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Project Description 
 
I. Introduction – Real-time Character Assessment in Middle Schools   
 
Our Proposed Approach: Look at most any school's mission or core values statement and there is 
inevitably an emphasis on core character domains including diligence, respect, empathy and 
honesty1. Most schools proclaim the development of these traits in their students as part of their 
mission.  Yet few have the expertise and tools to either ensure steady attention to these aspirations 
or to measure progress. As a result, schools often fall back on dubious evidence that they develop 
character in their student body, such as anecdotal stories of student "moral exemplars" in their 
newsletters, occasional global self-report surveys to show "growth" or simply pointing to the mere 
existence of character education programs in their curricula. This is clearly not enough. 
 
We contend that the necessary first step before designing and then implementing programs to 
promote character in schools is to determine how to reliably and validly measure character itself. 
The state of the art in the field of character assessment is disappointingly limited; although advances 
are underway, most studies over-rely on trait-based questionnaire measures that require participants 
to answer long surveys reflecting on global statements (e.g., "I am concerned about others" 
(Goldberg et al, 2006)).  
 
We propose to measure students' character by leveraging Ecological Momentary Assessment 
(EMA) methodology, a technique of data collection that has shown great promise in recent years in 
social science research (Weinstein et al, 2007; Weinstein & Mermelstein, 2007; Tong et al, 2005; 
Axelson et al, 2003). Our vision is to “push” a small number of daily questions to students and 
teachers about that day's behavior, moods and attitudes using smartphone-based apps. Drawing on 
pilot work conducted over the past two and a half years and newly-developed EMA techniques, our 
team proposes to work with a diverse set of middle schools in New England to achieve the 
following Study Aims: 
 

1) Complete development of a practical, feasible and nuanced suite of ecological momentary 
assessment measures (including both student self-report and teacher-report versions) for 
daily use in school settings.  Current fully functional prototypes will be reviewed and 
enhanced by our team members with expertise in character education, philosophy, 
psychometrics and software development.  
 

2) Complete a 12-month longitudinal study with a diverse sample of 500 middle school 
students, with daily assessments of three domains of priority to the Templeton Foundation 
and schools: A) Diligence; B) Honesty; and C) Compassion. Students will also complete a 
battery of standard questionnaires and tasks every 4 months.   

                                                
1 See Appendix C-1 for a table compiling the results of our content analysis of 50 mission statements from public and 
independent schools in the New England area. 
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3) Conduct a series of statistical analyses comparing: A) EMA student reports; B) EMA 

teacher reports; C) well-established existing measures of character; and D) additional 
external data sources from schools to validate and enhance the new EMA procedures (e.g., 
teacher progress and grade reports, honor code violations).  
 

4) Develop a set of training and operations procedures to facilitate dissemination of the new 
EMA procedures for use in an expanded set of middle schools throughout the country. 

 
We propose to address the following "Big Questions" in our study: 
 

1. How can science help us empower "the better angels of our nature?" 
 

2. How can we develop measures of core virtues that can be used not only for scientific 
research but also to evaluate character development programs and interventions?  

 
3. What methods of data collection and data analysis are most valid for assessing change, 

development, or growth of virtue(s)? 
 
The first of these questions we devised ourselves after reflecting upon the life and philosophy of Sir 
John Templeton as well as the "Big Questions" provided on the Templeton website. The second and 
third come directly from the introductory language on the "New Assessments and Measures of 
Virtue" funding competition page of the Templeton website.  
 
II. Priority Domains To Measure In This Study: 
 
We have done extensive work to identify the overlap between those virtues that the Templeton 
Foundation emphasizes in its charter, school priorities gleaned from mission statements, and what 
has already been implemented in schools primarily through teacher reports of student character. We 
began by conducting a content analysis of the mission statements of 50 public and independent 
schools (See Appendix C-1). We then reviewed systematic character assessment programs in public 
and private schools in the U.S. and identified two major efforts: the B.R.I.C.K. framework from the 
Hartford, CT Public School system and the Character Report Card from the KIPP network of 
charter schools (See Appendices C-3 and C-4). We then compared these to the areas of character 
emphasized by Templeton found on the website2.  Based on this analysis (see Appendix C-2 
comparison table), we contend that the domains of: A) Diligence; B) Honesty; and C) Compassion 
should be priority areas for measure development, in particular due to the consistent emphasis 
placed on these domains in school settings.  We propose to assess each of these domains with four 
measurement approaches: 1) newly developed student-report EMA procedures; 2) newly developed 

                                                
2  Core Funding Areas > Character Virtue Development (http://www.templeton.org/what-we-fund/core-funding-
areas/character-virtue-development) 
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teacher-report EMA procedures; 3) an in-person battery encompassing global self-report 
questionnaires; self-reported behavior frequency; and experimental behavioral tasks; and 4) a host 
of additional objective external validators (see Table 1 below). 
 

Table 1 - Measurement Approach Overview 
 

Assessment 
Approach 

 Diligence Honesty Compassion 

Student EMA  Inoted app Inoted app Inoted app 

Teacher EMA  SoNoted app SoNoted app SoNoted app 

In-Person 
Assessment 

Global Self-
Report 

25 items 47 items 61 items 

 Behavior 
Frequency 

20 items 19 items 42 items 

 
 
 

Experimental 
Behavior 
Assessment  
 
Note: Preliminary 
listing, pending 
review and 
completion; 

"Money for Math 
Problems" task  

"Find Tens" Matrix 
Search task 

1. Responses to 
distressing video 
 
2. Ring Measure of 
Social Values task 

Additional 
External 
Validators 

 - Teacher progress 
report items relevant 
to diligence (e.g., 
"persists with tasks") 
- Computerized search 
for relevant key words 
in grade reports 
- School attendance 
records (indirect) 
- Internal school 
awards, if applicable, 
relevant to diligence 

- Teacher progress 
report items relevant to 
honesty (e.g., "follows 
through with 
promises") 
- Computerized search 
for relevant key words 
in grade reports 
- Honor code violations 
- Internal school 
awards, if applicable, 
relevant to honesty 

- Teacher progress 
report items relevant 
to compassion (e.g., 
"kind and respectful 
to others") 
- Computerized 
search for relevant 
key words in grade 
reports 
- Internal school 
awards, if applicable, 
relevant to 
compassion 
- Inoted: Giving 
away Amazon 
reward to charity 

 
A. Diligence/Grit 
 
Conceptual Definitions:  In common language usage, the word diligence (from the Latin diligentia 
for "care, attentiveness;" Origin in Old French: carosse de diligence – "a fast stagecoach used for 
long journeys") has a range of meanings, from diligence as the legal minimum effort required for a 
task (i.e. due diligence) to an enduring characteristic of a person who consistently manifests 
industrious, caring and assiduous effort in both thought and action. When operationalized, however, 
most researchers measure diligence over short timeframes, like completing a mentally taxing task in 
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a psychology lab experiment (see Peterson & Seligman, 2004 for review) and examine only short-
term costs that may interfere with diligence such as tedium or embarrassment (Williams & DeSteno, 
2008). A more comprehensive term, "grit," widens the scope and refers to diligence applied to long-
term, relatively unchanging goals of personal relevance (Duckworth et al, 2007).  For the purposes 
of this research we will retain the word, diligence, to denote the construct with the understanding 
that its definition includes the expanded sense of diligence captured by the word “grit”. 
 
We argue that this disposition can also refer to awareness of the details of one's surroundings and 
immediate experiences that doesn't necessarily require action. For instance, a mother carefully 
watching her three-month old child to make sure she doesn't harm herself could be considered 
"diligent," yet to an observer, she may look like she's doing very little.  Furthermore, we contend 
that diligence connotes careful, persistent effort or attention to tasks, regardless of whether they are 
intrinsically or extrinsically worthwhile.3 
 
Prior Operationalization and Measurement: The great preponderance of studies on diligence use 
global self-report scales (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) Examples include: Self-reported effort put 
into schoolwork (e.g., "I really work hard on classwork assignments in mathematics") (Trautwein et 
al, 2009) as well as reports of effort on specific assignments (e.g., "I put a lot of effort into 
preparing for this exam") (Corker et al, 2012). Observer reports of effort, such as from friends, 
coworkers and teachers, have also been used successfully in conjunction with other measures 
(Roberts et al, 2012).  Time spent on difficult tasks has been used (Williams & DeSteno, 2008) as 
well as level of care taken in one's work (DeWall et al 2011). Some research has taken this a step 
further and asked participants to complete a task correctly while being subjected to emotional 
distress (Roberts et al, 2012). 
 
Some methods attempt to reduce recall bias by asking people to reflect on their behaviors from a 
single day. These methods include diary entries on self-perceived effort for each night's homework 
(Trautwein et al, 2009), online surveys conducted each night asking whether specific behaviors that 
relate to conscientiousness were performed that day (Jackson et al, 2010), and asking participants to 
fill out surveys five times per day on a Palm Pilot device asking how well different adjectives 
described them ("How well does 'persistent' describe you in the past hour?") (Fleeson, 2001). 
 
Our Proposed Approach: 
 
For Students:  The student app we have developed to utilize Ecological Momentary Assessment 
methodology is provisionally entitled Inoted. It allows researchers to send multiple-choice questions 
with up to 8 answer choices to all or sub-groups of students in a classroom. The app sends a global 
phone alert saying a question is ready to answer and the student simply taps the alert or opens the 

                                                
3 There is extensive research on the factors that lead to higher levels of diligence, including aspects of personality, 
specific beliefs and perspectives, and situational factors (see Appendix A for full review). 
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app to have the question appear with answer choices below it. The app has a built-in system that 
keeps track of how many questions a student has answered. Once a certain number of questions are 
answered (this threshold can be set by researchers) a $10 Amazon.com gift code is automatically 
sent to the email address on file for the student. A unique feature of this app is that students can 
choose to give away their earned $10 award to one of three charities, The American Red Cross, 
World Wildlife Fund and Doctors Without Borders (See Appendix C-5 for screenshots).  
 
We propose to measure diligence and grit among students with a variety of questions sent to the 
Inoted app about daily behavior and attitudes. To measure grit, which we define as diligence applied 
to long-term goals, we plan to send an initial series of questions to assess if they have any long-term 
goals (e.g.,, "How much of a priority is it for you to get in shape this semester? How much of a 
priority is it for you to get better grades in history class?") We will then ask regular follow-up 
questions (one to two times per week) about specific behaviors related to those goals. 
 
If a student claims to want to get in better physical shape, we will follow up once a week for three 
months with questions such as "Did you engage in vigorous physical activity for at least an hour 
today?". Similarly, for those committed to improving their grades, we plan to ask an initial set of 
questions to assess a baseline ("What is your current GPA?" or "What is your current overall grade 
in science class?") but also provide an option of "Ask me tomorrow" each time.  By providing an 
option of "Ask me tomorrow" we can assess levels of procrastination, which we hypothesize is an 
aspect of behavior that is negatively correlated with diligence. We can then ask questions about 
behaviors related to working hard on a subject. An example might be "Do you have a science test 
coming up this week?" and for those who answer "Yes," following up with a nightly question  
"How long did you spend studying for your Science test tonight?" 
 
As for day-to-day diligence, we plan to ask questions addressing behavior that is necessary to 
complete work in a diligent manner. For instance, we will mimic work done in previous studies 
(Trautwein et al, 2009) asking regular questions such as "How hard did you work on your 
homework tonight?" and "How careful were you on your homework tonight?" We will ask similar 
questions about a subject that a student previously reported was his least favorite or most 
challenging, which we argue will assess level of persistence in the face of difficulties, boredom, and 
being overwhelmed. We plan to ask questions about specific behaviors or events that point to a lack 
of care and attention in one's daily activities (e.g.,, "Did you lose points for a careless mistake on an 
assignment today?"). 
 
In an attempt to delve into the important contexts and motivations around which influence whether 
people exhibit virtuous behavior, we plan to ask a follow-up question to students who stated that 
they worked hard on a given day as to why they did this ("What is the major reason you worked so 
hard today? (To avoid punishment by parents, To get a great job someday, To avoid looking like a 
failure to friends and classmates, etc.)). Alternately, we will ask follow-up questions of students 
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who did not work hard or persist with their activities to delve into 
reasons for this behavior ("Because it was overwhelming," 
"Because I'm bad at this subject," etc.). 
 
For Teachers: Our companion teacher app, provisionally entitled 
SoNoted, similarly pushes 3 to 5 questions per day to teachers 
based on the students seen that day in class. Questions can be one 
of two types. "Type 1" questions ask about one student at a time 
on our three domains of Diligence, Honesty and Compassion 
(e.g.,, "How would you rate John Smith on the following three 
domains today?") (See screenshot at left). Each domain is rated 
using a five-point continuum slider that defaults to the middle, 
neutral position. Teachers swipe either left or right depending on 
the student's behavior that day. Teachers receive an alert in the 
morning prior to that day's classes reminding them of the 2-4 
students they will be rating at the end of the day. In this way, a 
quick snapshot of that day's behavior is recorded with minimal 
disruption to a teacher's responsibilities. 
 
We will name one of the continuum slider scales "Diligence" 

with the following descriptive language below each of the five points on the slider: 
 
Very lacking 
in diligence 

Somewhat 
lacking in 
diligence 

Neither Somewhat 
diligent 

Very 
diligent 

 
Based on the average student load for middle school teachers in 
schools from which we have firm commitments (see 
Supplemental Materials for letters of support), or 45-60 students 
across all class sections, this leads to a student being assessed by 
a single teacher with a Type 1 question about every 7 to 10 days, 
or about 5 times in a typical quarterly marking period.  
 
Type 2 questions, alternatively, list a group of students and ask 
a teacher to decide whether any of the students in the list 
exhibited a specific behavior that day in a "small way" or a "big 
way." (See screenshot at lower right). Each of these Type 2 
questions will be sent once a day, on a continuous looping cycle, 
to either a random subset of a teacher's full list of students or to 
just one class section (e.g., first period history class). This 
looping cycle will mean that if there are, for instance, five total 
Type 2 behaviors we want to assess, then the question-asking 
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algorithm will cycle back to the first of the five behaviors on the sixth school day (See Appendix C-
7 for sample question-asking schedule).  We envision this type of question to be used for less 
frequent and more memorable behaviors, related to diligence such as: 
 
- "Carelessly rushed through his/her in-class assignment" 
- "Started a project but then gave up without finishing it." 
- "Persisted with an in-class task, even after failing" 
 
Measures for Validation: After a thorough review of the extant research literature, we have settled 
on the following self-report scales against which to validate our smartphone measures of diligence4: 
 
1. 8-Item Grit scale (Duckworth & Quinn, 2009) 
2. Persistence and Prudence subscales of VIA-YOUTH (Park & Peterson, 2006) 
3. ChildTrends Positive Indicators, Diligence scale (childtrends.org) 
4. Behavioral Indicators of Conscientiousness (BIC), Industriousness and Laziness subscales 
(Jackson et al, 2010)  
 
Our behavioral measure of diligence will most likely be inspired by work from DeWall et al (2011) 
who had students persist with difficult multiplication problems for a set time period (See Appendix 
B for full description of our preliminary ideas).  
 
In addition to these established measures, we plan to also compare our Ecological Momentary 
Assessment measures using smartphones to indicators of diligence that schools have historically 
assessed, such as quarterly progress reports that include scale items on perseverance and hard work 
("Needs Improvement-Satisfactory-Excellent" is a typical scale used). We also plan to comb 
narrative grade report comments for indications of diligence on specific assignments (e.g.,, "John 
showed great persistence on his Science Fair project over the last month of school, even coming in 
to school on a Saturday to finish it up!"). 
 
B. Honesty 
 
Conceptual Foundations:  We limit our discussion of the domain of honesty to two behaviors that 
we believe are most relevant to school contexts: telling the truth and not cheating. Honesty, then, is 
the disposition to tell the truth, when appropriate, in a variety of situations, in an appropriate way, 
and for virtuous motives (C. Miller, personal communication, August 2013). Cheating refers to any 
behavior that "intentionally breaks the relevant rules in a situation (whether moral or non-moral) in 
order to gain an advantage using deceit or fraud" (Miller, 2014, p. 54). 

Motivations to lie and cheat show a great degree of overlap with one another with only a few minor 
differences, so we will discuss them in terms of one overall grouping. Research on these behaviors 
                                                
4 See Appendix A for details on the psychometric properties of, and justification for, the use of these measures.   
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(Mead et al, 2009; Mazar, Amir, Ariely, 2009; DePaulo & Kashy, 1998; Newstead et al, 1996; see 
Miller, 2013a Chapter 3 and 2014 Chapter 10 for a review) has shown that the main factors 
involved in whether or not someone exhibits these behaviors are: 
 

• Avoiding embarrassment and/or shame; 
• Avoiding loss (material, financial, of a relationship, etc.); 
• Avoiding punishment and/or blame; 
• Avoiding hurting someone's feelings; 
• Wanting to hurt someone else; 
• Because it was the morally correct thing to do; 
• To maintain one's belief that he/she is honest; 
• To gain competitive advantage or achieve goals of worth to the self or others; 
• Because it seems thrilling or fun to do so; 
• Being too tired to maintain self-control; 

 
A working definition of honesty must be discussed here, and to that end we lean heavily on the 
aforementioned work of Miller (2014; 2013a). A paraphrased and blended account of his work on 
lying and cheating appears directly below. We believe this is best suited for use in a school 
environment where complex moral philosophical inquiry is not the norm: 
 

An honest person will: 
 
1. Refrain from telling lies, both "big" and "small," for self-oriented reasons (e.g., fear of embarrassment or 
anticipated material loss) except when morally justifiable (e.g., protecting the life of innocent Person A by 
lying to Person B who is trying to kill him); 
 
2. Refrain from telling lies for purely hurtful reasons unless morally justifiable (e.g., telling Person B that he is 
a worthless weakling in order to buy time for Person A to escape harm); 
 
3. Refrain from cheating (or allowing others to cheat) in situations where there is the freedom to do so and the 
rules are fair, even if he (or the other persons) could gain personal benefit by cheating. 
 
4. When lying or cheating (or helping others to do so) in ways that are clearly morally wrong, internally 
confront his behavior by refraining from self-deception or rationalization, and feel subsequent remorse and 
attempt to refrain from similar behavior in the future. 

 
In simpler language, a "perfectly" honest person tries to avoid exhibiting dishonest behavior, but if 
she has to, never does it for hurtful reasons, only does it for morally justifiable reasons, refrains 
from doing it (or enabling it in others) solely for her own benefit, recognizes she did a "bad thing" 
when she does act dishonestly, and feels subsequent guilt and/or shame for these transgressions, 
even if she is never caught. 
 



ID:	47870:	Developing	A	Smartphone-Based	Character	Assessment	System	for	Schools	
Project	Description	

 
 

9 

Prior Operationalization and Measurement: The vast personality assessment literature has one 
widely validated inventory, the HEXACO-PI (Lee & Ashton, 2004) that directly assesses a facet 
they label Honesty-Humility through subscales for Fairness, Sincerity, Greed Avoidance and 
Modesty. Honesty, not surprisingly, has also been assessed by asking questions about frequency of 
past cheating behavior (McCabe, 2008) and providing opportunities to cheat in experimental 
situations and then gathering information on who chooses to do so (see Miller, 2013a for review; 
Mead et al, 2009; Mazar, Amir & Ariely, 2008; Casey & Burton, 1982).  We are also intrigued by 
an approach taken by DePaulo & Kashy (1998; See Miller, 2013a for detailed treatment) who 
utilized daily "lie diaries" that asked adolescents to record every social interaction and lie they told 
each day. They were also instructed to record whether they felt distress during and after the telling 
of lies, and what reasons they had for each lie they told (e.g.,, to avoid embarrassment, to avoid 
hurting the other person's feelings). This closely aligns with our philosophy of character assessment 
utilizing daily snapshots of behavior and attitudes to uncover crucial contextual factors. 
 
Our Proposed Approach: 
 
For Students: Our main approach for assessing honesty among students using Ecological 
Momentary Assessment will be to simply ask them "Did you lie or stretch the truth today?" and 
"Did you cheat on something today (test, quiz, sports contest, etc.)?" The key here will be not so 
much asking them these questions, but how we follow up.  The research literature on honesty is 
clear about enhancers and inhibitors of the tendency to lie (see Miller, 2013a for a comprehensive 
treatment), and we hope to delve into these factors with focused follow-up questions for students 
who admit that they lied on a given day. We will regularly ask questions about whether or not a 
student lied "in a small way" or a "big way" (to mirror work by DePaulo and Kashy (1998) who 
distinguished between "everyday lies" and "big lies") but then we will make sure to follow up with 
questions such as "What was the reason you lied today?" providing answer choices that cover 

reasons cited in relevant research (Miller, 2013a; DePaulo & 
Kashy, 1998) (See screenshot at left). 
 
We will use a similar approach with instances of cheating, so 
that we follow up with those who admit to cheating with 
questions that probe for their motivations ("To avoid feeling like 
a failure", "To gain a competitive advantage over others", 
"teachers /parents have unrealistic demands").   To assess 
consistency across context, we plan to ask questions about lying 
and cheating that varies the recipients of these acts as well as 
situations, such as "Who have you been most dishonest toward 
this week?" (Family members, close friends, kind-of friends, 
strangers, I've been honest with everyone equally). 
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All in all, we believe our Ecological Momentary Assessment protocol for students will directly 
address Peterson & Seligman's (2004) admonition that "researchers should attempt to assess 
whether actual behavior is consistent with one's morally justifiable principles" (p. 262). In this case, 
we will be assessing how important being fair and honest are to an individual student, and then 
comparing this to self-reports of lying and cheating on a periodic basis with the Inoted app.  
 
If time permits in our study, we also hope to measure students' sense of "moral identity," or the 
degree to which a person believes herself to be a moral person, and then correlate this with our other 
measures. (See Appendix A for a detailed description of our ideas). 
 
For Teachers:  Similar to the approach we will use for diligence and grit, we will send teachers 
daily Type 1 questions on individual students that ask for ratings on continuum slider scales for 
each domain, one of which will be "Honesty." (See screenshots in Appendix C-6). The scale 
wordings are: 
 

Very dishonest Somewhat dishonest Neither Somewhat honest Very honest 
 
In addition we will send Type 2 questions about specific behaviors related to honesty where we ask 
teachers to indicate whether or not the students in the list exhibited dishonest behaviors in either a 
"small way" or a "big way" (e.g.,, "Did anyone in this list lie or break a promise to you today?"). 
 
Measures for Validation: We will utilize the following self-report measures to validate our 
smartphone apps, modified for use with middle schoolers by occasionally simplifying language 
and/or omitting items that only pertain to adults or older adolescents5: 
 
1. Items pertaining to lying from the Integrity Scale (Schlenker, 2008) and How I Think    
    Questionnaire (Nas, Brugman & Koops, 2008; Barriga et al, 2001); 
2. Authenticity subscale of the VIA-YOUTH (Park & Peterson, 2006); 
3. Fairness subscale of the HEXACO-IPIP (Ashton et al, 2007); 
4. Academic Integrity Survey for High School (McCabe, 2008); 
 
As for our behavioral measure of honesty, we are intrigued by work done by Mazar, Amir & Ariely 
(2008) who handed participants both a test sheet and an answer sheet for a search task in which they 
are asked to find two numbers in a matrix of nine that add up to 10. They hand in their answer sheet 
to experimenters but then can take money from an envelope in whatever amount they want for each 
correct answer, thus giving them a chance to cheat and take more money than they are actually 
supposed to receive. We will need to carefully plan how to do this in a school context, perhaps 
without use of actual money but with another similar material good of value to students at each 
school (See Appendix B for full description of our preliminary ideas). 
 
                                                
5 See Appendix A for details on the psychometric properties of, and justification for, the use of these measures. 
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We will also supplement our "paper and pencil" and behavioral measures of honesty with any other 
reporting mechanisms for dishonest behavior at individual schools, such as Honor Code violations, 
incidents logged with the school counselor or principal, or mention of any lying or cheating 
behavior in quarterly or semester-wide progress and grade reports. 
 
C. Compassion 
 
Conceptual Foundations:  Sir John Templeton mentions throughout his writings that the virtue of 
love is of primary importance, but our role as education consultants working with schools 
necessitates that we use other words to describe this virtue that are more feasible within these 
settings. The Greeks used the word agape to refer to the more altruistic form of love that is 
exhibited between friends, community members and humanity at large, and this is closest to what 
we believe will be acceptable to school administrators. This form of love involves an emotion of 
concern for what is good for others, for their own sake (C. Miller, personal communication, August 
2013). Terms that are used interchangeably (sometimes wrongly!) to describe this form of love are 
"empathy," "sympathy," "compassion," and "altruism." We argue, however, that only the concept of 
"compassion" fully encompasses enough aspects of caring and attention to warrant measuring in 
schools (see Appendix A for full discussion of the distinctions between the four terms).  
 
Compassion involves attempting to understand another in need as well as an inclination to help and 
support the needy other (Sprecher & Fehr, 2005). It can also refer to more encompassing and 
enduring feelings for all humanity. Compassion includes related concepts like caregiving, 
selflessness, and altruism (Berscheid, 2010).  Compassion should be understood as a virtue that can 
give rise to action, and it is theoretically distinct from a term such as "pity." Until recent times these 
two terms were used interchangeably but pity now refers to a feeling that is much more "shallow 
and motivationally idle" in the lexicon of modern times (Crisp, 2008).  
 
Prior Operationalization and Measurement:  Although we have settled on the term "compassion" 
for our conceptualization of the virtue of love, there is little empirical research using the same term, 
save for the work by Sprecher and Fehr (2005). Two close theoretical cousins, empathy and 
sympathy, have been assessed more often.  Empathy and sympathy are most commonly assessed by 
asking participants to respond to global self-report items asking about their levels of these feelings 
in varying situations (childtrends.org, 2013; Lawrence et al, 2004; Bryant, 1982; Davis, 1983). 
Researchers have also used emotionally evocative audio or video segments of distressed others and 
told participants that the situations are real, not hypothetical, and then asked questions about how a 
participant was feeling (see Zhou, Valiente & Eisenberg, 2003 for review). There are also self-
report measures that assess aspects of personality that relate to altruism and empathy (Ashton et al, 
2007; Goldberg et al, 2006; Costa & McRae, 1992). 
 
There are many ways in which helping behaviors that grow out of empathy, sympathy and 
compassion have been assessed throughout the research literature as well. This could take the form 
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of signing up to help out a person who recently experienced a personal tragedy (Batson, 1991), 
sharing with a peer or unknown other (see Eisenberg & Miller, 1987, for a review), donating part or 
all of one's payment for participating in a study (Sturmer et al, 2006), volunteering after being asked 
to help with a task unrelated to the experiment (Eisenberg et al, 1991), or even just observed 
"spontaneous helping" by researchers in a natural classroom environment (Eisenberg et al, 1999; 
Eisenberg et al, 1991). There are also a group of measures that assess self-reported frequency of 
helping behavior by either asking about specific behaviors from the past (e.g.,, "I have donated 
goods to a charity") (Rushton, Chrisjohn & Fekken, 1981) or by presenting vignettes and asking 
whether the helping behavior acted out by the protagonist in the story would be something the 
person would likely do (Shelton & McAdams, 1990). 
 
Our Proposed Method: 
 
For Students:  We propose to measure compassion by asking daily questions about attitudes and 
specific behaviors that delve into the "depth and breadth" of compassionate concern and related 
helping behavior people show to others (Weissbourd, R., personal communication, August 24th, 
2013). For breadth, we refer here to how wide a person's circle of concern goes outside his 
immediate family and friends. It's one thing to ask a student if he helped his friend with homework 
last night, but would he also be equally willing to help the socially awkward, new student with no 
friends? Does he feel any compassion for the plight of people in other parts of the nation or world or 
just the student at the end of the lunch table sitting alone? What about people who are 
fundamentally different than him in identity or background? (i.e., if he is Jewish, does he feel 
concern for Palestinians as well as Jews in Israel/Palestine?)  
 
There is also an issue of depth of concern, something Batson and his colleagues (1991; 1989) have 
illuminated empirically in their research on empathy and altruism and around which Miller (2013a) 
has convincingly formed a comprehensive theory.  Simply put, research has consistently shown that 
there are individual differences in the tendency to offer help to others dependent on the perceived 
cost (e.g. time, effort, irritation) of the helping behavior. Referring back to our hypothetical student 
from above, if a friend asks for help on homework, is he willing to spend only five or ten minutes or 
does he offer to block out his entire afternoon? A simple way to encapsulate this is to ask "Who 
does one have compassion for, and how much?" (Weissbourd, R., personal communication, August 
24th, 2013). 
 
We also recognize the importance of correlating helping behavior with one's moment-to-moment 
mood or feelings of shame or guilt, based on our reading of the research literature that shows strong 
connections between these feelings and variations in one's willingness to act prosocially (discussed 
in full literature review in Appendix A). 
 
With all of this taken into account, our Ecological Momentary Assessment protocol for compassion 
will take many forms. We will assess specific behaviors like whether or not one comforted someone 
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he didn't know too well that day or deliberately hurt someone's 
feelings within the past 24 hours. There are issues here with 
socially desirable responding, and we plan to sprinkle 
throughout the protocol questions from established social 
desirability scales for children to control for this (Paulhus, 
1991; Crandall & Crandall, 1965). We also believe that the 
data collected from teacher reports through the SoNoted app 
will further help us calibrate the measurement protocol for 
social desirability. 
 
We will also convert items from scales such as the Self-Report 
Altruism Scale (Rushton, Chrisjohn & Fekken, 1981) into 
questions about daily behaviors ("Did you volunteer to let 
someone go in front of you in line today?" or "Did you spend 
time volunteering your time to the school community this 
week?"). We will also ask questions about behaviors that 
reflect thoughtful, but not required, behavior toward others 

("How many messages of thanks (both on paper and through electronic communication) have you 
sent to people in the past month?") 
 
As for assessing one's breadth of concern, we plan to ask questions about a series of current events 
from local to global (e.g.,, How concerned are you about the recent massacre of civilians in Syria?) 
and combine these responses into a score that reflects that person's ability to have compassion for a 
variety of people across situations (natural disasters, physical violence, poverty). We will also ask 
questions about who one reached out to in her immediate school environment (e.g.,, "Is there a new 
student in your class this year?" and if "Yes", asking follow-up questions like "Did you reach out to 
a new student today to help acclimate them to school?"). We will also ask questions about 
demographic differences between the respondent and those she helps ("Have you comforted or 
stood up for someone of differing sexual orientation than you in the past week?" or "Did you give a 
compliment to someone you didn't know too well today outside your friendship group?"). 
 
To assess one's depth of care, we will ask questions like "Did you help a friend on his homework 
last night?" and if "Yes", then follow-up questions like "How long did you help your friend on his 
homework last night?" We will also ask questions to illuminate the degree to which an act of 
helping cost another (e.g.,, "To what degree was helping your friend a burden to you?"). 
 
For Teachers: Just like with the other two domains, we will send teachers daily Type 1 questions 
on individual students that ask for ratings on continuum slider scales for "Compassion" (See 
screenshots in Appendix C-6). The scale wordings will be as follows: 
 

Very 
uncompassionate 

Somewhat 
uncompassionate 

Neither Somewhat 
compassionate 

Very compassionate 
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We will also send Type 2 questions so that teachers can assess a group of students at one time 
asking "Did any student in this list..." and following up with examples of compassionate actions 
such as: 
 
"Spontaneously help another student in need today without you prompting?" 
"Comfort another student he/she didn't know too well?" 
"Share a valued possession with another student who seemed to need it?" 
 
Measures for Validation: We plan to validate our smartphone-based measures of compassion 
against well-established self-report measures that relate closely to the domain6: 
 
1. ChildTrends Positive Indicators Empathy scale (childtrends.org) 
2. Compassionate Love Scale (Sprecher & Fehr, 2005) 
3. Strengths & Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ), Prosocial Behavior subscale (Goodman, 2001) 
4. IPIP-NEO Altruism subscale (Goldberg et al, 2006) 
5. Visions of Morality scale (Shelton & McAdams, 1990) 
6. Self-Report Altruism scale (Rushton, Chrisjohn & Fekken, 1981) 
 
We plan to assess students with two behavioral measures of compassion, one that assesses 
compassionate feelings and another to assess altruistic giving behavior. We are drawn to research 
that assesses reactions to distressing situations, often operationalized in psychology experiments by 
showing film clips designed to induce feelings of concern for protagonists (Holmgren, Eisenberg, & 
Fabes, 1998; Stifter et al, 2008). We plan to look into how to feasibly do this in a group setting in 
each school and will most likely slightly modify the measures from the relevant research literature 
to do this. We also want to include a behavioral measure of altruistic helping, and the Ring Measure 
of Social Values (Liebrand & McClintock, 1988) and Prosocial Value Orientation game (Van 
Lange et al, 1999) seem most able to be modified for use in group settings (See Appendix B for full 
descriptions of our preliminary ideas). 
 
Finally, as with the other two domains of diligence and honesty, we will utilize school reports of 
compassionate acts, including awards students win for "good deeds," attendance lists from 
volunteering events, and progress reports that have entries for items related to compassion (e.g., for 
cooperating with others). We will also digitize and then search through all quarterly and semester 
grade report comments for keywords indicative of compassion (e.g., "showed caring," "kind"). 
Lastly, the unique feature within Inoted that allows for students to give away their periodic $10 
Amazon gift code to a charity of their choice is another way we will assess compassionate actions in 
addition to our smartphone EMA measures. 
 
 
                                                
6 See Appendix A for psychometric properties of these measure as well as our rationale for choosing them. 
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III. Study Procedures and Methods 
 
We plan to measure these three character domains day-to-day using smartphones to gather EMA 
data from students and teachers.  We propose to work with five middle schools (public and private) 
to conduct a longitudinal study of several hundred students, validating our new techniques against 
the most commonly used and reliable self-report and informant methods.  In the end, we hope that 
the study design allows each constituency to come away with something of value to them. The 
schools will get comprehensive analysis reports of their students' character growth over time, we 
will have validated the effectiveness of our new character assessment protocols for our apps, and 
the Templeton Foundation will have data on the effectiveness of measures that go beyond self-
report surveys, which is stated as a hoped-for outcome from this funding competition1. 
 
In the first step of the project we will complete the list of five schools with which we will work. 
This phase will begin in April of 2014 while the research team completes the current near-final draft 
study protocols. We currently have full letters of commitment from the urban, public Breakthrough 
Magnet School (Harford, CT, pre-K to 8th grade co-ed), and two independent schools, The Fenn 
School (Concord, MA, grades 3-9 boys' school), and Fairfield Country Day School (Fairfield, CT, 
pre-K to 9th grade boys' school), all of whom are firmly committed to the goals and requirements of 
this project.  To complete our desired mix of public / independent schools, we will work closely 
with Richard Weissbourd, PhD, Chair of the Human Development and Psychology program at 
Harvard University Graduate School of Education (see his letter of support in Supporting 
Materials). Dr. Weissbourd has significant expertise with interventions over his career in the Boston 
Public Schools and we are confident his network of professional connections will gain us access to 
the remaining schools we need. 
 
Once all schools have been engaged, Ben Keeler, Project Coordinator, and a full-time research 
assistant will meet with school leaders to finalize the list of available external validating measures 
that are unique to each school's internal procedures (e.g., teacher progress reports, honor code 
violation forms submitted to principals, school counselor incident report forms). During these initial 
meetings we will meet with teachers and students to explain the research study design in broad 
terms and coordinate the dissemination, and subsequent gathering, of informed consent documents 
from parents and assent documents from students (all procedures have been recently piloted – see 
Section IV). We will also discuss final plans for how each school will utilize the proposed $5000 
compensation for participating in the study. 

We will return to schools in September 2014 to administer the first of four paper-and-pencil and 
behavioral test batteries for the three character domains (See Appendix B for full list of measures). 
At this time we will also conduct training sessions for teachers on SoNoted and students on Inoted, 
getting them properly logged in and informing them of how data will be collected (i.e., 
anonymously) and disseminated to school leaders and stakeholders.  
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The first wave of EMA questions will begin after the first paper and pencil battery and training 
sessions conclude, in approximately late September, 2014.  We will then return to schools for 
follow-up paper and pencil batteries in January 2015, May 2015 and September 2015. During the 
last visit in September 2015 we will gather all external validation measures that we instructed 
schools to collect throughout the study. Data entry and preliminary analyses will be ongoing 
throughout the data collection period – please see Project Timeline. 

IV. Pilot Work - EMA Measures of Character 

We have worked closely for the past two and a half years with Fairfield Country Day School 
(FCDS), a K-9 independent boys' school in Fairfield, Connecticut, to pilot our EMA measures of 
character assessment. We began early on with email-based morning alerts (e.g. "Today you will be 
observing John Smith for his level of diligence in class.") and afternoon follow-up emails asking 
teachers to rate students on five-point Likert scales in an online dashboard.  Participating teachers 
remained engaged throughout the process, as evidenced by the frequent and enthusiastic email 
discussion between Ben Keeler, Edumetrics' Operations Manager, and the teachers involved. 

We then moved on to beta testing of our student smartphone app during product development with a 
volunteer group of 9th graders who sat down with us on two occasions to try out the app and give 
verbal feedback on its functionality. We are now completing a pilot protocol with 20 8th and 9th 
graders.  This initial pilot testing of student EMA measures is being conducted with a version of 
Inoted for recently graduated students, entitled GradContact, that is designed to gather data on their 
life trajectories and how well their school prepared them for the next phase of their lives. 
GradContact is virtually identical to Inoted but also includes a "Recent Results" feature that allows 
students to see aggregated response data in graph form from certain questions to provide them an 
opportunity to feel continued affinity with their graduating class. 

Students and parents were required to sign informed consent documents prior to participating that 
followed institutional guidelines common to most academic research studies. Edumetrics research 
personnel visited the school in June, 2013 to guide the students through downloading and logging in 
to the app and also to underscore that their answers will always be completely anonymous and only 
reported to FCDS school leaders in aggregate form as part of periodic data analysis reports. 

The first question of the pilot study was sent out on July 1st and it is set to wrap up in the first week 
of September. We have sent approximately three questions per day and have gotten back highly 
encouraging response rates averaging in the 85 to 90% range. This is considerably higher than many 
other EMA studies that have used cellphones to collect data (Courvoisier, Eid & Lischetzke, 2012). 

We also assessed a variety of domains using repeated EMA questions that were sent on a weekly 
basis, including mood ("What kind of a mood are you in right now?"), honesty ("Did you lie or 
stretch the truth today?"), compassion ("Excluding romantic partners, have you shown physical 
affection to someone today? (hug, pat on back)") and physical and mental health behaviors like soda 
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consumption, whether one flossed that day, and how many hours of sleep one got the night before. 
We are tracking a subset of the graduates' levels of grit (diligence for long-term goals) by having 
first asked them at the beginning of the summer who had a personal goal to get in better shape, and 
then following up once a week with the question "Did you engage in vigorous physical activity for 
at least one hour today?"  

We have also administered standard self-report scales slowly over time by asking one question a 
day rather than in one sitting, as they are typically undertaken in psychology studies. So far we have 
administered The Grit Scale (Duckworth & Quinn, 2009) for the character domain of diligence and 
the Visions of Morality scale (Shelton & McAdams, 1990) for the domain of compassion.  

V. Data Reduction and Data Analysis  

Our "big data" approach to data collection is backed by a parsimonious set of core study parameters 
and hypotheses characterized by the figure below:  

 

     Sept, 2014                          Jan, 2015                     May, 2015                    Sept, 2016 
            T1        -       INT1    -          T2       -   INT2     -     T3           -  INT3   -        T4 

For the three domains of student character (diligence, honesty, compassion), we will use self-report 
and teacher EMA methods for a four month interval (INT1) between September and January, and 
again between January and May (INT2). From the self-report EMA data, each youth will have a 
“strand” of numeric values, with considerable day-to-day variation, around a central tendency, both 
of which will be statistically modeled, along with daily situational factors (e.g., mood, hours of 
sleep, time of day) which will help predict daily variation and to smooth variance.  We will conduct 
standard validation analyses (e.g., concurrent, predictive, construct), comparing these EMA-derived 
values to three classes of established psychological measures collected at four month intervals 
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(T1,T2,T3,T4) – global self-reports, behavioral frequency counts, and 
behavioral tasks (e.g., response to viewing a distressing video; Stifter 
et al, 2008). Behavioral frequency measures will be modified to cover 
the previous four months (e.g., Self-Report Altruism Scale, Rushton, 
Chrisjohn & Fekken, 1981).  As in our past work, we will use standard 
(principal component analysis) and more advanced (Rasch/IRT 
modeling) techniques to reduce the data resulting from these 
psychological batteries.  Study procedures will be modified for the 
summer period (INT3) where, as in our pilot study, we will collect 
student-report EMA data only, and questions will focus on objective 
events related to the three character domains (e.g., repeated questions 
about exercising or other behavior related to personal goals, volunteer 
hours worked, donations to charity through the Inoted Rewards screen) 

and use these as outcomes against which to validate teacher and student EMA reports from the 
school year.   

Our central analytic goal is to validate the new EMA student- and teacher-report data.  Primary 
hypotheses include: 

1) Student self-report EMA data (INT1) will be significantly correlated with both baseline (T1), 
and follow-up (T2) psychological measures, and will correlate most highly with the mean 
values across T1 and T2. 
 

2) There will be a positive and significant correlation between student- and teacher-reports for 
INT1 (and also for INT2). 
 

3) Student and teacher self-report report EMA data (INT1) will be significantly correlated with 
“additional external validators” (objective measures) available in school records (e.g., 
"effort" grades in progress reports, dishonesty in disciplinary reports). 
 

4) Evidence of change over time will be more evident for EMA self-report measures than 
standard psychological assessments. 
 

5) Increases in EMA-derived scores will be positively correlated with corresponding school 
priorities.  For example in the Hartford Breakthrough Magnet School, we anticipate 
statistically significant increases for teacher- and student-reports of Diligence and Honesty 
(which are targeted in their curriculum) but smaller or non-significant increases for 
Compassion.  

These hypotheses all require a common approach for EMA data analyses and reduction.  The 
primary steps in the analysis will be:  (1) compliance analyses, examination of differential attrition, 
handling missing data, and checking subject characteristic differences, (2) checking data for 
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distributional assumptions, and (3) analyzing specific study hypotheses.  EMA data will be initially 
analyzed for issues such as compliance and attrition.  Participants who fail to meet minimal data 
standards will be dropped from certain analyses.  We will examine differences between dropouts 
and retained subjects.  Measures of EMA central tendency will initially be derived using traditional 
statistical approaches.  To accomplish this, data will be aggregated and the mean value across 
multiple data points will be calculated.  Given the large number of data points aggregated, these 
means are themselves highly reliable.  An unusual aspect of the EMA data is the extensive 
collection of repeated observations from each subject across time.  To get the full benefit of the 
richness of these data we will also analyze the disaggregated data using newer approaches based on 
random effects models.  We will use random effects regression models implemented with 
generalized estimating equations (GEE’s) with robust standard errors, which can handle 
longitudinal data with varying numbers of observations per participant( Zeger, Liang, & Albert, 
1988).  These analyses follow the form of traditional regression analyses while adjusting for 
clustering and autocorrelation of data within subjects; adjusted standard errors account for repeated 
measurements.  Appropriate link functions will be used (logit link for binary outcomes and identity 
link for continuous outcomes). If needed, we will apply a normalizing transformation to the 
continuous response measures (such as time spent on homework) before proceeding with the 
analysis.  Models will also control for potential confounding variables that are associated with the 
characteristics of interest.   

As an example of specific analyses, consider one aspect of Hypothesis 1, which predicts that 
established baseline psychological measures of diligence (T1) will predict student self-report EMA 
data during the following 4 months (INT1). Consistent with this hypothesis, we will examine the 
effects of baseline diligence (a time-invariant covariate) on our primary outcome: EMA-reported 
effort spent on homework over 4 months. To avoid the effect of outliers, we will apply a 
normalizing transformation (if necessary) to the outcome (Yi,j=effort spent on homework for 
participant i at week j)  prior to analysis.  A single linear mixed effects regression model will be 
used to simultaneously estimate the effects of baseline diligence on outcome (i=1,2,…,N, j=1,2,…,J 
where J=total number of weeks of EMA data collection per participant, i=1,…N participants) with a 
subject-specific intercept included to account for within-subject correlation in the outcome over 
time.  Data are nested such that daily reports of homework effort are nested within week within 
participant and standard errors must be corrected for such a design consideration. We will control 
for baseline value of the outcome and potential confounders of the effect of interest (including age, 
gender, and school).  Mixed effects models use a likelihood-based approach to estimation and 
therefore make use of all available data without directly imputing missing outcome values.  Since 
we theorize that student-reports for INT1 should reflect their level of diligence for the period 
between the baseline (T1) and first follow-up (T2) assessment, we hypothesize that the mean of 
T1&T2 questionnaire results will have the strongest association with both student- and teacher-
reported EMA values for INT1.  

 



ID:	47870:	Developing	A	Smartphone-Based	Character	Assessment	System	for	Schools	
Project	Description	

 
 

20 

VI. Conclusion – Strengths and Limitations 

Our research team has over 30 years experience conducting large-scale observational studies of 
youth development, including use of Ecological Momentary Assessment methods.  Accordingly, we 
recognize both how ambitious our proposed work is, as well as the huge potential impact of this 
“big data” approach.  We seek to collect a well-justified and extensive body of data that can address 
our specific study aims and that we hope will provide a rich data resource for the Templeton 
Foundation and future investigators.  Without overwhelming our study participants, we seek to cast 
a wide net over the course of an entire school year to demonstrate the feasibility of serious attention 
to character growth in school settings, to develop improved measures of core character domains, to 
increase dialogue within school settings on these topics, to provide a means to evaluate school-
based character development efforts and in general to contribute to character development at the 
population level.  Over 80% of the requested funds, and sizeable in-kind contributions from 
Edumetrics Consulting, are dedicated to data collection alone.  These ambitious goals come with 
some potential risks, most notably the possibility of overwhelming both participants and the 
research team with an abundance of data.  We will protect against subject burden by: 1) limiting 
daily queries to approximately 3-5 per day (which at this level still resulted in 85-90% completion 
rates during our recent 3 month pilot project); 2) maintaining student and teacher advisory boards at 
each school, with the option to reduce the volume of data collection; and 3) careful review of our 
proposed procedures during the 5 months prior to study initiation.  Other potential limitations of the 
proposed work are:  

1) Need to fully complete study protocol, including in-person behavioral tasks and sources 
of objective external validators – this will occur during the 5 months of final planning 
with input from school partners, study investigators and Advisory Groups at each school. 

2) Missing data and student attrition is inevitable, but will be reduced through our piloted 
field procedures. Data analysis methods, including generalized estimating equations, can 
easily accommodate missing data.  

3) Overly ambitious to complete 3 manuscripts in approximately 6 months – we 
acknowledge this, feel we can get these well underway, and completed soon after, if not 
during, the two year period of support requested. 

4) Costs for travel, data entry, phone etc. - not included in Templeton budget but will be 
paid by Edumetrics Consulting.   

5) Plans and justification for summer data collection and final in-person assessment (T4) 
not fully developed.  As in our pilot study, we seek to collect summer student EMA data 
with a different set of items to: a) examine the stability of reports of Diligence, Honesty 
and Compassion across contexts (school – home); b) to obtain an additional source of 
information (e.g., time spent on volunteer activities) to validate teacher and student 
EMA reports from the school year.   

We hope the reviewers share our impression that these potential limitations are offset by a number 
of strengths of the proposed work: 
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1) The general measurement aims – to develop feasible and valid real-time measures that 
can be used to measure change over time in school settings – are of huge interest and 
relevance at this historical moment. 

2) The character domains that we highlight – Diligence, Honesty and Compassion – were 
selected through a careful analysis of school mission statements, current paper-and-
pencil approaches (e.g., the KIPP Character Report card) and of interest to Templeton.  
We seek to develop measures that match the needs and interests of motivated school 
administrators and teachers. 

3) This is not an isolated academic effort – our aspiration is to develop valid and feasible 
measurement approaches that can accelerate interest within schools that is already under 
way – we are trying to “accelerate” not “initiate” efforts to enhance character in school 
settings. 

4) Diverse, experienced interdisciplinary team, including leaders in “conceptual” 
disciplines (e.g., Christian Miller, Philosophy) and “empirical” disciplines (Kindlon – 
psychology; Buka – quantitative methods).   

5) Experienced team of educators, committed to enhancing growth and measurement of 
student character in school settings, including Julie Goldstein, Principal of the 
Breakthrough Magnet School in Hartford, CT, the first of only three magnet schools in 
the nation that explicitly states character education as a theme (see Letter of Support in 
Supplemental Materials), Rick Weissbourd, Chair of the Human Development and 
Psychology program at Harvard University Graduate School of Education, who brings 
an extensive network of Boston public schools interested in character development, and 
Project Coordinator, Ben Keeler, with 10 years of teaching and research experience in 
middle schools. 

6) Two years of measures development, team development, and related investments by 
Project Leader, Dan Kindlon, Founder of Edumetrics Consulting. 

7) Three-month pilot test of 20 middle school students, including consent procedures, 
confidentiality procedures, student incentives and more. 

8) Record of academic productivity of core investigative team (Kindlon, Buka, Miller) and 
long history of collaboration between Kindlon and Buka. 

9) Established track record of investigative team in large scale observational data collection 
efforts. 

10)  Commitment to produce white papers and procedural manuals that will help ensure that 
the lessons learned from this project can be readily disseminated to help ensure that 
more schools adopt these methods. 

11) Project Coordinator, Ben Keeler, is in ongoing, enthusiastic discussion by phone and 
email with Brittany Butler, Executive Director of the KIPP Charter School Network 
Character Lab, for possible participation in this proposed project. 


