regarding character education at private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities. 

Table 4.4 

Character Development Programs and Activities Utilized by Private Faith-based and 

Private Nonsectarian Institutions 

 Faith-based Nonsectarian

Character Development Programs Score Rank Score Rank

New student orientation 6.14 1 6.03 1

Student conduct codes 6 2 5.65 3

Academic advising 5.75 3 5.83 2

Community service and service learning programs 5.6 4 5.08 4

Institutionally supported chapel or other religious 

services 

5.34 5 2.34 22

Institutionally supported events that celebrate campus 

traditions, rituals, and customs 

5.27 6 4.66 7

Campus speakers on critical ethical or character issues 5.02 7 4.4 10

General education courses for character education 4.93 8 3.48 16

Institutionally supported student government 4.89 9 4.95 5

Multicultural awareness and education events 4.86 10 4.79 6

Ethics classes 4.75 11 4.15 12

Leadership programs 4.69 12 4.27 11
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Table 4.4 – continued. 

 Faith-based Nonsectarian

Character Development Programs Score Rank Score Rank

Public discussion of ethical issues 4.66 13 3.96 13

Health and wellness programs 4.51 14 4.41 9

Indoor or outdoor spiritual retreats and workshops 4.28 15 1.75 25

Alcohol and drug awareness programs 4.2 16 4.66 8

Intervarsity athletic activities 4.18 17 3.82 14

Academic honor codes 4.07 18 3.3 17

Study abroad programs 3.83 19 3.68 15

Special institutional initiatives on ethics and values 3.8 20 3.15 19

Designated space on campus for silence and 

contemplation 

3.79 21 2.46 21

Faculty-student mentorship program 3.53 22 3.24 18

Guided meditation and contemplation programs 2.96 23 1.83 24

Community ethics compact 2.29 24 2.1 23

Fraternities and sororities 1.91 25 2.76 20

 

Table 4.5 

Ranking of Administrative Priorities for Character Education 

 Faith-based Nonsectarian 

Administrative Priorities Score Rank Score Rank 

Promote a caring and respectful campus ethos 8.3 1 7.55 3

Promote ethical role modeling by institutional 

leaders 

7.96 2 7.03 6

Promote a moral ethos on campus 7.87 3 5.99 11

Integrate character values in new student 

orientation 

7.53 4 6.33 9

Involve students in campus governance 7.49 5 7.65 2

Promote administrator-student interactions 7.35 6 7.14 5
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Table 4.5 – continued. 

 Faith-based Nonsectarian 

Administrative Priorities Score Rank Score Rank 

Encourage students to participate in prayer and 

reflection 

7.28 7 1.91 16

Encourage students to participate in chapel or 

other religious services 

7.15 8 1.73 18

Encourage contact and interaction with diverse 

individuals 

7.13 9 7.69 1

Encourage students to participate in leadership 

programs 

7.1 10 6.65 7

Encourage public discussion of ethical issues 6.92 11 5.46 12

Promote freedom of speech and inquiry 6.85 12 7.51 4

Encourage faculty-student mentorship 6.77 13 6.07 10

Encourage students to participate in research 

activities 

5.99 14 6.49 8

Request faculty members to incorporate ethical 

reflection in coursework 

5.71 15 3.13 13

Integrate character education with academic 

advising 

4.13 16 3.09 14

Make community service and service learning a 

graduation requirement 

3.35 17 2.56 15

Encourage students to participate in fraternities 

and sororities 

1.67 18 1.83 17

 

Research Question 1: Subscale Structure 

Factor analysis and reliability estimates were used in this study to examine the 

underlying structure and internal consistency of the items on the questionnaire. Factor 

analysis is concerned with exploring the patterns of relationships among a number of 

variables. The objective of exploratory factor analysis is to understand the underlying 

structure that produces correlations between measured variables and to confirm that the 
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existed theory can be used to explain the underlying structure (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & 

Black, 1998). 

A basic assumption of exploratory factor analysis is that multivariate data are not 

completely random; rather, a theory exists to explain the underlying structure and it can 

be studied (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). Considering that the CEVPI was 

developed specifically for this study and no similar research has been conducted in 

college student character development using the same instrument and conceptual 

framework, an exploratory factor analysis would be appropriate to determine the number 

and nature of latent variables measured by this scale. However, literature on survey 

development has suggested that statistical significance alone was not enough to build a 

valid and reliable survey instrument (DeVellis, 2003). Researchers must consider the 

theoretical and conceptual significance as well as statistics significance when interpreting 

factor analysis results. In this study, exploratory factor analysis was used to help 

researcher understand the underlying structure of the CEVPI and to tweak the factor 

loadings hypothesized by the researcher. 

After the factor loadings were finalized by the researcher using the exploratory 

factor analysis results and while considering conceptual significance, a confirmatory 

factor analysis were conducted to examine the model fit of the theoretical framework 

with the survey data. Kline (1994) pointed out that confirmatory factor analysis usually 

refers to the maximum likelihood method of analysis used to test a hypothesized factor 

structure. Since this study was built on the theoretical framework of Thomas Lickona’s 

three-component character model (1993, 1998) and the CEVPI was developed on the 

foundation of the three-component definition of good character, it was appropriate to 

apply a confirmatory factor analysis to examine whether the model fit the conceptual 

framework. For the above reason, the researcher first utilized an exploratory factor 

analysis to extract the underlying factors of the CEVPI, tweaked the factor loadings by 

taking the conceptual significance in account, and then conducted a confirmatory factor 

analysis to examine the model fit of the hypothesized factor structure. 

Exploratory Factor Analysis. A number of measures were taken into consideration 

to determine the number of factors to retain in the exploratory factor analysis. As 

suggested by Kline (1994), most statistics computer packages rotate factors using Kaiser 
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Criterion, also known as the “eigenvalue greater than one” criterion. However, it has been 

shown by Cattell (1977) that in large matrices this greatly overestimates the number of 

factors. Therefore, Cattell suggests using the Scree test to select the correct number of 

factors. In the Scree test a graph is made of the eigenvalues and the principle components. 

The cutoff point for factor rotation is where the line changes slope. In addition, Kline 

suggests that the interpretability of the factor pattern must be considered in selecting the 

correct number of factors. 

In developing the CEVPI it was hypothesized that the character values scale 

would yield three factors, which were the affective aspect of good character, the cognitive 

aspect of good character, and the behavioral aspect of good character. The results of the 

initial exploratory factor analysis revealed eight factors with eigenvalues greater than one. 

The eight factors accounted for 57.693% of the variance. However, by observing the 

Scree plot in Figure 4.1 and applying the criterion suggested by Cattell (1977), it was 

confirmed that only three factors accounted for a large portion of the variance explained. 

In addition, the three-factor model had the best interpretability since it fitted well with the 

conceptual framework of this study. As a result, the researcher modified the initial 

exploratory factor analysis setting and limited the number of factors to three. 

Scree Plot
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Figure 4.1. The Scree Plot of the Factors Loaded in CEVPI Character Values 

After the modification, a second exploratory factor analysis was performed and 

the number of factors was limited to three. The result from the second exploratory factor 

analysis indicated that the three factors accounted for 46.941% of the variance, which 
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was not much lower than the eight-factor model’s 57.693%. The results of the three-

factor exploratory factor analysis were shown in Table 4.6. 

After the factor loadings were calculated, the researcher must make the decision 

of which factor loadings were worth considering. As suggested by Hair, Anderson, 

Tatham, and Black (1998), researchers must consider both the statistical significance and 

theoretical and conceptual significance in interpreting factors. Although there is no 

standing rule of how to identify the factor loadings for each variable, the rule of thumb 

provided by Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black is that factor loadings greater than ±.30 

are considered to meet the minimal level of practical significance; loadings of ±.40 are 

considered more important; and if the loadings are ±.50 or greater, they are considered 

practically significant. Taking both statistical and conceptual factors into account, the 

researcher applied two criteria in selecting factors. First, the researcher selected factors 

with a factor score higher than .40. Second, for variables that have more than one factor 

score higher than .40 and for variables that have no factor score higher than .40, the 

researcher would consider the conceptual and theoretical significance of the factor and 

decide to assign or not assign the factor to that particular variable. 

Of the 44 character values in CEVPI, there were 33 character values with only 

one factor scores higher than .40. Eight character values had more than one factor score 

higher than .40 and three character values had no factor score higher than .40. The three 

character values that had no factor score higher than .40 were altruistic, committed, and 

cooperative. Since both altruistic and cooperative had a factor score higher than .30 and 

the scores match the researcher’s hypothesis on their factor loading, both of them were 

assigned to factor 2, which was the behavioral aspect of character values. The committed 

had a factor score of .347 on factor 3, which was the cognitive aspect of character values, 

but it was hypothesized by the researcher that it should belong to the affective aspect of 

character values. After rethinking the conceptual framework of the three-component 

character model, the researcher decided that committed would fit better in factor 3 than in 

factor 1. The loading for each of the three underlying factors was shown in Table 4.7. 

As shown in Table 4.7, there were 22 character values loaded in factor 1, which 

was labeled by the researcher as the affective aspect of good character; 15 character 

values were loaded in factor 2, which was labeled by the researcher as the cognitive 
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aspect of good character; and 15 character values were loaded in factor 3, which was 

tagged by the researcher as the behavioral aspect of good character. The result of the 

exploratory factor analysis also yielded eight character values which were loaded in more 

than one factor. These eight character values were compassionate, empathetic, generous, 

open-minded, optimistic, patriotic, prudent, and reflective. These eight character values 

and their factor loading were listed in Table 4.8. 

Table 4.6 

Character Values Exploratory Factor Analysis Results and Factor Loadings 

 Underlying Factors 

Items 

Factor 1 

Affective 

Factor 2 

Behavioral 

Factor 3 

Cognitive 

Altruistic .254 .325 -.036 

Ambitious .112 -.119 .494 

Caring .509 .537 -.089 

Chaste .844 -.003 -.011 

Civic-minded -.075 .418 .195 

Committed .228 .214 .347 

Compassionate .500 .491 -.017 

Cooperative .275 .354 .310 

Courageous .435 .318 .326 

Daring .273 .008 .535 

Devout .837 .015 -.021 

Empathetic .432 .556 .101 

Fair .156 .521 .229 

Faithful .814 .167 -.009 

Forgiving .811 .298 .061 

Generous .596 .428 .117 

Honest .209 .459 .098 

Hopeful .647 .308 .282 

Humble .797 .156 .206 

Imaginative .028 .148 .683 
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Table 4.6 – continued. 

 Underlying Factors 

Items 

Factor 1 

Affective 

Factor 2 

Behavioral 

Factor 3 

Cognitive 

Independent -.150 .103 .664 

Introspective .194 .280 .526 

Just .353 .610 .014 

Loving .727 .386 -.033 

Loyal .692 .252 .270 

Modest .807 .130 .246 

Obedient .789 .021 .186 

Open-minded -.107 .501 .442 

Optimistic .454 .274 .503 

Patient .628 .245 .373 

Patriotic .575 .009 .425 

Persevering .370 .148 .422 

Polite .557 .329 .304 

Proud .159 .079 .578 

Prudent .521 .206 .436 

Purposeful .182 .335 .424 

Rational .027 .269 .542 

Reflective .048 .415 .496 

Respectful .361 .464 .136 

Responsible .137 .537 .188 

Self-controlled .432 .372 .273 

Tolerant -.130 .503 .318 

Trusting .515 .292 .374 

Trustworthy .385 .512 .121 

Note. Extraction method: Principle Axis Factoring. Rotation method: Varimax with 

Kaiser Normalization. Sample size (n) = 292. Rotation sums of squared loadings = 

46.941% 
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Table 4.7 

Character Values Factor Loadings 

Latent Variables (Factors) 

Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

Caring Ambitious Altruistic 

Chaste Committed Civic-minded 

Compassionate Daring Compassionate 

Courageous Imaginative Cooperative 

Devout Independent Empathetic 

Empathetic Introspective Fair 

Faithful Open-minded Generous 

Forgiving Optimistic Honest 

Generous Patriotic Just 

Hopeful Persevering Open-minded 

Humble Proud Reflective 

Loving Prudent Respectful 

Loyal Purposeful Responsible 

Modest Rational Tolerant 

Obedient Reflective Trustworthy 

Optimistic   

Patient   

Patriotic   

Polite   

Prudent   

Self-controlled   

Trusting   

Note. The Cronbach’s alpha for affective subscale was .955; for cognitive subscale 

was .872; and for behavioral subscale was .853. 
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Table 4.8 

Character Values with Multiple Factor Loadings 

 Factor Loading 

Character Values Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

Compassionate X  X 

Empathetic X  X 

Generous X  X 

Open-minded  X X 

Optimistic X X  

Patriotic X X  

Prudent X X  

Reflective  X X 

 

Item-to-total correlations and Cronbach’s alpha were used to measure the internal 

consistency of the items on each subscale. Cronbach’s alphas were computed for the 

items on each of the three subscales separately. The item-to-total statistics for each 

subscale, as shown in Table 9, Table 10, and Table 11, yielded no problematic item in the 

character values list. The alpha for affective subscale was .955; for cognitive subscale 

was .872; and for behavioral subscale was .853. The result indicated that all three 

subscales were reliable in terms of internal consistency. 

Table 4.9 

Item-to-Total Statistics for Affective Subscale 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Caring 107.71 517.327 .555 .954 

Chaste 109.90 471.879 .731 .953 

Compassionate 107.72 517.089 .564 .954 

Courageous 108.79 508.899 .566 .954 

Devout 109.60 474.241 .737 .953 

Empathetic 108.22 512.125 .560 .954 

Faithful 108.64 478.754 .776 .952 

Forgiving 108.41 485.536 .835 .951 

Generous 108.42 500.500 .692 .953 
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Table 4.9 – continued. 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Hopeful 108.59 493.306 .739 .952 

Humble 109.14 478.719 .815 .951 

Loving 108.40 489.247 .751 .952 

Loyal 108.59 494.561 .762 .952 

Modest 109.45 477.478 .828 .951 

Obedient 109.62 478.471 .764 .952 

Optimistic 108.80 502.829 .606 .954 

Patient 108.83 494.924 .713 .953 

Patriotic 109.91 492.438 .633 .954 

Polite 108.78 498.923 .677 .953 

Prudent 109.43 497.514 .626 .954 

Self-controlled 108.09 512.572 .568 .954 

Trusting 108.75 503.521 .641 .953 

 

Table 4.10 

Item-to-Total Statistics for Cognitive Subscale 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Ambitious 71.91 120.444 .420 .869 

Committed 70.41 124.022 .411 .869 

Daring 72.61 115.624 .535 .864 

Imaginative 71.44 114.640 .607 .860 

Independent 71.34 117.953 .514 .865 

Introspective 71.56 114.463 .589 .861 

Open-minded 70.61 121.954 .450 .868 

Optimistic 71.39 113.605 .615 .860 

Patriotic 72.49 113.213 .501 .867 

Persevering 71.00 118.975 .511 .865 

Proud 72.75 113.681 .523 .865 

Prudent 72.02 112.401 .581 .862 

Purposeful 70.72 120.290 .526 .865 

Rational 71.06 118.990 .525 .865 

Reflective 70.86 118.493 .553 .863 
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Table 4.11 

Item-to-Total Statistics for Behavioral Subscale 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Altruistic 86.00 62.331 .355 .854 

Civic-minded 85.54 64.468 .378 .850 

Compassionate 85.49 61.466 .563 .841 

Cooperative 85.78 62.431 .472 .845 

Empathetic 85.99 58.431 .634 .835 

Fair 85.45 62.886 .537 .843 

Generous 86.18 57.614 .576 .839 

Honest 84.96 66.716 .451 .849 

Just 85.46 60.468 .605 .838 

Open-minded 85.77 61.903 .456 .846 

Reflective 86.02 61.203 .450 .847 

Respectful 85.58 60.930 .532 .842 

Responsible 85.27 63.900 .526 .844 

Tolerant 85.82 62.228 .387 .851 

Trustworthy 85.36 61.914 .552 .841 

 

Confirmatory factor analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis is different from 

exploratory factor analysis in which specific expectations concerning the number of 

factors and their loadings are tested on sample data (Kim & Mueller, 1978). After the 

three-factor model was established in the earlier analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis 

was used to examine the model fit of the three-factor character value model. Fraser (1997) 

developed a software program called CONFA to conduct confirmatory factor analysis. 

This program can conduct confirmatory factor analysis using the maximum likelihood 

method or the least squares method. CONFA also produces the Tanaka goodness-of-fit 

(GFI) index as an indicator of model fit. Although there is not an absolute rule regarding 

what is considered a good fit, McDonald (1999) did suggest that the fit is “good” when 

GFI is greater than .95 and “acceptable” when it is greater than .9. 

A confirmatory factor analysis using maximum likelihood method was performed 

with the three-factor character values model. The result of the analysis rendered a GFI 

of .9448, which did not meet the good fit criterion suggested by McDonald (1999), but 

were very close and far above the acceptable level of .9. After reviewing the results of the 
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exploratory factor analysis and the confirmatory factor analysis, the researcher concluded 

that the three-factor character values model did fit the sample data and should be applied 

to answer the rest of the research questions. 

Research Question 2: Differences in Character Values between Private Faith-based and 

Nonsectarian Colleges and Universities 

Multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was used to assess the 

differences in the three aspects of good character between private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) is 

an extension of analysis of variance (ANOVA) to accommodate more than one dependent 

variable. MANOVA is a dependence technique that measures the differences between two 

or more metric dependent variables based on a set of categorical variables acting as 

independent variables (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). Like ANOVA, 

MANOVA is concerned with differences between groups. However, ANOVA is limited to 

assessing group differences in a single metric dependent variable. MANOVA is capable 

of assessing group differences across multiple metric dependent variables simultaneously. 

Multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) can be viewed as MANOVA of 

the variance in the dependent variables not explained by the covariates. A covariate is a 

secondary independent variable that can affect the relationship between the dependent 

variables and independent variables of primary interest in a regression equation (Kirk, 

1995). The utilization of covariance analysis can achieve two specific purposes: (a) 

Covariance can be used to eliminate some systematic error outside the control of the 

researcher that can bias the results, and (b) covariance can be used to account for 

differences in the responses due to unique characteristics of the respondents (Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). 

For the multivariate test procedures of MANOVA and MANCOVA to be valid, 

three assumptions must be met: (a) The observations must be independent, (b) the 

variance-covariance matrices must be equal for all treatment groups, also known as 

homoscedasticity, and (c) the set of dependent variables must follow a multivariate 

normal distribution (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). Independence means that 

the score of each observation is not related to any other observation in the study. The 

homogeneity of variance requires the variance for each dependent variable to be the same 
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for any given independent variable. Normality indicates that the values of dependent 

variables are normally distributed for any fixed value of the independent variables 

(Cherry, 2000). 

The first critical assumption of MANCOVA is that observations must be 

independent of one another. MANCOVA is not robust when this assumption is violated. 

Because of sample of this study was contacted individually and there was no legitimate 

evidence to suspect the violation of this assumption, the researcher would assume that 

observations of this study were independent of one another. 

The second assumption of MANCOVA concerns the homogeneity of the variance-

covariance matrices among the two groups. The test of overall equivalence of the 

variance-covariance matrices is the Box’s M test, which in this research has a 

significance level of less than .001 (F = 5.741), indicating that the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices was violated. Having equal cell sizes 

would have alleviated the problem of heterogeneity. However, obtaining equal sample 

sizes was not possible due to the design of the study. Garson (1998) pointed out that 

MANCOVA is relatively robust to the violation of homogeneity. Nevertheless, it is the 

researcher’s responsibility to point out the violation of the assumption, and readers must 

be cautious in interpreting and generalizing the findings of this study. 

The third assumption of MANCOVA states that the set of dependent variables 

must follow a multivariate normal distribution. Garson (1998) stated that it is common to 

assume multivariate normality if each dependent variable follows a normal distribution. 

In addition, MANCOVA is robust in the fact of most violations of this assumption if 

sample size is greater than 20. Since the sample size for this research is much greater than 

20, the researcher would assume no violation of this assumption in the analysis. 

Using SPSS 11.0, a MANCOVA was performed to test the group differences 

between private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities on the 

three aspects of character values. The size of the institution was used as the covariate. 

There are several criteria with which researchers can use to assess multivariate 

differences across groups. The four most popular are Roy’s maximum root criterion, 

Wilks’ likelihood ratio, Hotelling-Lawley trace, and Pillai’s trace. As the number of 

degrees of freedom increases, the Hotelling-Lawley trace, Pillai's trace, and Wilk's 
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likelihood ratio converge. Consequently, the choice among these three statistics is not an 

important issue when the sample size is large. However, for maximum protection against 

finding a statistical significance when there is none, with small samples, Pillai's trace 

appears to be a preferred statistics (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998; Krus, 2005). 

As a result, Pillai’s trace was utilized in this study to assess multivariate differences 

across groups. 

The results of MANCOVA indicated a significant effect of institution type on the 

aspect of character values that colleges and universities attempted to promote in student 

character development (Pillai’s trace F = 45.611; p = .000). In addition, the results also 

signified that the covariate of this study, which was the student enrollment of the 

institution, did not have a significant effect on the aspect of character values that colleges 

and universities try to promote in student character development (Pillai’s trace F = .670; p 

= .571). 

Separate univariate F ratios for the dependent variables (affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral scores) revealed that institutional type had a main effect on affective score (F 

= 66.014; p = .000) and behavioral score (F = 12.975; p = .000). However, institutional 

type did not have a significant effect on cognitive score (F = .074; p = .786). Actually, 

private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities scored almost 

identically in cognitive subscale score (p = .786). Table 4.12 displays the means and 

standard deviations for the two types of institutions on the three character aspects 

composite scores. 

Table 4.12 

Means and Standard Deviations of Affective, Cognitive, and Behavioral Sub-scale by 

Institution Type 

Group n Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

Faith-based 228    

 M  5.4869 5.1034 6.1819  

 SD  .87544 .73174 .47243  
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Table 4.12 – continued. 

Group n Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

Nonsectarian 109  

 M  4.5785 5.1405 5.9623  

 SD  1.12585 .82766 .68813  

 

By observing the ranking of the character values in Table 4.13 and Table 4.14, it 

was obvious that private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities 

had different priorities in terms of what kind of values they wanted to promote in student 

character development. As evident from the cell means in Table 4.12, private faith-based 

colleges and universities had significantly higher scores than private nonsectarian 

colleges and universities in both affective and behavioral aspects of good character. On 

the other hand, private nonsectarian colleges and universities had a slightly higher score 

in the cognitive aspect of good character, but the difference was not statistically 

significant. The student population size, which was used as a covariate in this study, did 

not have a significant effect on the types of character values that private colleges and 

universities attempted to promote in student character development. 

Table 4.12 also showed the different ranking order of the three aspects of 

character values in the two types of institutions. In both private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities, behavioral aspect of character values had the 

highest score. However, private faith-based institutions had affective aspect of character 

values in the second place while private nonsectarian institutions had cognitive aspect of 

character values in the second place. This finding indicates that private faith-based 

colleges and universities put more emphasis and higher priority in promoting affective 

aspect of character values in student character development than private nonsectarian 

colleges and universities. 
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Table 4.13 

Character Values Arranged by the Latent Variables of Private Faith-based Institutions 

 Latent Variables (Factors) 

Rank Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

1 Caring Committed Honest 

2 Compassionate Open-minded Responsible 

3 Loving Purposeful Trustworthy 

4 Forgiving Reflective Just 

5 Self-controlled Persevering Compassionate 

6 Faithful Rational Fair 

7 Empathetic Optimistic Respectful 

8 Generous Independent Civic-minded 

9 Loyal Introspective Cooperative 

10 Hopeful Imaginative Open-minded 

11 Trusting Prudent Altruistic 

12 Optimistic Ambitious Empathetic 

13 Polite Patriotic Tolerant 

14 Patient Daring Generous 

15 Courageous Proud Reflective 

16 Humble   

17 Devout   

18 Modest   

19 Obedient   

20 Chaste   

21 Prudent   

22 Patriotic   
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Table 4.14 

Character Values Arranged by the Latent Variables of Private Nonsectarian Institutions 

 Latent Variables (Factors) 

Rank Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

1 Compassionate Committed Honest 

2 Caring Open-minded Responsible 

3 Self-controlled Purposeful Fair 

4 Empathetic Rational Civic-minded 

5 Generous Independent Trustworthy 

6 Polite Reflective Tolerant 

7 Trusting Persevering Open-minded 

8 Loyal Imaginative Cooperative 

9 Optimistic Introspective Just 

10 Courageous Optimistic Compassionate 

11 Hopeful Ambitious Respectful 

12 Patient Prudent Reflective 

13 Forgiving Proud Empathetic 

14 Loving Daring Altruistic 

15 Prudent Patriotic Generous 

16 Faithful   

17 Humble   

18 Modest   

19 Obedient   

20 Patriotic   

21 Devout   

22 Chaste   

 

Research Question 3: Differences in Character Education Practices between Private 

Faith-based and Nonsectarian Colleges and Universities 

After studying the character values that colleges and universities try to promote in 

student character development, the researcher then attempted to find out if private faith-

based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities utilized different character 
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education practices to promote student character development. Character education 

practices included character education programs and activities as well as administrative 

priorities regarding student character development. In this study, character education 

practices were grouped into four categories according to the literature: (a) academic, (b) 

spiritual/religious, (c) student development activities, and (d) administration. The 

academic category of character education practices included curricular and classroom-

related educational strategies that have been utilized by colleges and universities to 

promote student character development. The spiritual and religious category included 

institution-sponsored spiritual or religious programs and activities. Student development 

activities included programs that aim to assist students in academic success and personal 

development. The administration category included administrative initiatives aimed at 

promoting student character development. Composite scores were calculated for each 

category, and reliabilities and item-to-total correlations were also reported for each 

category. Due to the design of the CEVPI, character education programs and activities 

and administrative priorities were analyzed as two separate subscales. 

Item-to-total correlations and Cronbach’s alpha were used to measure the internal 

consistency of the items on each subscale. The results of the item-to-total correlations 

indicated one problematic item in character education programs and activities and one in 

administrative priorities. These two items were both concerned with students’ 

participation in fraternities and sororities. After reviewing the responses from the survey 

participants while taking into account the low item-to-total correlations and low 

reliability, shown in Table 4.15, of these two items, the researcher decided to eliminate 

these two items from further analysis. The two deleted items and their item-to-total 

statistics can be found in Table 4.15. 
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Table 4.15 

Items Deleted from the CEVPI’s Character Education Practices List 

 

Item-to-total 

correlation 

Cronabch’s 

alpha if item 

deleted 

Character Education Programs and Activities   

 5. Fraternities and sororities .097 +.004 

Administrative Priorities   

 6. Encourage students to participate in fraternities 

and sororities 

.062 +.007 

 

Reliability estimates for character education programs and activities and 

administrative priorities on the CEVPI were fairly high. The coefficient alpha for 

character education programs and activities was .9176. The coefficient alpha for 

administrative priorities was .9139. The coefficient alphas for the four categories are 

shown in Table 4.16. 

Table 4.16 

Reliability Coefficient Alphas for Character Education Practices 

 Character Education Programs 

and Activities (.9176) 

Administrative 

Priorities (.9139) 

Academic .7736  .7378 

Spiritual/Religious .7816  .9465 

Student Development 

Activities 

.8016  .8145 

Administration .7395  .8441 

 

To compare the differences in character education practices between private faith-

based and nonsectarian colleges and universities, two separate MANCOVAs were 

conducted using statistics software SPSS 11.0. The first MANCOVA was used to 

compare the differences in character education programs and activities, and the second 

MANCOVA was used to compare the differences in administrative priorities regarding 

student character development. 
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For the multivariate test procedures of MANCOVA to be valid, three assumptions 

had to be met. The first assumption, the independence of observations, was met through 

the research design. No interaction was expected or reported between the participants of 

this study while completing the CEVPI. The second assumption concerns the 

homogeneity of the variance-covariance matrices among the two groups. The test of 

overall equivalence of the variance-covariance matrices is the Box’s M test. Garson 

(1998) pointed out that Box’s M is extremely sensitive to violations of normality, and it 

makes the Box’s M test less useful than might otherwise appear. For this reason, Garson 

suggested using Box’s M test at α = .001 level when sample sizes are not equal. For this 

part of the survey, both character education programs and activities (F = 1.339; p = .203) 

and administrative priorities (F = 1.956; p = .034) met the assumption of homogeneity. 

The third assumption of MANCOVA states that the set of dependent variables 

must follow a multivariate normal distribution. Garson (1998) stated that it is common to 

assume multivariate normality if each dependent variable follows a normal distribution. 

Also, MANCOVA is robust in the fact of most violations of this assumption if sample 

size is greater than 20. Since the sample size for this research is much greater than 20, the 

researcher would assume no violation of this assumption in the analysis. 

The MANCOVA results indicated a significant effect of institution type on the 

character education practices that colleges and universities have utilized to promote 

student character development. For character education programs and activities, the 

MANCOVA results showed a Pillai’s Trace F = 31.693 and p = .000; and for 

administrative priorities, the MANCOVA results showed a Pillai’s Trace F = 98.249 and p 

= .000. On the other hand, as in the character values subscale, the covariate, the size of 

student population of the institution, did not have a significant effect on the character 

education practices that colleges and universities have utilized to promote student 

character development (Character education programs and activities: Pillai’s Trace F = 

2.254; p = .590; Administrative priorities: Pillai’s Trace F = .970; p = .424). 

Separate univariate F ratios for the dependent variables (academic, 

spiritual/religious, student development activities, and administration) revealed that 

institutional type had a main effect on academic subscale (Character education programs 

and activities: F = 9.804; p = .002; Administrative priorities: F = 18.261; p = .000), 
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spiritual/religious subscale (Character education programs and activities: F = 98.826; p 

= .000; Administrative priorities: F = 360.531; p = .000), and administration subscale 

(Character education programs and activities: F = 11.224; p = .001; Administrative 

priorities: F = 18.242; p = .000). On the other hand, institution type had no significant 

effect on student development activities subscale (Character education programs and 

activities: F = 2.098; p = .148; Administrative priorities: F = .695; p = .405). As evident 

from the cell means, private faith-based colleges and universities were more likely to 

utilize academic, spiritual/religious, and administrative strategies to promote student 

character development compared to private nonsectarian colleges and universities. On the 

other hand, there was no significant difference between private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of how they utilized student development 

activities as a character education strategy in promoting student character development. 

Student population size, as was the case in the character values subscale, did not have a 

significant effect on the character education practices that colleges and universities 

utilized to promote student character development. The means and standard deviations of 

each category of character education practices for the two types of colleges and 

universities can be found in Table 4.17. 

Table 4.17 

Means and Standard Deviations of Academic, Spiritual/Religious, Student Development 

Activities, and Administration Sub-scale by Institution Type 

 n Academic Spiritual/Religious Student 

Development 

Activities 

Administration

Character Education Programs and Activities 

Faith-based 230     

 M  3.2488 2.5787 2.9594 2.8319 

 SD  .94265 .99542 .89803 1.0783 

Nonsectarian 109     

 M  2.9174 1.4647 2.8251 2.4128 

 SD  .91933 .99101 .99842 1.0998 
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Table 4.17 – continued. 

 n Academic Spiritual/Religious Student 

Development 

Activities 

Administration

Administrative Priorities 

Faith-based 229     

 M  4.1014 5.3587 5.5953 5.5304 

 SD  1.4940 1.9699 1.1102 1.2372 

Nonsectarian 109     

 M  3.3349 1.1330 5.4908 4.8734 

 SD  1.4902 1.7594 1.1476 1.5255 

 

Research Question 4: Correlations between Character Values and Character Education 

Practices 

Correlation is a form of statistics measure used to describe the relationship 

between two quantitative variables. When two variables are correlated the result is a 

correlation coefficient. A correlation coefficient is a decimal number ranging from -1.00 

to +1.00. A coefficient near +1.00 has a great size and a positive direction. This means 

that a person with a high score on one of the variables is likely to have a high score on the 

other variable, and a person with a low score on one variable is likely to have a low score 

on the other. An increase in one variable is associated with an increase in the other 

variable. If the coefficient is near .00, the variables are not related. This means that a 

person’s score on one variable provides no indication of what the person’s score is on the 

other variable. A coefficient near -1.00 has a great size and a negative or inverse direction. 

This means that a person with a high score on one variable is likely to have a low score 

on the other variable, and a person with a low score on one is likely to have a high score 

on the other. Correlations near +1.00 and near -1.00 represent the same size of 

relationship. The + and – represent different directions of relationship (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2000; Gay & Airasian, 2000; Glass & Hopkins, 1996). 

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) is the most commonly 

used inferential statistical test for measuring the degree of association between two 

variables for one group. The Pearson product-moment correlation is more powerful than 
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another commonly used correlation test, Spearman rank-order correlation, because the 

Pearson product-moment correlation requires variables with values or scores that are 

either an interval or a ratio level of measure (Cherry, 2000). Although the Likert-type 

scales used in this study were made up of rank order questions, when the scores of the 

rank order questions were totaled, the composite scores became interval-level data 

(Anderson, Basilevsky, & Hum, 1983). Therefore, Pearson product-moment correlation 

was appropriate to be used in measuring the associations between character values and 

character education practices. The correlations between the 44 character values and the 

four types of character education practices are listed in Table 4.18. Table 4.19 further 

summarizes the correlations with a significance level of .05 (p < .05). Table 4.20 and 

Table 4.21 show the correlations between the three character values scores and the four 

character education practices for private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and 

universities. 

Table 4.18 

Correlations between Character Values and Character Education Practices 

 Academic Spiritual/Religious Student 

Development 

Activities 

Administration

Altruistic .158** .219** .069 .109* 

Ambitious .011 .046 .014 .025 

Caring .174** .264** .049 .210** 

Chaste .092 .365** -.081 .211** 

Civic-minded .101 .032 .082 .078 

Committed .004 .025 -.085 .062 

Compassionate .128* .205** .002 .146** 

Cooperative .050 .075 .031 .018 

Courageous .137* .214** .073 .172** 

Daring .015 .093 .031 .131* 

Devout .130* .406** -.069 .241 

Empathetic .116 .126 .033 .081 

Fair .053 .059 .008 .051 

Faithful .155** .428** -.008 .203 
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Table 4.18 – continued. 

 Academic Spiritual/Religious Student 

Development 

Activities 

Administration

Forgiving .189* .408** .031 .200** 

Generous .219** .337** .071 .191** 

Honest .127* .143** .041 .119* 

Hopeful .084 .270** -.022 .071 

Humble .137* .367** -.016 .159 

Imaginative .030 -.023 .010 .030 

Independent .075 -.032 .081 .028 

Introspective .080 .094 .061 -.020 

Just .226** .253** .070 .166** 

Loving .213** .438** .047 .222** 

Loyal .160** .318** .049 .185** 

Modest .126* .363** -.030 .163** 

Obedient .133* .355** .018 .225** 

Open-minded .123* .075 .148** .044 

Optimistic .075 .177** .034 .056 

Patient .062 .203** -.043 .065 

Patriotic .065 .251** .026 .137* 

Persevering .023 .101 -.066 .034 

Polite .020 .145** -.035 .109 

Proud .066 .098 .141** .041 

Prudent .056 .144** -.058 .060 

Purposeful .071 .082 .011 .012 

Rational .076 .038 .081 .019 

Reflective .111* .120* .125* .029 

Respectful .064 .168** -.001 .082 

Responsible .128* .090 .086 .107* 

Self-controlled .069 .188** -.061 .103 

Tolerant -.004 -.050 .112 -.013 
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Table 4.18 – continued. 

 Academic Spiritual/Religious Student 

Development 

Activities 

Administration

Trusting .152** .283** .096 .122* 

Trustworthy .142** .210** .016 .173** 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Table 4.19 

Significant Correlations between Character Values and Character Education Practices 

 Character Values 

Academic Altruistic, Caring, Compassionate, Courageous, Devout, 

Empathetic, Faithful, Forgiving, Generous, Honest, Humble, 

Just, Loving, Loyal, Modest, Obedient, Open-minded, 

Reflective, Responsible, Trusting, Trustworthy 

Spiritual/Religious Altruistic, Caring, Chaste, Compassionate, Courageous, Devout, 

Empathetic, Faithful, Forgiving, Generous, Honest, Humble, 

Just, Loving, Loyal, Modest, Obedient, Patient, Patriotic, Polite, 

Prudent, Reflective, Respectful, Self-controlled, Trusting, 

Trustworthy 

Student 

Development 

Activities 

Open-minded, Proud, Reflective, Tolerant 

Administration Altruistic, Caring, Chaste, Compassionate, Courageous, Daring, 

Devout, Faithful, Forgiving, Generous, Honest, Humble, Just, 

Loving, Loyal, Modest, Obedient, Patriotic, Polite, Responsible, 

Trusting, Trustworthy 
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Table 4.20 

Correlations between Character Values Scores and Character Education Practices for 

Private Faith-based Colleges and Universities 

 Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

Academic .050 .090 .126 

Spiritual/Religious .250** .177** .160* 

Student Development Activities -.154* .046 .066 

Administration .181** .140* .128 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Table 4.21 

Correlations between Character Values Scores and Character Education Practices for 

Private Nonsectarian Colleges and Universities 

 Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

Academic .212* .125 .268** 

Spiritual/Religious .295** .195* .228* 

Student Development Activities .154 .091 .144 

Administration .122 -.014 .139 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Table 4.19 shows the character values that had significant correlations with the 

character education practices. However, as pointed out by many researchers, statistical 

significance has no inherent relationship with practical significance (Kirk, 1996; McLean 

& Ernest, 1998). By increasing the sample size, almost anything can become statistically 

significant. For example, in Table 4.19 there are several character values that have 

correlation coefficients less than .2 but are statistical significant. Although there is no 

defined rule of how large the correlation coefficient needs to achieve practical 

significance, it is generally accepted that a correlation coefficient higher than .3 should be 

practical significant. Using this criteria, there are only nine character values that have 

higher than .3 correlation coefficients with character education practices. These nine 

character values can be found in Table 4.22. 
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Table 4.22 

Character Values that have correlation coefficients Higher than .3 with Character 

Education Practices 

Character Education 

Practice 

Character Values 

Spiritual/Religious Chaste, Devout, Faithful, Forgiving, Humble, Loving, 

Loyal, Modest, Obedient 

 

Summary 

This chapter reported the findings of the survey study conducted from January to 

March 2005 using the CEVPI, a survey instrument developed by the researcher. 

Descriptive statistics were reported for demographic information, character values 

subscale, as well as character education practices subscale. After the descriptive statistics 

were reported, each research question was addressed with corresponding inferential 

statistics analyses. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were used to answer the 

first research question. The results confirmed the research hypothesis that good character 

should consist of three aspects, namely affective, cognitive, and behavioral. By 

employing a MANCOVA, the researcher was able to answer the second and third 

research questions. The results suggested that American four-year private faith-based and 

private nonsectarian colleges and universities were different in terms of the aspects of 

good character they attempted to promote in student character development. The results 

also indicated that these two types of colleges and universities employed different 

character education strategies to promote student character development. The last 

research question was analyzed by a correlation analysis which found the associations 

between certain character values and particular types of character education strategies. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter discusses and concludes this study. This chapter also provides a 

discussion on the applications and implications of the findings of this study on college 

student character development. As stated in the beginning, this study has four objectives: 

1. To create a survey instrument based on the three-aspect typology of moral 

character proposed by Thomas Lickona (1991, 1993, 1998) and to 

investigate the character values that colleges and universities attempted to 

promote in student character development and the character education 

practices that colleges and universities utilized to promote student character 

development. 

2. To use the instrument to assess if there were differences between private 

faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character values they attempted to promote in student character development. 

3. To use the instrument to assess if there were differences between private 

faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities in terms of the 

character education practices they utilized to promote student character 

development. 

4. To use the instrument to determine if there were associations between 

particular character values and certain types of character education practices. 

This chapter addresses each of the research objectives and their applications and 

implications for student affairs professionals and higher education audiences who are 

interested in student character development in colleges and universities. 

Objective 1: Construct the Instrument 

The instrument of this study, Character Education Values and Practices Inventory 

(CEVPI), was designed by the researcher specifically for the study of character values 

and character education practices in higher education settings. A thorough literature 

review found no similar instrument currently existed.  Therefore, the researcher 

developed the instrument by reviewing the literature on the history of American higher 

education, student development theories, moral and character development theories, 
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character education, college and university mission statements, student affairs history and 

functionalities, and character education strategies that colleges and universities utilized to 

promote student character development. 

The theoretical foundation of the CEVPI was the three-aspect moral character 

typology proposed by Thomas Lickona (1991, 1993, 1998). Building on this theoretical 

foundation, the researcher developed the hypothesis that good character must have three 

aspects which include the cognitive aspect of character, the affective aspect of character, 

and the behavioral aspect of character. These three aspects of moral character can be 

found in people’s understanding of character values. Forty-four character values were 

used by the researcher to determine if Lickona’s typology of moral character could be 

supported by empirical data. 

The first research question was developed by the researcher to address the first 

research objective. The results of the statistical analyses, which included descriptive 

statistics analysis, exploratory factor analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis clearly 

demonstrated that three latent variables were loaded in the CEVPI character values 

section. Comparing the character values factor loadings hypothesized by the researcher in 

Table 3.2 and the actual factor loadings in Table 4.6, the researcher was able to identify 

and interpret the three underlying factors which emerged from the exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analysis. Table 5.1 shows the hypothesized factor loadings and the 

actual factor loadings (the character values showed in parentheses are the discrepancies 

between hypothesized and actual factor loadings). As the reader can see from the Table 

5.1, the hypothesized factor loading is very close to the actual factor loading. 
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Table 5.1 

Character Values Loading Comparison between Hypothesized and Actual Factor 

Loadings (the character values shown in parentheses are the discrepancies between 

hypothesized and actual factor loadings) 

CEVPI Character Values: 

Latent 

Variables 
Behavioral Affective Cognitive 

 Altruistic Caring Ambitious 

 (Ambitious - cognitive) Chaste (Courageous - affective) 

 Civic-minded (Committed - cognitive) Daring 

 Cooperative Compassionate Imaginative 

 Empathetic Devout Independent 

 Open-minded Faithful Introspective 

 (Polite - affective) Forgiving (Just - behavioral) 

Observed Variables Respectful Hopeful Open-minded 

 Tolerant Humble Purposeful 

  Loving Rational 

  Modest Reflective 

  Obedient  

  Patient  

  Patriotic  

  Prudent  

  Trusting  

 

The interpretability of the three-aspect character model and the satisfactory 

Tanaka goodness-of-fit (GFI) index suggest that the three-aspect character typology 

proposed by Thomas Lickona (1991, 1993, 1998) are applicable for conceptualizing and 

assessing the character values that colleges and universities attempted to promote in 

student character development. As the findings of this study revealed, good character 

must consist of three aspects: affective, cognitive, and behavioral. In addition, the results 

of this study also suggested that the three aspects of good character are intrinsically 

embedded in our understanding of character values. This study confirmed the 
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researcher’s hypothesis that by using character values as indicators, one can easily 

understand what aspects of good character are emphasized by colleges and universities in 

their efforts to promote student character development. Moreover, by incorporating the 

findings of this study the researcher was able to modify the CEVPI and create a new 

instrument that aims to assist individuals in understanding what aspects of character 

values they possess in their own value system. This new instrument for understanding 

personal values is tentatively named the Character Values Scale (CVS) and is included in 

appendix e. Future studies are needed to verify the validity and reliability of the CVS. 

Objective 2: Compare Character Values between Private Faith-based and Private 

Nonsectarian Colleges and Universities 

Rivers (2004) pointed out that character values are stipulated for membership in a 

particular community. Therefore, character values that are important for a particular 

community may not have the same importance for another community. From this point of 

view, character values that are important for academic communities may not be as 

important for other types of communities such as business or industry communities. 

Furthermore, character values that are important for private faith-based colleges and 

universities may not have the same importance for private nonsectarian or public colleges 

and universities. Nevertheless, considering the history of American higher education and 

the shared culture of higher education institutions, one should expect to find some 

character values that are recognized and shared by the majority of American higher 

education institutions. 

The findings of this study suggest that American four-year private faith-based and 

private nonsectarian colleges and universities differed significantly in terms of the 

character values they attempted to promote in student character development. More 

specifically, private faith-based colleges and universities put a stronger focus than private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities in promoting the affective and behavioral aspects 

of good character in student character development. In contrast to the researcher’s 

hypothesis, however, private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and 

universities had no statistically significant difference in terms of promoting the cognitive 

aspect of good character in student character development. This result seems to reinforce 

the public’s impression that private faith-based colleges and universities are putting more 
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efforts into promoting student character development than their counterparts in the 

private nonsectarian sector. However, this result contradicts the stereotype that private 

faith-based colleges and universities put too much effort into developing student’s 

affective aspect of good character and too little effort in developing student’s cognitive 

aspect of good character. The results of this study have demonstrated that private faith-

based colleges and universities have put as much effort as their counterparts in the private 

nonsectarian sector into promoting the cognitive aspect of character in student character 

development. Further analysis in the section below will support that despite the 

differences between these two types of institutions, private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities share a lot of similarities in the character values 

that they attempt to promote in student character development. 

Top-Ten Character Values 

While taking a detailed look at the character values ranking in Table 4.3, one can 

easily find that honesty and responsibility were ranked by both private faith-based and 

private nonsectarian colleges and universities as the top two most important character 

values they would like to promote in student character development. Other character 

values that were ranked by both types of colleges and universities in the top ten character 

values list included trustworthy, just, fair, civic-minded, and committed. These five 

character values plus honesty and responsibility were ranked in the top-ten list by both 

private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities. It is an intriguing 

finding that all these seven character values, except committed, which belongs to 

cognitive aspect of good character, are in the category of behavioral aspect of good 

character. Behavioral aspect of good character emphasizes producing the behavioral 

outcome – action and conduct – of good character. Although the researcher’s hypothesis 

was that public colleges and universities would put special focus on developing students’ 

behavioral aspect of good character, the results of this study suggest that both private 

faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities put a high priority on 

promoting the behavioral aspect of character in student character development. 

Besides the seven character values shared by both private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities in their top ten character values list, there were 

three character values that were unique for the two types of institutions. For private faith-
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based colleges and universities, caring was ranked 4th, compassionate was ranked 6th, 

and respectful was ranked 8th. Within these three character values, caring and 

compassionate belong to the affective aspect of good character, and respectful belongs to 

the behavioral aspect of good character. 

For private nonsectarian colleges and universities, the three character values that 

differentiated them from private faith-based colleges and universities are tolerant, which 

was ranked 7th, open-minded, which was ranked 8th, and cooperative, which was ranked 

9th. The three character values all belong to the behavioral aspect of good character. 

By comparing the top ten character values list from private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities, the researcher found that all but one of the 

character values in private nonsectarian colleges’ and universities’ top ten character 

values list were behavioral aspect character values. The only exception was committed, 

which belongs to cognitive aspect of good character. On the other hand, for private faith-

based colleges and universities, two of the top ten character values belonged to affective 

aspect of good character, one belonged to cognitive aspect of good character, and the rest 

of them belonged to the behavioral aspect of good character. From these results, the 

researcher concluded that in spite of the types of institutions, the behavioral aspect of 

good character was considered by most American four-year private faith-based and 

private nonsectarian colleges and universities as the most important character value that 

they would like to promote in student character development. 

Rivers (2004) stated that character education was not “do-goodism” (p. 252). 

However, as recognized by Rivers and many other scholars and researchers, behavioral 

outcome is still the primary character education goal for many American colleges and 

universities (Astin & Antonio, 2000; Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003). The 

findings of this research seem to confirm the assertion of Rivers and other higher 

education scholars and researchers. These findings also elicit some questions for future 

research: Do any of the aspects of good character development precede the other aspects? 

For example, is it necessary to develop the cognitive aspect of good character before an 

individual can develop the behavioral aspect of good character? Do the three aspects of 

good character develop in certain sequential patterns or they develop without any 
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particular sequence? Can the three aspects of good character be developed concurrently? 

These are the questions that need to be further investigated in future research. 

Bottom Ten Character Values 

After comparing the top ten character values for private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities, the researcher took a further look at the bottom-

ten character values rated by both types of institutions. Interestingly, the two types of 

colleges and universities not only had very similar top ten character values but also 

shared similar bottom ten character values. Of the ten character values that were rated 

least important by private faith-based colleges and universities, seven of them also 

appeared on private nonsectarian institutions’ bottom ten list. These seven character 

values were modest, obedient, chaste, prudent, patriotic, daring, and proud. The three 

unique character values in private faith-based institutions’ bottom ten list were 

introspective, imaginative, and ambitious; the three unique character values in private 

nonsectarian institutions’ bottom ten list were faithful, humble, and devout. 

By looking carefully at the bottom ten character values list, one can easily discern 

that many of the religious-like character values, especially Christian religious values, 

were rated low by both private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and 

universities in terms of the character values they would like to promote in student 

character development. It is probably not surprising that many private nonsectarian 

colleges and universities have deliberately avoided promoting religious-like character 

values in student character development. As pointed out by Rivers (2004), many private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities believed that character education should be 

synonymous with neither morality nor, more specifically, religious morality. Rivers stated 

that an exclusive focus on morality suggests that character education is about inhibition. 

Although inhibitive character education is necessary as it happens at home and in church, 

many educators in private nonsectarian colleges and universities believe that character 

education in college and university should focus on being liberating. 

Although it may not surprise many that liberating is a goal of character education 

in private nonsectarian colleges and universities, it is a little surprising for the researcher 

that private faith-based colleges and universities also rated some of these religious-like 

character values just as low as their private nonsectarian counterparts. There seems to 
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exist a stereotype that private faith-based colleges and universities usually hold an 

opposite position to private nonsectarian institutions in terms of the role college should 

take in student character development. The results of this research showed that these two 

types of colleges and universities shared a lot of similarities in terms of the character 

values they would like to promote in student character development. Private faith-based 

and private nonsectarian colleges and universities share a very similar list of character 

values that they believe are important to their campus community, and these character 

values are promoted by both types of institutions in student character development. 

Objective 3: Compare Character Education Practices between Private Faith-based and 

Private Nonsectarian Colleges and Universities 

Although private faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities 

shared some similarities in terms of the character values they attempted to promote in 

student character development, these two types of institutions used very different 

educational strategies to nurture students’ character development. As suggested by Colby, 

Ehrlich, Beaumont, and Stephens (2003), different colleges and universities usually 

developed different conceptions of moral and civic maturity and crafted approaches that 

were especially well-suited to their missions, histories, and student bodies. 

The findings of this research seem to confirm the statement made by Colby et al. 

For example, the strategy of using institutionally supported chapel or other religious 

services to foster students’ character development was ranked 5th by private faith-based 

colleges and universities, but ranked 22nd by private nonsectarian institutions. Another 

example of this difference is that private faith-based colleges and universities set very 

high priorities on encouraging students to participate in prayer and reflection and 

encouraging students to participate in chapel and other religious services. Private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities, not surprisingly, set a very low priority on prayer 

and religious services as part of their strategies in promoting student character 

development. On the other hand, private nonsectarian institutions set very a high priority 

on promoting freedom of speech and inquiry and encouraging students to participate in 

research activities, which are less favored by private faith-based colleges and universities 

as means of promoting student character development. 
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Another interesting finding about character education programs and activities is 

that only a limited number of students were impacted by these programs and activities in 

general. The CEVPI asked student affairs officers to rate how many students were 

impacted by each character education programs and activities on their campus. The 

responses were transformed into numbers for statistics analysis: “none” transformed into 

1, “few” transformed into 2, “some” transformed into 3, “many” transformed into 4, and 

“all” transformed into 5. By looking at Table 4.17, one can easily point out that most of 

the character education programs and activities had an average score between 2 and 3, 

which means between few and some students were impacted by these character education 

programs and activities. The possible explanation is that most of the character education 

programs and activities are voluntary-based programs and activities, so that only a few 

students have participated in these programs and activities. Nevertheless, colleges and 

universities should come out with better strategies to promote students participating in 

character education programs and activities. 

Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, and Stephens (2003) suggested that colleges and 

universities should apply a holistic approach in character education that addresses the full 

range of important developmental dimensions and intentional programming to encourage 

curricular and co-curricular involvement such as taking classes on social issues, and 

participating in volunteer works, religious activities, interracial experiences, and 

leadership programs. In a similar way, Astin and Antonio (2000) also stated that what 

students did while in college and the kinds of experiences they had were what made the 

greatest difference in students’ character development. Astin and Antonio found the 

following programs and experiences to have the most critical and significant impact on 

college student character development: (a) exposure to interdisciplinary courses, ethnic 

studies, and women’s studies; (b) participation in religious services and activities; (c) 

social activities with students from a variety of racial and ethnic backgrounds; and (d) 

participation in leadership education or training. Performing volunteer work while in 

college and having faculty who provided emotional support to students was also 

predictive of character development. The results of this study indicate character education 

in colleges and universities works best when it is integrated inside and outside of 
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classroom experiences rather than being pursued only in either curricular or 

extracurricular activities. 

Objective 4: Associations between Particular Character Values and Character Education 

Practices 

The associations and correlations between character values and character 

education practices must be interpreted with discretion. A high correlation between a 

character value and a particular character education practice category could mean that 

when colleges and universities attempt to promote this specific character value, they are 

more likely to utilize this particular category of character education strategy than others. 

However, just because there is a high correlation between a particular character value and 

a character education practice category does not make this particular character value or 

character education practice category more important than others. On the other hand, a 

low association between character values and character education practices means that 

colleges and universities tend to utilize different kinds of character education practices, 

instead of just one particular type of character education strategy, while attempting to 

promote this particular character value. 

Table 4.18 shows the associations between the character values and the four 

categories of character education practices. Although there are many statistically 

significant correlations exist between the character values and character education 

practices, only nine of them have correlation coefficients higher than .3, and most of the 

correlation coefficients fall in the range of .1 and .2. Interestingly, all the character values 

that have correlation coefficients higher than .3 are affective aspects of good character, 

and they all correlate highly with spiritual and religious means of character education 

practice. By taking a careful look at these 9 character values, one can easily point out that 

most of them are religious-like character values. These religious-like character values 

include chaste (r = .365), devout (r = .406), faithful (r = .428), forgiving (r = .408), 

humble (r = .368), loving (r = .438), loyal (r = .318), modest (r = .363), and obedient (r 

= .355). 

These results convey two possibilities: First, because of the religious nature of 

these character values, institutions may choose to adopt religious/spiritual means of 

character education strategies to promote them. Second, the earlier data analysis found 



 

 106

that private faith-based colleges and universities are more likely to promote the affective 

aspect of good character in student character development than their private nonsectarian 

counterparts. Because all of the above character values belong to the affective aspect of 

good character and their strong overtone of Christian values, it is highly possible that 

these character values were promoted by private faith-based colleges and universities by 

using religious/spiritual means of character education strategies on their campuses. 

Another observation from Table 4.18 is that student development activities have 

very few statistically significant correlations with the character values compared with the 

other three character education practice categories. This does not mean that student 

development activities are not important compared to the three other character education 

practice categories in promoting student character development. A possible explanation 

for this phenomenon is that student development activities have been widely utilized by 

most colleges and universities to promote many different character values in student 

character development. As a result of this wide implementation, student development 

activities do not stand out in association with any particular character values. 

Recommendations for Future Studies 

The findings of this study represent new and important information concerning 

the character values and character education practices in private faith-based and private 

nonsectarian colleges and universities. However, the study has room for improvement. 

First, due to practical considerations only private four-year colleges and universities were 

included in this study. Future studies should include public four-year colleges and 

universities and compare the differences in character values and character education 

practices between private faith-based, private nonsectarian, and public colleges and 

universities. Second, other than expanding the types of colleges and universities studied, 

future research can further differentiate the types of higher education institutions into 

more specifically defined categories. For example, one can study the character values and 

character education strategies utilized by military academies, community colleges, or 

Catholic colleges and universities to promote student character development. 

Two limitations of this study emerged from the data analysis process that should 

be addressed in future studies. First, institution size was used as a control variable in the 

MANCOVA in this study. The results of this study showed that institution size was not a 
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factor that would affect the character values and character education practices in private 

faith-based and private nonsectarian colleges and universities. However, it should be 

noted that most of the colleges and universities participated in this study were small 

colleges and universities. Over 84% of the institutions which participated in this study 

had a student population of less than 3,000. The consequence of lacking large institutions 

in this study is that the results of this study may not be appropriate to be generalized to 

large colleges and universities. Future studies will have to include not only small but also 

medium and large-size colleges and universities in the study sample. 

Second, private faith-based colleges and universities were overrepresented in this 

study. The ratio of private faith-based institutions to private nonsectarian institutions is 2 

to 1 in the sample. Future study will have to address the issue of non-responding schools 

such as large private nonsectarian colleges and universities and how their responses may 

potentially alter the results of this study. 

Implementations and Conclusive Remarks 

This study has provided an empirical foundation to support Thomas Lickona’s 

(1991, 1993, 1998) proposition that good character should consist of three character 

aspects, which are the affective aspect of character, the cognitive aspect of character, and 

the behavioral aspect of character. The results of this study also showed private faith-

based colleges and universities are more likely to promote affective and behavioral 

aspects of good character than private nonsectarian colleges and universities. However, a 

more thorough analysis found that the two types of colleges and universities shared a lot 

of similarities in terms of the character values they would like to promote in student 

character development. On the other hand, private faith-based and private nonsectarian 

colleges and universities utilized very different character education strategies in 

promoting student character development. As an outcome of this study, colleges and 

universities may consider using Lickona’s three-aspect character typology as a conceptual 

framework to assess their efforts in promoting student character development. 

Mohandas Karamachand Gandhi, one of the most influential figures in modern 

social and political activism, published a list of “seven social sins” in 1925 in a magazine 

he edited called Young India (as cited in Education, 1995). The seven social sins 

proclaimed by Gandhi were wealth without work, pleasure without conscience, science 
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without humanity, politics without principle, commerce without morality, worship 

without sacrifice, and last, but far from least, knowledge without character. This 

researcher firmly believes that character development should be one of the major goals of 

higher education and that more studies should be conducted to understand how college 

education may affect students’ character and spiritual development. As stated by Rhodes 

(2001), concerns for intellectual development cannot be separated from concerns for the 

moral issues in which intellectual development and the society are all embedded. It is the 

researcher’s wish that higher education will not only be a training ground for the mind, 

but also for the body and soul. 
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APPENDIX A 

CHARACTER EDUCATION VALUES & PRACTICES INVENTORY 

(CEVPI) 
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CHARACTER EDUCATI ON VALUES &  PRACTI CES I NVENTORY 

( CEVPI )  

 

I n today’s pluralist ic society, colleges and universit ies have different  goals and st rategies for 

promot ing students’ character development . The purpose of this survey is to help researchers 

invest igate the character values and character educat ion pract ices used by colleges and 

universit ies. Character is a concept  that  encompasses the cognit ive, affect ive, and behavioral 

aspects of morality. I n this survey, character is defined as knowing the good, desir ing the good, and 

doing the good. 

 

Character  Values 
 

Character values are essent ial t rait s of character. Below is a list  of character values that  many 

colleges and universit ies affirm  as essent ial to good character. Using the following scale, rate how 

important  you believe each of these character values is to your  inst itut ion’s goals and efforts in 

prom ot ing student  character developm ent .  

 

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 

| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - | - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - |  

not  at  all           som ewhat       very 

important             important   important  

 

 

1. Alt ruist ic   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

2. Am bit ious   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

3. Caring   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

4. Chaste   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

5. Civic-m inded   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

6. Com m it ted   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

7. Com passionate   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

8. Cooperat ive   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

9. Courageous   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

10. Daring   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

11. Devout    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

12. Em pathet ic   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

13. Fair    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

14. Faithful   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

15. Forgiving   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

16. Generous   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

17. Honest    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

18. Hopeful   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

19. Hum ble   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 
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20. I m aginat ive   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

21. I ndependent    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

22. I nt rospect ive   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

23. Just    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

24. Loving   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

25. Loyal   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

26. Modest    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

27. Obedient    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

28. Open-m inded   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

29. Opt im ist ic   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

30. Pat ient    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

31. Pat r iot ic   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

32. Persevering   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

33. Polite   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

34. Proud   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

35. Prudent    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

36. Purposeful   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

37. Rat ional   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

38. Reflect ive   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

39. Respect ful   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

40. Responsible   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

41. Self-cont rolled   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

42. Tolerant    1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

43. Trust ing   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 

44. Trustworthy   1             2             3             4             5             6             7 
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Character Educat ion Pract ices 
 

The next  sect ion includes a list  of educat ional pract ices that  have been ut ilized by universit ies and 

colleges to promote students’ character development . Character educat ion pract ices include 

program s, act ivit ies, and adm inist rat ive prior it ies. Please carefully review the following list  of 

character educat ion program s,  act ivit ies,  and adm inist rat ive prior it ies and check the ones that  

are current ly provided on your campus. Then, from the list  you have checked “Yes,”  check how many 

students are impacted by each program on your campus. 

 

 

Does your inst itut ion ut ilize these program s and act ivit ies to prom ote students’ character 

developm ent? I f yes, how  m any students are im pacted? 

 

 

 

1. New student  or ientat ion □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

2. Using general educat ion courses for 

character educat ion 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

3. Student  conduct  codes □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

4. Faculty-student  mentorship 

program 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

5. Fraternit ies and sororit ies □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

6. Com m unity ethics com pact  □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

7. Public discussion of ethical issues □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

8. Cam pus speakers on cr it ical ethical 

or character issues 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

9. I ntervarsity athlet ic act ivit ies □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

10. Mult icultural awareness and 

educat ion events 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

11. Special inst itut ional init iat ives on 

ethics and values 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

12. I nst itut ional supported student  

government  
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

13. Community service and service 

learning program s 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

14. I nst itut ional supported events that  

celebrate cam pus t radit ions, 

r ituals, and custom s 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

15. Leadership programs □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

16. Guided m editat ion and 

contem plat ion program s 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

Yes        No 
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17. Alcohol & drug awareness 

programs 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

18. Academ ic advising □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

19. Ethics classes □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

20. Study abroad programs □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

21. I nst itut ional supported chapel or 

other religious services 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

22. Health and wellness programs □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

23. Designated space on campus for 

silence and contem plat ion 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

24. Academ ic honor codes □     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

25. I ndoor or outdoor spir itual ret reats 

and workshops 
□     □ none      few      som e      m any      all 

 

 

Does your inst itut ion m ake it  an adm inistrat ive prior ity to… 

 

( I f your answer is yes, please then choose how im portant  this adm inist rat ive pr ior ity is in prom ot ing 

character developm ent  on your cam pus.)  

 

not  at  all          som ewhat                very 

important           important           important  

1. I ntegrate character values in new 

student  or ientat ion 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

2. Promote ethical role modeling by 

inst itut ional leaders 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

3. Promote a moral ethos on campus □     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

4. Request  faculty members to 

incorporate ethical reflect ion in 

coursework 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

5. Encourage faculty-student  

m entorship 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

6. Encourage students to part icipate 

in fraternit ies and sororit ies 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

7. Promote adm inist rator-student  

interact ions 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

8. Encourage students to part icipate 

in prayer and reflect ion 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

9. Encourage public discussion of 

ethical issues 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

Yes        No 
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10. Promote freedom of speech and 

inquiry 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

11. I nvolve students in campus 

governance 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

12. Make community service and 

service learning a graduat ion 

requirement  
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

13. Encourage students to part icipate 

in leadership programs 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

14. Encourage students to part icipate 

in research act ivit ies 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

15. I ntegrate character educat ion with 

academ ic advising 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

16. Encourage contact  and interact ion 

with diverse individuals 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

17. Promote a caring and respect ful 

campus ethos 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

18. Encourage students to part icipate 

in chapel or other religious services 
□     □ 1      2      3      4      5      6       7 

 

 

I nst itut ional characterist ics: 

 

1 I s your inst itut ion:  

□ Public (please go to quest ion 3)  

□ Private faith-based 

□ Private nonsectarian (please go to quest ion 3)  

□ Other (Please specify)  _____________________________ 

 

2 I f your inst itut ion is a faith-based inst itut ion, please tell us how you define yourself as a faith-

based inst itut ion (please select  ALL that  apply) . 

□ The inst itut ion’s governing board requires religious qualificat ion 

□ The inst itut ion has a formal relat ionship with an ecclesiast ic body 

□ The inst itut ion has a history as a religious inst itut ion 

□ Other (Please specify)  __________________________________________________ 

 

3 How many students are current ly enrolled in your inst itut ion? 

□ Less than 1000 

□ 1001 – 3000 

□ 3001 – 5000 

□ 5001 – 7000 

□ 7001 – 9000 
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□ 9001 – 11,000 

□ 11,001 – 13,000 

□ 13, 001 – 15,000 

□ 15,001 – 17,000 

□ 17,001 – 19,000 

□ 19,001 – 21,000 

□ More than 21,000 

 

4 By which accredit ing agency is your inst itut ion accredited? 

□ Middle States Associat ion of Colleges and Schools, Comm ission on Higher Educat ion 

□ New England Associat ion of Schools and Colleges, Commission on I nst itut ions of 

Higher Educat ion 

□ North Cent ral Associat ion of Colleges and Schools, The Higher Learning Commission 

□ Northwest  Commission on Colleges and Universit ies 

□ Southern Associat ion of Colleges and Schools, Com m ission on Colleges 

□ Western Associat ion of Schools and Colleges, Accredit ing Commission for Senior 

Colleges and Universit ies 

□ None of above, please specify if your inst itut ion is accredited by other accredit ing 

agency:  

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

5 What  is your job t it le? 

□ Vice president  of student  affairs 

□ Vice president  of academ ic affairs 

□ Vice president  of student  development  

□ Dean of Students 

□ Other (Please specify)  __________________________________________________ 

 

6 Which of the following best  describes the nature of your responsibility in character educat ion 

act ivit ies at  your inst itut ion? (Please select  ALL that  apply)  

□ Oversee all inst itut ional character educat ion act ivit ies 

□ Oversee one or m ore  inst itut ional character educat ion act ivit ies 

□ Help implement ing inst itut ional character educat ion act ivit ies 

□ Part icipate in determ ining inst itut ional needs for character educat ion 

□ Provide funding for character educat ion programs 

□ Other (Please specify)  __________________________________________________ 

 

7 How many years have you been in the student  affairs profession? 

□ 1~ 5 years 

□ 6~ 10 years 

□ 11~ 15 years 
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□ 16~ 20 years 

□ 20~ 25 years 

□ 25~ 30 years 

□ More than 30 years 

 

8 What  is the highest  postsecondary educat ion degree you have held? 

□ Bachelor ’s 

□ Master ’s 

□ Specialist  

□ Doctoral 

□ Professional Degree (M.D., J.D…. etc.)  

□ Other, please specify:  ______________________________________ 

 

9 I f you would like to receive a summary of the result  of this study, please give the researcher your 

contact  informat ion. The researcher will not  use your contact  informat ion for any purpose other 

than sending you the summary. 

Nam e:  _______________________________ 

Email:  _________________________________________ 

Mailing Address:  

_____________________________________________________________ 

    

_____________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 

HUMAN SUBJECT COMMITTEE APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX C 

INFORMED CONSENT INFORMATION 

& INVITATION ELECTRONIC MESSAGES 

 



 

 121

Dear Student Affairs Leaders, 

 

I am a doctoral student in the Higher Education program in the College of Education at 

The Florida State University. Under the direction of Dr. Jon C. Dalton, Department of 

Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, I am conducting my dissertation research on 

student affairs leaders’ perception of character education goals and orientations in 

American four-year colleges and universities. The purpose of my research is to expand 

our knowledge on college student’s character development and to develop effective 

assessment strategies for college students’ character development. 

 

Participation in this study is critical to the future success of student affairs professionals, 

but participation is voluntary. I do hope, however, that you give careful consideration to 

participating. Participation will involve completing an online questionnaire which usually 

takes no more than 15 minutes to complete. There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts 

if you agree to participate in this study. Return of questionnaire will be considered your 

consent to participate in this research. 

 

The results of the study may be published but individual subjects and institutions will not 

be identified. You may, however, opt to disclose your identification to me so that I may 

send you a summary of the study’s results when it is completed. All information obtained 

during the course of this study will remain confidential to the extent allowed by law. 

 

As student affairs professionals, we all understand how important developing good 

character in today’s college students is. Your participation will improve our 

understanding in this field and help us to develop better educational interventions and 

assessment strategies. 

 

If you have any questions concerning the study, please call me at (850) 245-1914 or email 

me at ppc3320@fsu.edu. You may also reach my supervising professor, Dr. Jon C. Dalton, 

Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, 113 Stone Building, Florida 

State University, Tallahassee, Florida 32306-4452 at (850) 644-6446 or 

JDalton@admin.fsu.edu should you have additional questions. Contact information for 

the Florida State University Institutional Review Board is as follows: Office of Research, 

Human Subjects Committee, 2035 E. Paul Dirac Drive, Box 16, 100 Sliger Building, 

Innovation Park, Tallahassee, FL 32310 (Phone: 850-644-8633). 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Pu-Shih Daniel Chen 

Doctoral Student 

Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies 

Florida State University 

mailto:ppc3320@garnet.acns.fsu.edu
mailto:JDalton@admin.fsu.edu
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First Follow-up Email: 

 

Dear Mr. John Doe:  

 

I'm writing to ask your help in learning more about the importance of values in the 

education and development of college students. A doctoral student under my direction is 

conducting his dissertation research on the ethical values that student affairs leaders seek 

to promote in their work with students and the educational strategies they utilize. I know 

you receive many surveys so I certainly understand if you don't have time for this one. 

However, I think it is a worthwhile study on a topic of importance in our work with 

college students and I hope you will consider completing it. This is a web survey and it 

should take less than 15 minutes to complete. Please accept our apology if you have 

already completed the survey. 

 

Here is a link to the survey: 

[Survey Link] 

 

Thanks for your assistance! 

 

 

Dr. Jon Dalton      Pu-Shih Daniel Chen 

Associate Professor     Doctoral Student 

Department of Educational Leadership & Policy Studies Florida State University 

 

Please note: If you do not wish to participate in this study, please click the link below, 

and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list. 

[Survey Remove Link] 
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Second Follow-up Email: 

 

Dear Mr. John Doe: 

 

Two weeks ago, I wrote an email to request your help in learning more about the 

character values in the education and development of college students. A doctoral student 

under my direction is conducting his dissertation research on the ethical values that 

student affairs leaders seek to promote in their work with students and the educational 

strategies they utilize. 

 

Your participation is critical to the success of this research. I know you receive many 

surveys so I certainly understand if you don't have time for this one. However, I think it is 

a worthwhile study on a topic of importance in our work with college students and I hope 

you will consider completing it. This is a web survey and it should take less than 15 

minutes to complete.  Please accept my apology if you have already completed the survey. 

 

Here is a link to the survey: 

[Survey Link] 

 

Thanks for your assistance! 

 

 

Dr. Jon C. Dalton     Pu-Shih Daniel Chen 

Associate Professor     Doctoral Student 

Department of Educational Leadership & Policy Studies Florida State University 

 

 

Please note: If you do not wish to participate in this study, please click the link below, 

and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list. 

[Survey Remove Link] 
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APPENDIX D 

SCREEN SHOT OF THE ELECTRONIC-VERSION 

CHARACTER EDUCATION VALUES AND PRACTICES INVENTORY (CEVPI) 
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APPENDIX E 

CHARACTER VALUES SCALE 
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Character Values Scale (CVS) 

Character Values List 

Pu-Shih Daniel Chen 

 

In s tructio n : 
 

This scale is developed for individuals and organizations to explore the character values 

carried in their values system. From the following list of character values, please choose 10  

character values that you believe are the most important character values for you or your 

organization. 

 

 

 Altruistic  Generous  Patriotic 

 Ambitious  Honest  Persevering 

 Caring  Hopeful  Polite 

 Chaste  Humble  Proud 

 Civic-minded  Imaginative  Prudent 

 Committed  Independent  Purposeful 

 Compassionate  Introspective  Rational 

 Cooperative  J ust  Reflective 

 Courageous  Loving  Respectful 

 Daring  Loyal  Responsible 

 Devout  Modest  Self-controlled 

 Empathetic  Obedient  Tolerant 

 Fair  Open-minded  Trusting 

 Faithful  Optimistic  Trustworthy 

 Forgiving  Patient  
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Character Values Scale Scoring Sheet 

 
1. Altruistic  B  

2. Ambitious   C 

3. Caring A   

4. Chaste A   

5. Civic-minded  B  

6. Committed   C 

7. Compassionate A B  

8. Cooperative  B  

9. Courageous A   

10 . Daring   C 

11. Devout A   

12. Empathetic A B  

13. Fair  B  

14. Faithful A   

15. Forgiving A   

16. Generous A B  

17. Honest  B  

18. Hopeful A   

19. Humble A   

20 . Imaginative   C 

21. Independent   C 

22. Introspective   C 

23. J ust  B  

24. Loving A   

25. Loyal A   

26. Modest A   

27. Obedient A   

28. Open-minded  B C 

29. Optimistic A  C 

30 . Patient A   

31. Patriotic A  C 

32. Persevering   C 

33. Polite A   

34. Proud   C 

35. Prudent A  C 

36. Purposeful   C 

37. Rational   C 

38. Reflective  B C 

39. Respectful  B  

40 . Responsible  B  

41. Self-controlled A   

42. Tolerant  B  

43. Trusting A   

44. Trustworthy  B  

 

        TOTAL:       _ _ _ _ _        _ _ _ _ _       _ _ _ _ _ _  

A  Affective score =  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

B  Behavioral score = _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

C  Cognitive score =  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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Character Values Scale (CVS) 

The three Aspects of Good Character 

Pu-Shih Daniel Chen 
 

Affective Cognitive Behavioral 

Caring Ambitious Altruistic 

Chaste Committed Civic-minded 

Compassionate Daring Compassionate 

Courageous Imaginative Cooperative 

Devout Independent Empathetic 

Empathetic Introspective Fair 

Faithful Open-minded Generous 

Forgiving Optimistic Honest 

Generous Patriotic Just 

Hopeful Persevering Open-minded 

Humble Proud Reflective 

Loving Prudent Respectful 

Loyal Purposeful Responsible 

Modest Rational Tolerant 

Obedient Reflective Trustworthy 

Optimistic   

Patient   

Patriotic   

Polite   

Prudent   

Self-controlled   

Trusting   

 



 

 132

REFERENCES 

 

American Council on Education. (1937). The student personnel point of view: A report of 

a conference on the philosophy and development of student personnel work in 

college and university. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved March 1, 2004, from 

http://www.myacpa.org/pub/documents/1937.pdf 

Anderson, A. B., Basilevsky, A., & Hum, D. P. J. (1983). Measurement: theory and 

techniques. In P. H. Rossi, J. D. Wright, & A. B. Anderson (Eds.), Handbook of 

survey research (pp. 231-287). San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

Astin, H. S., & Antonio, A. L. (2000). Building character in college. About Campus, 5(5), 

3-7. 

Astin, W. A. (1993). What matters in college? Four critical years revisited. San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass. 

Bennett, W. J. (1988). Our children and our country: Improving America's schools and 

affirming the common culture. New York: Simon and Schuster. 

Berkowitz, M. W. (1997). The complete moral person: Anatomy and formation. In J. M. 

DuBois (Ed.), Moral issues in psychology: Personalist contributions to selected 

problems (pp. 11-41). Lanham, MD: University Press of America. 

Berkowitz, M. W., & Fekula, M. J. (1999, November/December). Educating for character. 

About Campus, 4(5), 17-22. 

Blasi, G. (1983). Moral cognition and moral action: A theoretical perspective. 

Developmental Review, 3, 178-210. 

Blasi, G. (1984). Moral identity: Its role in moral functioning. In W. M. Kurtines & J. L. 

Gewirtz (Eds.), Morality, moral behavior, and moral development (pp. 128-139). 

New York: John Wiley & Son. 

Blasi, G. (1993). The development of identity: Some implications for moral functioning. 

In G. Noam & T. Wren (Eds.), The moral self (pp. 99-122). Cambridge, MA: MIT 

Press. 

Blimling, G. S. (1990). Developing character in college students. NASPA Journal, 27(4), 

266-274. 

Bloom, A. (1987). The closing of the American mind. New York: Simon & Schuster. 

Bohrnstedt, G. W. (1983). Measurement. In P. H. Rossi, J. D. Wright, & A. B. Anderson 

(Eds.), Handbook of survey research (pp. 69-121). San Diego, CA: Academic 

Press. 



 

 133

Bradburn, N., Sudman, S., & Wansink, B. (2004). Asking questions: The definitive guide 

to questionnaire design – for market research, political polls, and social and 

health questionnaires (Rev. ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Bray, J. H., & Maxwell, S. E. (1985). Multivariate analysis of variance. Beverly Hills, 

CA: Sage Publications. 

Brown, R. D. (1985). Creating an ethical community. In H. J. Canon & R. D. Brown 

(Eds.), Applied ethics in student services (pp. 67-79). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Cattell, R. B. (1977). The scientific use of factor analysis in behavioral and life sciences. 

New York: Plenum. 

Chazan, B. (1985). Contemporary approaches to moral education: Analyzing alternative 

theories. New York: Teachers College Press. 

Cherry, A. L., Jr. (2000). A research primer for the helping professions: Methods, 

statistics, and writing. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson Learning. 

Chickering, A. W., & Reisser, L. (1993). Education and identity (2nd ed.). San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass. 

The Chronicle of Higher Education. (2004). The 2004-5 almanac [Electronic version]. 

The Chronicle of Higher Education, 51(1), A3. Retrieved October 25, 2004, from 

http://chronicle.com/free/almanac/2004/nation/nation.htm 

Colby, A., Ehrlich, T., Beaumont, E., & Stephens, J. (2003). Educating citizens: 

Preparing America’s undergraduates for lives of moral and civic responsibility. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Cortina, J. M. (1993). What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and 

applications. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(1), 98-104. 

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. 

Psychometrika, 16, 297-334. 

Dahlin, D. C., & Abbott, J. W. (1999). Character and undergraduate education. Education, 

120(2), 204-207. 

Dalton, J. C. (1985). Values education: A new priority for college student development. In 

J. C. Dalton (Ed.), Promoting values development in college students (pp. 17-27). 

Columbus, OH: National Association of Student Personnel Administrators. 

Dalton, J. C., Chen, P. D., & Goodwin, K. (2003). Promoting character in college: What 

presidents think about what works and why. Manuscript submitted for publication. 

DeRoche, E. F., & Williams, M. M. (2001a). Character education: A guide for school 

administrators. Lanham, MD: Scarecrow Press. 



 

 134

DeRoche, E. F., & Williams, M. M. (2001b). Educating hearts and minds: A 

comprehensive character education framework (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Corwin Press. 

DeVellis, R. F. (2003). Scale development: Theory and applications (2nd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: SAGE. 

Dewey, J. (1900). The school and society: Being three lectures. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

Dewey, J. (1916). Democracy and education: An introduction to the philosophy of 

education. New York: The Free Press. 

Dewey, J. (1922). Human nature and conduct: An introduction to social psychology. New 

York: Carlton House. 

Eddy, E. D., Jr. (1959). The college influence on student character: An exploratory study 

in selected colleges and universities made for the committee for the study of 

character development in education. Washington, DC: American Council on 

Education. 

Elias, J. L. (1989). Moral education: Nonsectarian and religious. Malabar, FL: Robert E. 

Krieger. 

Engvall, R. P. (1998). All that appears isn’t necessarily so: Morality, virtue, politics, and 

education. San Francisco: Caddo Gap Press. 

Evans, N. J. (1987). A framework for assisting student affairs staff in fostering moral 

development. Journal of Counseling and Development, 66, 191-194. 

Evans, N. J., Forney, D. S., & Guido-DiBrito, F. (1998). Student development in college: 

Theory, research, and practice. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Fetzer Institute, National Institute on Aging Working Group. (2003, October). 

Multidimensional measurement of religiousness/spirituality for use in health 

research: A report of the Fetzer Institute/National Institute on Aging Working 

Group. Retrieved September 8, 2004, from 

http://www.fetzer.org/PDF/total_fetzer_book.pdf 

Field, S. L. (1996). Historical perspective on character education. The Educational 

Forum, 60, 118-123. Retrieved July 3, 2003, from OCLC FirstSearch 

WilsonSelectPlus database. 

Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (2000). How to design and evaluate research in 

education (4th ed.). Boston: McGraw-Hill. 

Fraser, C. (1997). CONFA [computer software and manual]. Retrieved from 

http://www.unt.edu/rss/class/rich/5840/mcdonald/Downloads.htm 



 

 135

Gandhi, M. K. (1995). Seven social sins. Education, 116(1), 92. 

Garson, G. D. (1998). General linear model: MANCOVA SPSS output. Retrieved May 12, 

2005, from North Carolina State University, College of Humanities and Social 

Sciences Web site: http://www2.chass.ncsu.edu/garson/pa765/mancspss.htm 

Gay, L. R., & Airasian, P. (2000). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and 

application (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill. 

Glass, G. V., & Hopkins, K. D. (1996). Statistical methods in education and psychology 

(3rd ed.). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Gorsuch, R. L. (1983). Factor analysis (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. 

Guthrie, V. L. (1997). Cognitive foundations of ethical development. New Directions for 

Student Services, 77, 23-44. 

Guttman, L. (1945). A basis for analyzing test-retest reliability. Psychometrika, 10, 255-

282. 

Hair, J. F., Jr., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate data 

analysis (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Hayes, B. (1997). Character education and civic participation programs. Social Study 

Review, 36(2), 51-53. 

Heath, D. H. (1968). Growing up in college: Liberal education and maturity. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Hersh, R. H., Miller, J. P., & Fielding, G. D. (1980). Models of moral education: An 

appraisal. New York: Longman. 

Hiner, N. R. (1973). The cry of Sodom enquired into: Educational analysis in 

seventeenth-century New England. History of Education Quarterly, 13(1), 3-22. 

Hinman, L. M. (1998). Ethics: A pluralistic approach to moral theory (2nd ed.). Fort 

Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace College Publishers. 

Hunter, J. D. (2000). The death of character: Moral education in an age without good or 

evil. New York: Basic Books. 

Institute on College Student Values (ICSV). About the Institute. (n.d.). Retrieved May 22, 

2005, from http://collegevalues.org/about_icsv.cfm 

Isaacs, D. (2001). Character building: A guide for parents and teachers (2nd ed.). 

Portland, OR: Four Courts Press. 



 

 136

John Templeton Foundation. (Ed.). (1999). Colleges that encourage character 

development: A resource for parents, students, and educators. Radnor, PA: Author. 

Josephson Institute of Ethics. (1992). The Aspen declaration on character education. 

Retrieved July 28, 2003, from http://www.charactercounts.org/aspen.htm 

Kanne, M. E. (1988). John Dewey’s conception of moral good. Journal of Economic 

Issues, 22(4), 1213-1223. 

Kaplan, A. (1995). Conversing about character: New foundation for general education. 

Educational Theory, 45(3), 359-378. 

Kim, J., & Mueller, C. W. (1978). Introduction to factor analysis: What it is and how to 

do it. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE. 

King, P. M. (1997). Character and civic education: What does it take? Educational 

Record, 78(3-4), 87-93. 

King, P. M., & Mayhew, M. J. (2002). Moral judgement development in higher education: 

Insights from Defining Issues Test. Journal of Moral Education, 31(3), 247-270. 

Kirk, R. E. (1995). Experimental design: Procedures for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). 

Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Kirk, R. E. (1996). Practical significance: A concept whose time has come. Educational 

and Psychological Measurement, 56, 746-759. 

Kline, P. (1994). An easy guide to factor analysis. New York: Routledge. 

Kohlberg, L. (1958). The development of modes of moral thinking and choice in the years 

ten to sixteen. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Chicago. 

Kohlberg, L. (1964). Development of moral character and moral ideology. In M. 

Hoffman (Ed.), Review of child development research (Vol. 1). New York: Russell 

Sage Foundation. 

Kohlberg, L. (1969). Stage and sequence: The cognitive-developmental approach to 

socialization. In D. Goslin (Ed.), Handbook of socialization theory and research 

(pp. 347-480). Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Kohlberg, L. (1971). Stages of moral development as a basis for moral education. In C. 

Beck, B. S. Crittenden, & D. A. Goslin (Eds.), Moral education: Interdisciplinary 

approaches (pp. 23-92). Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 

Kohlberg, L. (1972). The cognitive-developmental approach to moral education. 

Humanist, 32, 13-16. 



 

 137

Kohlberg, L. (1975). A cognitive-developmental approach to moral education. Phi Delta 

Kappan, 56, 670-677. 

Kohlberg, L. (1976). Moral stage and moralization: The cognitive-developmental 

approach. In T. Lickona (Ed.), Moral development and behavior: Theory, research 

and social issues (pp. 84-107). New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston. 

Kohlberg, L. (1981a). Essays on moral development: Vol. 1. The philosophy of moral 

development: Moral stages and the idea of justice. New York: Harper & Row. 

Kohlberg, L. (1981b). The meaning and measurement of moral development. Worcester, 

MA: Clark University Press. 

Kohlberg, L. (1984). Essays on moral development: Vol. 2. The psychology of moral 

development: The nature and validity of moral stages. New York: Harper & Row. 

Kohlberg, L. (1985). The just community approach to moral education in theory and 

practice. In M. W. Berkowitz & F. Oser (Eds.), Moral education: Theory and 

application. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Kohlberg, L., & Candee, D. (1984). The relationship of moral judgment to moral action. 

In W. Kurtines & J. Gewirtz (Eds.), Morality, moral behavior and moral 

development (pp. 498-581). New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Kohlberg, L., & Selman, R. L. (1972). Preparing school personnel relative to values: A 

look at moral education in the schools. Washington, DC: ERIC Clearinghouse on 

Teacher Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED058153) 

Krus, D. J. (2005). Multivariate analysis of variance. Retrieved September 9, 2005, from 

http://www.visualstatistics.net/web%20Visual%20Statistics/Visual%20Statistics%

20Multimedia/multivariate_analysis_of_variance.htm 

Kuh, G. D., Schuh, J. H., Whitt, E. J., Andreas, R. E., Lyons, J. W., Strange, C. C., et al. 

(1991). Involving colleges: Successful approaches to fostering student learning 

and development outside the classroom. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Laurence, P. (1999, November/December). Can religion and spirituality find a place in 

higher education? About Campus, 4(5), 11-16. 

Leming, J. S. (1993). In search of effective character education. Educational Leadership, 

51(3), 63-71. Retrieved July 26, 2003, from 

http://www.ascd.org/publications/readingroom/edlead/9311/leming.html 

Leming, J. S. (2001). Historical and ideological perspectives on teaching moral and civic 

virtue. International Journal of Social Education, 16(1), 62-76. 

Lickona, T. (1991). Educating for character: How our schools can teach respect and 

responsibility. New York: Bantam Book. 



 

 138

Lickona, T. (1993). The return of character education. Educational Leadership, 51(3), 6-

11. Retrieved July 26, 2003, from 

http://www.ascd.org/publications/ed_lead/199311/Lickona.html 

Lickona, T. (1998). Character education: Seven crucial issues. Action in Teacher 

Education, 19(4), 77-84. 

Light, R. J. (2001). Making the most of college: Students speak their minds. Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press. 

Love, P. G. (1995). Exploring the impact of student affairs professionals on student 

outcomes. Journal of College Student Development, 36(2), 162-170. 

Lucas, C. J. (1994). American higher education: A history. New York: St. Martin’s 

Griffin. 

McBee, M. (1980). The values development dilemma. In M. McBee (Ed.), Rethinking 

college responsibilities for values (New Directions for Higher Education No. 31) 

(pp. 1-7). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

McClellan, B. E. (1999). Moral education in America: Schools and the shaping of 

character. New York: Teachers College Press. 

McCluskey, N. G. (1958). Public schools and moral education: The influence of Horace 

Mann, William Torrey Harris, and John Dewey. New York: Columbia University 

Press. 

McCormick, A. C., & Park, M. (Eds.). (2001). The Carnegie Classification of Institutions 

of Higher Education, 2000 Edition. Stanford, CA: The Carnegie Foundation for 

the Advancement of Teaching. Retrieved July 2, 2003, from the Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching Web site: 

http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/Classification/index.htm 

McDonald, R. P. (1999). Test theory: A unified treatment. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates. 

McKown, H. C. (1935). Character education. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

McLean, J. E. & Ernest, J. M. (1998). The role of statistical significance testing in 

educational research. Research In The Schools, 5(2), 15-22. 

McNeel, S. P. (1994). College teaching and student moral development. In J. R. Rest. 

(Ed.), Moral development in the professions: Psychology and applied ethics. 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Merriam-Webster online dictionary. (n.d.). Retrieved January 1, 2004, from 

http://www.m-w.com/cgi-

bin/dictionary?book=Dictionary&va=character&x=15&y=10 



 

 139

Moore, L. V., & Hamilton, D. H. (1993). The teaching of values. New Directions for 

Student Services, 61, 75-85. 

Moran, C. D. (2001). Purpose in life, student development, and well-being: 

Recommendations for student affairs practitioners. NASPA Journal, 38(3), 269-

279. 

Morrill, R. L. (1980). Teaching values in college. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Morrill, W. H., Oetting, E. R., & Hurst, J. C. (1974). Dimensions of counselor 

functioning. Personnel and Guidance Journal, 52, 354-359. 

Murray, M. C. (1995). Character education: An ethical choice for higher education. The 

Vermont Connection, 16, 58-68. Retrieved February 25, 2004, from 

http://www.uvm.edu/~vtconn/v16/murray.html?tp=true 

Nash, R. J. (1997). Answering the “virtuecrats”: A moral conversation on character 

education. New York: Teachers College Press. 

Nucci, L. P. (2001). Education in the moral domain. New York: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Nuss, E. M. (1996). The development of student affairs. In S. R. Komives, D. B. 

Woodard, Jr., & Associates (Eds.), Student services: A handbook for the 

profession (3rd. ed.) (pp. 22-42). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Oosterhof, A. (2001). Classroom applications of educational measurement (3rd. ed.). 

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Osburn, H. G. (2000). Coefficient alpha and related internal consistency reliability 

coefficients. Psychological Methods, 5(3), 343-355. 

Palmour, J. (1986). On moral character: A practical guide to Aristotle’s virtues and vices. 

Washington, DC: The Archon Institute for Leadership Development. 

Pascarella, E. T. (1997). College’s influence on principled moral reasoning. Educational 

Record, 78(3, 4), 47-55. 

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1991). How college affects students: Findings and 

insights from twenty years of research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Pattillo, M. M., Jr., & Mackenzie, D. M. (1966). Church-sponsored higher education in 

the United States: Report of the Danforth Commission. Washington, DC: 

American Council on Education. 

Piaget, J. (1932). The moral judgment of the child. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 



 

 140

Plato. (1994). Meno. In J. M. Day (Ed. & Trans.), Plato’s Meno in focus. New York: 

Routledge. 

Power, F. C. (1997, March). Understanding the character in character education. In L. 

Nucci (Chair), Developmental perspectives and approaches to character 

education. Symposium conducted at the meeting of the American Educational 

Research Association, Chicago, IL. Retrieved July 6, 2003, from 

http://tigger.uic.edu/~lnucci/MoralEd/articles/powerunder.html 

Rachels, J. (1999). The elements of moral philosophy (3rd ed.). Boston: McGraw-Hill 

College. 

Raths, L., Simon, S., & Harmin, M. (1966). Values and teaching: Working with values in 

the classroom. Columbus, OH: Merrill. 

Rest, J. R. (1984). The major components of morality. In W. M. Kurtines. & J. L. Gewirtz. 

(Eds.), Morality, moral behavior, and moral development (pp. 24-38). New York: 

John Wiley & Son. 

Rest, J. R. (1988). Why does college promote development in moral judgment? Journal 

of Moral Education, 17(3), 183-194. 

Rest, J. R. (1993). Research on moral judgment in college students. In A. Garrod (Ed.), 

Approaches to moral development: New research and emerging themes. New 

York: Teachers Colleges Press. 

Rest, J. R. (1994). Background: Theory and research. In J. R. Rest & D. Narvaez (Eds.), 

Moral development in the professions: Psychology and applied ethics (pp. 1-26). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Rest, J. R., & Narvaez, D. (Eds). (1994). Moral development in the professions: 

Psychology and applied ethics. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Rhodes, F. H. T. (2001). The creation of the future: The role of the American university. 

Ithaca, NY: Cornell University. 

Rivers, T. M. (2004). Ten essentials for character education. The Journal of General 

Education, 53, 247-260. 

Rogers, G. (2002). Rethinking moral growth in college and beyond. Journal of Moral 

Education, 31(3), 325-338. 

Rokeach, M. (1968). Beliefs, attitudes, and values: A theory of organization and change. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Rudolph, F. (1962). The American college and university: A history. New York: Knopf. 



 

 141

Schmitt, N. (1996). Uses and abuses of coefficient alpha. Psychological Assessment, 8(4), 

350-353. 

Schwartz, S. H. (1993). Universals in the content and structure of values: Theoretical 

advances and empirical tests in 20 countries. In M. P. Zanna (Ed), Advances in 

experimental social psychology: Vol. 25 (pp. 1-65). San Diego, CA: Academic 

Press. 

Schwehn, M. R. (1993). Exiles from Eden: Religion and academic vocation in America. 

New York: Oxford University Press. 

Simon, S. B., Howe, L. W., & Kirschenbaum, H. (1972). Values clarification: A 

handbook of practical strategies for teachers and students. New York: Hart. 

Sloan, D. (Ed.). (1973). The Great Awakening and American education: A documentary 

history. New York: Teachers College Press. 

Sloan, D. (Ed.). (1980). Education and values. New York: Teachers College Press. 

Sloan, R. B., Jr. (1999). Preserving distinctively Christian higher education. In D. S. 

Dockery & D. P. Gushee (Eds.), The future of Christian higher education (pp. 25-

36). Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman. 

Snively, D. M. (1987). The intentional design and assessment strategies for character 

development of students in Christian coalition colleges. Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation, Ball State University, Indiana. 

Strange, C. (2003). Measuring up: Defining and assessing outcomes of character in 

college. Unpublished manuscript. 

Trustees of Dartmouth College v. Woodward, 17 U.S. 518. (1819). 

Turner, J. (1992). Secularization and sacralization: Speculations on some religious origins 

of the secular humanities curriculum, 1850-1900. In G. M. Marsden & B. J. 

Longfield (Eds.), The secularization of the academy (pp. 74-106). New York: 

Oxford University Press. 

University of Pennsylvania (2005). Penn’s heritage. Retrieved June 5, 2005, from 

University of Pennsylvania Web site: http://www.upenn.edu/about/heritage.php 

Walker, L. J. (1995). Whither moral psychology? Moral Education Forum, 20(1), 1-8. 

Weinberg, E. (1983). Data collection: Planning and management. In P. H. Rossi, J. D. 

Wright, & A. B. Anderson (Eds.), Handbook of survey research (pp. 329-358). 

San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

Wells, L. (2000). The things they carried: Character, narrative, and the liberal arts. 

Journal of Education, 182(2), 45-54. 



 

 142

Whiteley, J. M. (1980). A developmental intervention in higher education. In V. L. 

Erickson & J. M. Whiteley (Eds.), Development counseling and teaching (pp. 

236-237). Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Whiteley, J. M. (1990). The renewal of opportunity for enhancing character development 

during the college years. Journal of the Freshman Year Experience, 2(2), 75-87. 

Whiteley, J. M., & Associates. (1982). Character development in college students: Vol. I. 

The freshman year. Schenectady, NY: Character Research Press. 

Whiteley, J. M., & Yokota, N. (Eds.). (1988). Character development in the freshmen 

year and over the four years of undergraduate study. Columbia, SC: National 

Center for the Freshman Year Experience. 

Wingspread Group on Higher Education. (1993). An American imperative: Higher 

expectations for higher education. Racine, WI: Johnson Foundation. Retrieved 

January 20, 2004, from 

http://www.johnsonfdn.org/AmericanImperative/takingvalues.html 

Young, R. B. (1993). Guiding values and philosophy. In S. R. Komives, D. B. Woodard, 

Jr., & Associates (Eds.), Student services: A handbook for the profession (3rd. ed.) 

(pp. 83-105). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.



 

 143

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

Pu-Shih Daniel Chen was born in July 8, 1974 in Kaohsiung City, Taiwan. Daniel 

grew up in a family of educators as his grandfather, father, and aunts were all teachers of 

different kinds. Daniel earned his Bachelor of Science degree in Biomedical Engineering 

from the Chung-Yuan Christian University in 1995. After serving his country as a army 

soldier for two years and working as a biomedical engineer for a year, Daniel decided to 

change his career goal to be a educator and counselor. 

In 1998, Daniel came to the United States and enrolled in a master’s program in 

Counseling at the University of North Texas. Daniel earned his Master of Science degree 

in Counseling from UNT in 2001, and in the same year he passed the Board exam, 

becoming a National Certified Counselor. After completing his master’s degree, Daniel 

continued his persuasion for a Ph.D. degree in Higher Education at the Florida State 

University. 

Daniel was very fortunate in having the opportunity to study in the United States 

and to learn from many prominent faculty members both at the University of North Texas 

and the Florida State University. His research interests include college student 

development theories with special emphasis on the impact of higher education on 

students’ moral and spiritual development, learner-center education, the impact of digital 

technology on higher education administration, and assessment of student learning on 

college campus. 

To contact Daniel, you may email him at chen@pushih.com 


	The Florida State University
	DigiNole Commons
	11-14-2005

	College and Character: A Study of the Differences in Character Values and Character Education Practices between American Four-year Private Faith-based and Private Nonsectarian Colleges and Universities
	Pu-Shih Daniel Chen
	Recommended Citation



