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ABSTRACT

This is a descriptive study of elementary school teachers’
perceptions of values transmitted in classrooms. Through
circulation of a survey to teachers in Fublic and Separate Schools
in the "Golden Horseshoe" district of Southern UOntario (excluding
Toronto), it was found that teachers do see themselves as promoting
values which tend to be conceptual or knowledge-based and receptive
and pertain to self-perception and personal growth. They also show
a tendency to use more conceptual teaching strategies such as
discussion. The respondents had no clear opinion regarding student
disposition toward values but did feel very influential in
developing that disposition. Demographic factors of gender, age,
teaching division and teaching experience affected the responses to
the suwvey. The study was undertaken to describe a very sensitive
area in education in the hope of moving closer toward a more

aeffective school system.
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CHAPTER ONE- THE PROBLEM

Introduction

This is a descripltive study of teachers’

perceptions regardings: |

i)

educational values which teachers promote or

actively portray

ii?
iii)
iwv)

V)

how they promote or portray them
what the types of values are
how students are disposed toward these values

haow influential they feel in developing student’'s

disposition toward those values, and

vi)

demographic factors which may affect those

perceptions.

Values have been an integral part of education.

They represent societal values, or a vision of what

society should be. As society has become more

cultuwrally pluralistic, one tendancy has been to remove

values from curriculum, to become amoral or value

rneutral. Another alternative has been to try to

represent all of the diverse values within a diverse

cultwre. A third alternative has been to teach generic

values which are universally accepted. There also

seems to be a perception that certain values need to be

taught in order to teach prescribed curriculum,

{prerequisite values). These points lead to many

guestions about the relationship between curriculum,

values and society. 8Specifically, guestions surface



about what values are being taught, whose values they
are, how they are being taught, how pervasively and
with what kind of impact.

This chapter provides background to such gquestions
and suggests general problems which arise from these
guestions. It proposes hypotheses to be addressed in
the study, provides a rationale and description of the
study, outlines some assumptions and limitations and
addresses the importance of such a study. An outline

for the remainder of the paper completes the chapter.

Fersonal Background to the Froblem

As with any written material, and in keeping with
arguments presented in this paper, the author (this
parallels the teacher/communicator in the classroom?
birings certain personal, experiential and theoretical
biases to the content of his/her material.
Understanding these and attempting to make them
eiplicit may aid in a broader comprehension of the
wor k. It is with this in mind that I offer some
personal background to help place this study within a
context.

I began my teaching career after having completed
an undergraduate degree with a mini-thesis in ethics
and having worked for a time in business. My various
business experiences poignantly elucidated the fact
that the possession of certain values is very
pragmatic, possibly essential, in successfully
attaining business goals. Those goals are very clear.

They are also value—-laden, representing a specific



philosophical outlook on human relations, econoamics,
aesthetics, morality and behaviouwr. They imply a
vision of what the world is or should be. They also
direct behaviowr in a very profound manner. Most
behaviouwr is implicitly, if not explicitly, related to
those goals and their represented values. More
importantly, immersion in this business environment,
and probably any environment, can potentially change
one’s character and value structure.

This sociological and psychological look at values
in & broader sense dirtied my pure metaphysical or
epistemological view of ethics. I still believed that
our personal values were the essence of our person, but
now knew how fragile and susceptible many of those
values were.

I also continually saw rhetoric in conflict with
action, action being the truer statement of the values
which lay behind that action. I firmly believe that
every action or behaviouwr 1is & communication of an
underlying wvalue, a value statement. But how do
individuals decide on their actions? How do they
maintain convictions? How do they realistically
describe their values? Are values a justification for
action or the reason preceding the action? What
factors come into play in choosing values? These, and
a myriad of other guestions, helped to take me into the
field of education. What better place to see how
people formulate their values and to look at the
influences on those values, than working with children
in their formative years? It is with this background
experience and bias that I approach the subject of this

study.



Background to the Froblem

"I camn only teach children about one half of what
I could teach them fifteen or twenty vears ago."

“Why? What do yvou think has changed?"

"Now I have to spend so much of my time teaching
them values."

This is a brief excerpt from a staffroom
conversation with a teaching colleague of mine. I have
since had many other conversations with experienced
teachers expressing the same concern. I understood,
but at the same time was startled by what lay under the
message.

I understood that there has been a very definite
change in societal structwe, injected with new values,
sometimes confusing, often overwhelming in number and
detinitely not in a neat conceptual package. 1 also
understood that there are very definite academic
curriculum mandates which have not changed
fundamentally during this period, except perhaps by
becoming greater in number and more of a burden. These
mandates assume certain socio—-economic, cultural,
personal , interpersonal, family, aesthetic, technical,
moral and other values to some degree and help to
reinforce those by ensuring success to those children
who easily adapt to them. Changes in societal values
may'run counter to those values which curriculum
assumes, making it more difficult to teach that
curriculum. I also understood that teaching cﬁildren
rnow in the same manner as they were taught fifteen to
twenty years ago may not be as gffective as it was

then.



I was startled that the above-mentioned teacher
was "teaching values." 1 was also concerned by the
inference that teaching values is somehow less
important than teaching other material, and that values
appear to be separable from other curriculum material.
I also realised by reflecting on that conversation that
herein may lie the essence of the educational
enterprise, especially in the public shool system.

This teacher was apparently trying to change the
character of the children by manipulating their values,
or perceived lack of values, to match the cuwrriculum
matérial in ogrder to teach that material more easily.
The assumption here appears to be that we need to
change childrens’'s values to suit curriculum rather
than changing curriculum in response to children's
values and changing needs. This would seem to suggest
that schools are not to reflect society’' s values or to
be representative of them but to project values from
another souwrce onto children, in twn shaping some
vision of what a child or =society is, or should be.
Whose vision is this? Are not publically funded
schools, in a representative democracy, ultimately
responsible to the society which supports them? As
such, should they not represent the values of that
society, the things that society deems important?

Teaching values has always been, until recent
times, a commonly accepted part of education, whether
it be teaching and preserving traditional
Judeo-Christian morals, political tolerance, rules of
conduct, respect of authority or other traeditional
societal values. Teaching children in Western society

involves teaching the commonly accepted values and



traditions of Western society in preparation for life
within that society. It also involves preserving those
values and traditions in order to maintain that society
or a projected vision of a future society. But there
have been recent trends to see education as being an
amoral activity. Societal values and traditions have
become less clear, and teaching values has been seen to
conflict with some cultural sensitivities. The
response has been, in part, to try to remove everything
from curriculum that may be sensitive to some groups in
society. Values clarification methods and other
approaches to teaching values claim not to promote any
particular stand on values, but to allow children to
develop and clarify their own. To openly admit
teaching values in this context is rather surprising.

To teach specitic types of values in order to make
teaching curriculum easier has some startling
implications. The possession of certain values appears
to be & necessary precursor to school success.
Curriculum may be rife with values that run contrary to
current societal values. Although many school
materials may have been screened to weed out unwanted
values, teachers may be having to supplant those
attempts by teachihg other values. What kinds of
values are being tauwght, and therefore, what kinds of
vélues do teachers see as being important precursors
for the curriculum success of children?

If the end is the teaching of curriculum, and the
means involves teaching appropriate values, curriculum
takes higher precedence over values. Not only that,
but curriculum directs and validates those values which

are appropriate to it. However, it appears that



curriculum does not directly address or acknowledge
those values, or the above-mentioned teacher may not
have seen them as separate. Were they considered part
of the curriculum, this teacher would not have felt
that she was not teaching as much. She would have felt
that the focus and type of curriculum had changed, not
that she was teaching less of it. Are values to be
seen with such narrow vision as a means to an end,
isolated from the society and personalities from which
they are derived?

Are values somehow separable from other
educational material? Teaching certain values to
enable other materials to be taught implies that they
are separable entities. I would contend that all
materials, activities, expectations and social and
personal interactions are value-laden. Attention may
be focused on the interpretation of the values implied,
but the values cannot be isolated. Every action
communicates values implicitly or explicitly. Attempts
to isolate and separate values from action runs the
risk of hypocrisy. All activities in the classroom
teach and support or preserve certain values and ignore
others. Classrooms cannot be value-free. This teacher
had some intuwition that there was a strong connection
between values and other materials, for she felt that
they both had to support each other. But she was
guessing about what values and how to teach them and
was seeing them as a burdensome appendage to her
curriculum.

Ferhaps this is one of the central issues of the
educational enterprise. Schools teach, promote,

encourage, reward, support and sustain certain values



through every activity which touches children. They
also ignore numerous other values. They cannot avoid
this. Yet, prescribed curriculum concentrates on
skills and knowlege as its foundation rather than the
values they represent. In fact, values tend to be
addressed separately, if at all. Values communicated
through classroom practice are not common knowledge to
parents, teachers, students or many people associated
with the educational enterprise. In some private, and
to a lesser extent, separate schools, the issue of
values is addressed more clearly and is communicated
through board or school philosophy.

The public schools, accountable to the general
public with the expectation that they are
representative of them, are very vague about the issue
of values, and reasonably so, because they cannot deal
uniformly with the number of varied values in a
cultural mosaic. Their mandate may be too large. They
may need to become more regional in response to
regional values, and in response to individual
teacher 's teaching philosophy, to allow parents a
choice in the education of their children. This would
suggest critical analysis of actions, policies and
materials which find their way to active use in
classrooms, to determine what types of values are
represented. Further, these values should be openly
acknowledged, clearly commnunicated and an integral part
of prescribed cuwrriculum,

Public education is continually being criticized
in the media for its failures. High drop-out rates,
poor international ranking, lack of discipline, lack of

accountability, high illiteracy rates and other major



social /educational problems are being blamed on the
public school systems. UOne way to address these
problems is to look at the mandate of education, to
assess its social responsibility. The values that are
transmitted in schools are some of the most lasting and
important aspects of the educational experience.

Skills and knowledge required for successful
assimilation into society are important as well, but
they cannot be completely separated from the values
that they represent. The selection of appropriate
skills and knowledge is representative of some,
necessarily biased by exclusion, vision of what society

is or should be.

Statement of the Froblem Situation

From the above discussion, one very major function
of current educational institutions is to instill
values, beliefs and attitudes in the children who pass
through them, and to produce or perhaps reproduce those
values. To overlook this function may be to do a grave
digservice to the public, children and to practicing
educators. I am not suggesting a specific approach to
this function, but rather & need for the recognition
and awareness of this aspect of learning by teachers
and all participants in the educational community.

If this area is being overlooked, there is a need
to begin to gather information about what kinds of
values are being communicated and passed on to

students, how they are being transmitted, by whom and



with what degree of success, in order to critically
evaluate what is happening in the school system,
Attempts at identifying what values are in fact
being promoted through the schools are riddled with
problems, in part because each school, school board,
administration and teacher may hold differing sets of
values., Second, it is difficult to identify the
specific values communicated to each student by any
single school policy, statement or action. The
cumitlative or repeated exposuwe to these factors may be
mor e critical but harder to evaluate. Third, what an
individual states as a personal value may differ from
what they express in action. Fourth, values may be
transient in natwe, changing in differing situations,
theretore being difficult to define apart from a '
gspecific context. Numerous other difficulties have

caused this area of education to be overlooked.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to begin to describe
teacher perceptions of these issues. It is an attempt
to explore and to open the issue of values in education
in order to find shortcomings, to find overt trends, to
discover perceived strengths and to begin to build an
educational system which is democratically responsive
to the society which gives it support. It is
exploratory in nature, not definitive, and not
suggestive of any specific value or approach to values
in education. It is a beginning in the search for

answers to some very broad, encompassing guestions.
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Buestions to be Investigated

The first problem to euplore is whether values are
being promoted consciously by teachers. I+ they are,
then what types of values are being promoted? How can
these values be classifified or sorted? How are they
heing promoted? Are there any factors which influence
the types of values promoted? How influential are
teachers in promoting these values? How responsive are
students and what is their disposition toward these
values? Is there a specifically male or female
orientation toward values which finds imbalanced
expression in classrooms? Do moral gr value opinions
and expressions change as teachers age? Is there some
correlation between or within differing age groups and
the types of values promoted? Are different values
promoted in different grade levels, taking into account
various developmentzsl stages of moral or value
reasoning? Does teaching experience affect the kinds of
values promoted in classrooms? Is there a specific and
perhaps narrow set of unigquely educational values which
receive emphasis as teachers’ experience and exposure
to educational norms increase? Is there any kind of
consistency between grade levels or teachers of
differing gender,; age, or teaching experience? Do
certain age-specific or gender—-specific values
predominate in classrooms? Is the peception of teacher
influence affected by age, gender, teaching division or
teaching experience? Is the perception of student
disposition affected by these same factors? Do these
perceptions affect the types of values promoted?

Answers to these types of questions may begin to open



the door to critical evaluation of values practices in

schools.

Conceptual Assumptions Regarding the Investigation

af these GOQuestions

There are great assumptions made when attempting
to find even partial answers to these gquestions. The
most obvious assumption is that these types of
questions can be investigated, that values are things
that exist as real entities, conceptual forms,
metaphysical phenomena or in some other sense. Values
can be described, deliniated and communicated. This
statement assumes that values can be isolated in some
manner from other phenomena and can be discussed
indepedently. It also assumes that there is some
common understanding about what values are and how they
can be communicated.

In order to answer these types of qguestions, there
is an assumption that teachers can recognize values and
stirrategies used to promote them. Teachers, it will be
shown in the next chapter, may be inadequately prepared
to deal with values and to be able to effectively deal
with this subject area. It has also been shown that
many teachers do not understand some of the basic
mechanisms of values transmission. Another contention
is that we are still in the initial stages with regard
to understanding morals and values in general
(Cochrane, 1982). If this is so, one objective must be
to educate teachers as to the importance of values
education and of their relative inexperience in the

AlrEa.



There is an assumption that stated values by
teachers and strategies for promotion actually find
expression in classroom practice. An even greater
assumption is that this expression has some impact on
students. Conclusions drawn from asking teachers to
express themselves with regard to values cannot be
applied to actual values transmission. That would be
the subject of & much broader study. Asking for a
teacher ‘s statements of values and practice can only be
reasonably applied to a teacher 's intentions, explicit
directives or desires for actual values trasmission.
There may be little or no direct connection with actual
classroom practice on an explicit level and even less
at the implicit level. As a result there may be little
impact on students in the manner suggested by a

teacher s statement.

Delineation of the Research Froblems

Given the background to the problem, the volume
and scope of the questions which arise from that and
the conceptual assumptions which underlie investigation
of these types of guestions, the problem appears to be
how to describe teacher values and their transmission
in the classroom situation. In turn, the problem is
how to describe teacher influence on the transmission
of those values, how students are disposed to those
values and what basic factors influence them.

The problems for investigation are as follows:

1. Do teachers see themselves as praomoting values in

the classroom?



2. Do teachers favouwr the use of particular
strategies in the promotion of values?
3. Do teachers favour the promotion of some

Categories of values over others?

4, Do teachers hold clear opinions about student

disposition toward the indicated values?

S Do teachers hold clear opinions about their direct
personal influence on their students developing a
disposition toward the values that they see themselves

as promoting within their classrooms?

b Do the factors of gender, age, teaching division
and teaching experience have some effect on these

responses’?

Importance of the Study

If some of the questions proposed can be answered
through the investigation of these hypotheses, some
very important progress may be made, in a descriptive
sense, to bring about discussion, awareness and perhaps
change in the manner by which values are transmitted in
the public school system. As very little research has
been done to describe teachers’ philosophical framework
or values stance, some research must be conducted.

Most of the studies in this field have been theoretical
or critical in nature. Other descriptive studies have

tended to focus on detailed analysis of practice in one



classroom or school, the results being difficult to
apply in & broader sense. A description needs to be
generated of the philosophical framework or values
stance of a number of teachers in & number of schools
from a variety of demographic areas. From such a study
it may be determined where the perceived weaknesses
are, how teacher values align with parental and
societal values and if schools are meeting the values
needs of the community.

This study does not propose to answer all
questions, to apply to all teachers or even to teachers
witﬁin the population of the sample. It does propose
to begin to explore questions which have hitherto not

been addressed adequately.
Outline of the Remainder of the Study

In the remainder of the study, pertinent
literature is reviewed to help reinforce many of the
points made in the background to the problems in this
chapter. This is done in Chapter Two. In Chapter
Three the methodology and procedures used to gather
information to_investigate the hypotheses are outlined
and justified. The results of the information gathered
are analysed and evaluated in Chapter Fouwr, while a
summary is made and the conclusions, recommendations
and significance of the study are examined in Chapter

Five.



CHAPTER TWO- REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Furpose of the Review

The purpose of this literature review is to
establish that the teachinng of values is an
unavoidable part of education and a central, vet
relatively undeveloped, issue within education. I will
draw upon existing literature in the field to support
points already made in the background to the problem in

Chapter One, and to establish the need for research.
Outline of the Review

In this chapter 1 wrestle with the difficulty of
defining the term "value." I will try to establish
that schools have and still do teach values. These
values are either reflective of society or projective.
As society has become more pluralistic, values have
become less clear. In this context, teaching values
has been perceived negatively. Responses from
educational institutions have been ineffective.
Teaching necessarily means teaching values, and there
ié a need to perceive the teaching of values in a new
light. Research must be conducted to see where schools
are with regard to teachers’ values, strategies,
perception of influence and student disposition, and
demographics. Some studies addressing these lssuess are
mentioned to assist in formulating the guestions and

survey for this resesarch study.



The Nature of Value

The first difficulty when dealing with the problem
of values is the term itself. The term is used in very
widespread and often confusing ways. Bince Flato's
time, philosophers have discussed a number of i=ssuss
such as the good, the right, obligation, virtue, moral
Jjudgment , aesthetic Jjudgment, truth and other similar
imsues in a similar manner. According to Frankena
(1972, in the nineteenth century the conception of a
general theory of value and valuation was born, or
rediscovered in Flato, which would include all of the
above topios. However , there is great disagreement
about the use of the term in philosophical usage, and
evEn more so in popular usage, partly because of a
failure to recognize differences in meaning.

It is generally agreed that "value® refers to all
kinds of critical statements in contrast to statements
of fact or existence. These statements involve
judgment or estimation. But even this simple statement
is problematic, in that it is not clear where to draw
the line between judgment and fact or existence. Is
naot fact or existence partially a determination of
Jjudgment? Even within the realm of clear value
Judgments, as Dewey (193%9) would argue, there are two
senses of its use. To prize, like, esteem or cherish
invaolve mere desiring or liking or matters of taste.

To apprize, appraise, estimate or evaluate involve
reflection and comparison.

What is valuable or what & valus actually is, is
also a subject for philosophical debate. Normative

theorists have looked for that which is good in itseldf



or has intrinsic value, while metanormative theorists
have looked at the problem of the nature of value and
valuation and its meaning. Values have been seen as
being properties in things and as such, value
Judgements may be factuwal in nature, describing the
true or false existence of that property. They may be
seern to be a natural guality ascribed to what we enjoy
or desire. They may be metaphysical properties,
existent, but incapable of empirical description. They
may simply be judgments or expressions of attitude,
emotion or desire. They may also be prescriptive
rather than descriptive, or recommendations as in moral
values. Bo even the distinction between fact or
existence and value is unclear.

The real gquestion may be whether values are
justifiable or rational. 0Ff course, the position taken
on what values are determines their manner of
justification. Five basic positions are taken
according to Frankena (1972), with regard to the
justification of basic or nonderivative or axiomatic
value judgments. Une, they can be established by
empirical evidence or by the meaning of the terms used.
Twe, they can be established through metaphysical
argument or by divine revelation. Three, they are
arbitrary and irrational and therefore incapable of
justification. Fouwr, they are valid as intersubjective
conventions. Five, they may be rational or justified
even though not provable by induction or deduction.

How they are justified is not clear nor commonly agireed
upon.

There are also many problems regarding the meaning

of value as applied in varving contexts. Is there a



fundamental difference in political, economic,
aesthetic, technical, moral or other values? Are all
values essentially the same in terms of their souwrce
and Jjustification and use? Can they all be treated the
same or must they be differentisated, some being
rational, others emotional, others divinely revealed,
and still others naturally existent as properties of
objects? Clearly there are many difficulties in
reaching consensus on the meaning of, the justification
of and the appropriate use of the term value,
difficulties which are critical to the argument of this
paper. I will argue that, in part, the mandate of the
public schools is to resolve this issue, and the
splution has been to try to find one approach which is
satisfying to all sides.

Some suggestions have been made by Thomas (1989)
about broad types of values, direction and strength of
those values. He states that the nature of values is
that they are statements of opinions, not publicly
verifiable but held as a matter of personal conviction.
They contrast with statements of fact which are a
result of observation or measurement and are publically
verifiable. Values vary in direction, being positive
or negative, and strength, by the degree of conviction.
That conviction may border on belief as fact. He
determines fouwr types of values. Aesthetic values deal
with artistic judgements. Technical values are
judgments about how effectively something operates.
Economic values are judgments concerning financial
profit. Moral values are the most problematic to
de?ine, but appear to deal with judgments of right and

wirong action.



Regan (1977) sees the classroom as one in which
components "produce the learning of universalistic and
achievement values, work-oriented norms, subject
matter, and study methods" (p. 323). All of these, I
would contend, are representative of value-laden
Judgments imposed upon students ih classroom settings.
Those Judgments may contain aesthetic, technical,
financial or moral values.

For the sake of clarity in this paper, I will
ignore the difficulties in conclusively defining the
term and try to give it some sort of operational
definition. Using the UOsford English Dictionary
(Onions, 1983) as a guide, value would appear Lo mean
"the relative status of, or the estimate of, the worth,
usefulness, or importance of an idea or commodity." In
addition to ideas or commodities, I would include
actions, behaviours and skills. These may bhe more
pertinent to school experiences, as teachers are
regularly given the task of "evaluating® students or
Jjudging their.relative‘valua on these merits. The
operative terms here refer to a judgment or estimate.
That Judgment or estimate need not be euplicitly
stated, but, I contend, is most often implied in
actions or behaviow . The suggestion is that values
are any aesthetic, technical, financial or moral
judgment suggested, rewarded,‘encouraged, reinforced,
evaluated or otherwise given positive or negative
support by explicit or implicit means.

According to this definition, value is a very
broad term, applicable to anything so long as some sort
af Jjudgment or estimate is made about relative status,

worth, usefulness or importance either explicitly or
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implicitly. This study begins to provide an operative
definition of the term in education by polling teachers
for specific values and value types.

For the purpose of understanding how the term is
used in the balance of the paper, I will consider
values to be the philosophical underpinning or broad
world view represented by action or behaviour. As
such, they are the background by which any and all
judgments or decisions for action are made. They may
be made explicit as goals, or broad encompasing
statements to direct behaviour, but may be entirely
implied by action. They reflect a broad perception of
the world and the individual ‘s place in it. Their
existence may in fact be only interpretive, being
disclosed by consistency in behaviouwr. For this reason
there may he very little agreement between the explicit
or stated values of an individual and the values
implied by beshaviour.

The manner in which we perceive the world is also
a very difficult issue. Education tends to concentrate
on three basic areas. In an educational setting,
values may be manifest in judgments or choices made in
the promotion of knowlege, operations {(behaviour) and
atfect. According to Fopp (1989), these three areas
are the basic areas of content and also of what a
pérson is. I will use these as the general areas of
application of behaviour and assume these to be the
basic types of values represented in that behaviouw as
related to education. Fopp (1989) describes each of
these three domains as having a component hierarchy.
Friowledges at the lowest level begin with specific

facts and move to concepts or groups of related facts,



to principles of two or more related concepts, to
theories or broad encompasing principles, to systems or
broad organizations of information from which theories
can be derived. His operation begins with basic
aoperations or basic ways to organize information and
moves to integrated operations or combinations of basic
operations, to school skills or application of basic
and integrated operations, to complex strategies. The
aftfective domain begins with feelings or likes and
diszlikes attached to specific events and moves to
attitudes or positive or negative sets of similar
events with similar feelings attached. It advances to
beliefs or principles with one or more attitudes, to
values or sets of related beliefs which colour
decisions, to traits or consistent characteristics of
behaviow from consistent sets of values.

Each of these levels may represent an expression
of Judgment or choice if presented to children in an
educational environment. That presentation is
representative of one of these levels and may possibly
be interpreted as such. Even though the term "values®
is used in & specific manner by Fopp (1989, I would
suggest that values are the broader most basic belietfs
ar views of the world which influence and make sense of
knowledge, operations and affect. As such, these areas
are interdependent. Changes in one domain may
influence others. Consistent changes in many areas in
one direction may change & person’s values in the
deepest sense.

Im summary, it appears that values are the result
of a choice or decision which has involved judgment on

the part of an actor. Their content may be technical,



financial, aesthetic or moral and may be expressed in
varying levels of sophistication in knowledge,
behaviour (operations) or affect. Their media of
edpression in education may be through policies, rules,
expectations, behaviours, materials, teaching
strategies, personal relationships, fuwnishings,
routines and through many other means, both explicitly

and implicitly.

Do Schools Teach Values?

Historically, the transmission of values, more
specifically religious and moral values, was considered
a strong aspect of the purpose of education. The
growth of the public school system in Ontario was
di-riven by the values promoted by Egerton Rverson, a
Methodist minister. His goal was to bring sanctity and
arder to hbuman aftfairs through education. That
education was predominantly moral. Ryerson believed
that moral law was not innate and "could only be
introduced to the mind by Christian revelation, and
thus by Christian education" {(Prentice, 1977, p.31).

He sought to establish a system of public education
that was Christian but non—denominational

{(Brehaut ,1984). The other major player in the
formation of the public school system, the Reverend Dr.
John Strachan, was a proponent of formal schooling but
under established church auspices. BRoth were resoclute
in pursuing their objectives for providing grammar
schools for the preparation of potential leaders of the
community. Their religious convictions also insured

the strongly religious orientation of those schools.
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The curriculum at the time was restricted largely to
the basics of the three Rs, but "religion was often
incorporated with reading, for the Rible and various
religious tracts were among the most frequently
encountered books in the school" (Brehaut, 1984, p.13).
As schools in Ontario moved from & religious to a
secular orientationi,he place of religious valuses was
gradually eroded, but the mandate of the schools to
teach morals and other values to children was still
apparent . In the Hope Report of 1950, a statement of
the aims of education makes this clear:
There are two virtues about which there can be no
question— honesty and Christian love...They
may...0e taught by the strongest means at the
school 's command- an absolute acceptance that they
are right. (Report of the Royal Commission of

Education in Ontario, 1950 as cited in Brehaut,
1984, p. 9

Tadayg the specifics of the types of values to be
dealt with are much less forceful; however, they are
still considered as an essential part of public
aeducation. The Formative Years (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 1975), still one of the very few policy
documents issued by the Ministry of Education for
Ontarico (support documents and cuwrriculum idea
documents are numerous), gives the program objectives
for many academic areas, including values. The
understanding, then, is that values are to be a part of
the school program. However, the specifics are less
clear.

The child in the Primary and Junior Divisions will

be given the opportunities to: RBegin to develop a
personal value system within a context that



reflects the priorities of a concerned socliety and
at the same time recognizes the integrity of the
individual. {(p.207

Mo longer is there specific information about what
the "priorities of a caoncerned society are." In fact,
this is very open—ended and subject to the
interpretation of each individual educataor. Im the

i

support deocument, "Fersonal and Societal Values," put
out by the Ontario Ministry of Education (1983), there
ig a list of general values which are suggested as
being acceptable in an educational setting. Again,
these are few and rather vague in terms of
interpretation and strategies by which to deal with
them. They are not as comprehensive as they might he
and appear to be rather "safe." This is a support
document, not & policy document, which does not carry
with it the same responsibility for implementation.
Nationwide, Cochrane and Williams (1978) conclude
that there is very little consensus on values or
specifically moral education between provinces. In
fact, they report:
an overwhelming impression from official
documents...of confusion and inconsistency within
and among Canadian educational jurisdictions

concerning the nature of and so thejustification
of values/moral education. (p.10)

Moving away firom official policies, it is still
apparent that the aim of education is generally agreed
to include some education in the area of values.
Dreeben (1268) states that the role of the school is to
impart the "skills, information, and beliefs each child

will eventually need as an adult member of society"



(p.13). Not only is this agreed upon by most educators
but also by the general public. Pyra and Dyck (197&8)
have illustrated that society has certain expectations
for teachers, and those involved in education; to
represent a range of values and behaviowrs. Related
astudies by Fadfield (194693 as cited in Fyra and Dyck,
19740, indicate that the public image of a teacher is
that of a practical, conservative conformist who
maintains and promotes middle-class values and
standards of behaviouwr. However, it is unclear what
those values are, or 14 they are acceptable to
community and educational expectations.

Many theorists maintain not only that the
transmission of values is an educational goal, but that
it is one of the primary, if not the only, educational
goal. Frequent declarations of the goals or purposes
of education make statements such as, "Schools cannot
ignore moral education; it is one of their most
important responsibilities” (ABCD Fanel on Moral
Education, 1988, p.4), Rokeach (1973) aftfirms that,
"an educational institution is one that specializes in
the transmission and implementation of a certain
cluster of values" (p.117). Giroux and Fenna (1979)
indicate that schools are agents of ideclogical
control, which function to reproduce and to maintain
déminant beliefs, values and norms. Saterlie (1988),
suggests that "the ultimate goal of education is the
positive influence of student behavior, and each
student ‘s values guide and help determine that
behaviow " (p.46).

It has also been suggested that schools not only

are mandated to deal with values, as an important or



even the ultimate goal, but that they camnnot avoid

teaching values, or more specifically, morsls.

Fohlberg (1966) recognizes that schools actively

intervene in the development of moral Jjudgment. An

even stronger assertion is thats
Moral education is something that all teachers are
engaged in even though it does have a forbidding
scund. All teachers are engaged in making
evaluations of kids’ ' behaviowr, directing
children’'s relations in the classroom toward other
kids., Sometimes teachers do this without being
aware that they are engaged in Moral Education,

but the kids are always aware of it. (Fohlberg,
1975, p.79)

I would assert that schools are definitely
purveyors of values, and that these values are some of
the more lasting impressions left with students, much
more than specific krnowledge or skills., Most of us
forget specific skills and knowledge that were learned
in elementary school , but remember the attitudes,
peliefts and values that were transmitted through the
school experience. If this is true, and it is also
true that schools are one of the few institutions in
North America that are influential in almost every
individual 's life, then the issue of what values are or
should be taught or promoted or transmitted is a

central educational and scocial izsue.

What Are Society’'s Values?

Granted that the values transmitted by schools may

be projective of what a society is or should be, if one

mandate of the schools is to deal with the transmission



of values to whatever degree one ackowledges it, and to
transmit the value '"priorities of a concerned scciety,”
then the problem becomes deciding what these priorities
AV E . It is commonly =suggested in sociological
literature that societal values have become
increasingly complex, multi-dimensional, pluralistic,
fragmented, incomprehensible and/or guestionable.
Historically, Furtines and Gewirtz (1984) argue, the
greater part of Westsrn history has been dominated by
objectivist epistemological and moral thinking, or even
absolutist conceptions of morality. They suggest that
many intellectual developments and the rise of modern
science in particular, have transformed the foundations
of Western moral thought toward the mainstream
acceptance of relativistic moral thinking. The result
has been & diversity of moral views symptomatic of
maral uncertainty, the absence of broad intellectual
synthesis or consensus, and if synthesis is possible, a
requiremaent for "reconciliation of conception of moral
standards with relativistic and probabilistic.
epistemology" (p.22).

The ASCD Panel on Moral Education (1988) suggests
that:

The increasing ethrnic and social diversity of our
population, while invigorating ow nation, has
brought with it an increasing variety of moral
values that sometimes conflict...undoubtedly,
alarm about the morality of young people is
aggravated by a number of forces, decline of trust
in public institutions, increasing public concern
about questionable ethical practices in business
and industry, the impact of the mass media, and
ouwr gradually increasing affluence. (p.4)
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Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966) also point to a
number of changes in modern society that have taken it
away from one in which there was more widespread
consensus on values. They do this in order to
partially Jjustify the need for a method of allowing
children to deal effectively with personal value
judgments and to validate their Yalues Clarification
appraach. They point to changes in family structures
and expectations, transience, friendship patterns,
communications, exposure to differing alternatives,
technical innovations such as the automobile, smaller
and more intimate communities, and divergent religious
direction as influsnces on moral confusion.

Since society is becoming increasingly more
caomplexr and less comprehensible, the result is that it
becomes a less clear gulde as to acceptable standards
and appropriate values for both individuals and
institutions such as schools. "In a society in rapid
flux it is difficult to pinpoint the specific norms,
values, knowledge and skills which the school is
expected to pass on as its part in the division of
labor required to prepare the yvoung for adult roles in
productive life." (Carlton, 1977, p.386).

Cox (1988) says that it seems that there was &
greater consensus of opinion on what people ought to do
50 years ago than there is now. He also contends that
we have a permissive society, in that as a whole it has
no clear idea of what to permit and what to prohibit.
He does suggest that fairly coherent moral systems are
found in particular groups, but there i1s no "general
view across society of the good life. There is no

universal vision of morality" (p.235).



Fadavil (1986) argues that although there is &
general agreement that the purpose of education is to
prepare individuals by introducing them to that which
is good in society, difficulties arise whern trying to
define society. He states that, "homogeneous societiess
are very few in number...cohesion in most cases is
imposed by dominant groups through various assimilation
processes" (p.11). This is an interesting point, for
it suwggests that if schools are responsible in part for
the socialization of their students, and any cohesive
picture of society and its values is a result of
imposition by dominant groups, then schools may be
agents in that imposition, acting to reproduce dominant
but not representative values, norms, subject matter

and study methods.

Indoctrination

Recent media reports have illustrated a public
concern for what values children are being exposed to
when they are pulled from the home and placed into a
school. Criticism has ranged from teaching children
not to judge for themselves, to smothering minds, to
intentionally keeping what is going on in the classroom
from public view (Karp, 1985). The trial of James
Feegstra (Nikiforuk, 198%5) has revealed that, perhaps,
the public is in the dark about what values are being
taught, and that there is even darkness within the
school community itself.

Schools have been the targets of criticism almost

from their inception. I would argue that a major
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concern is that there is a disagreement between what
achoois collectively value and the values of its
critics. I recognize that not all critics can be
silenced, and it would be undemocratic to do so, but
there seems to be room for honouwring that criticism.
In recognition of the difficulty of determining
what society’'s values are, one of the most scathing
criticisms of the public education system reached the
forefront in the late "40's and early "70's. During
this period, the general values, traditions and norms
of society were being questioned, challenged and
redefined or adamantly defended but definitely shaken
by presswes from numerous social groups. The
criticism, which continues to gain support, is that of
indoctrination, the teaching of certain opinions,
value. or beliefs without recognizing or acknowledging
legitimate alternatives. It may bhe called biased
teaching, the difficulty being that children seem
unable to distinguish clearly between fact and opinion,
is and ought, individual perspective and objective
reality (even as many philosophers have argued these
points for centuries) and so often assimilate these
biases into their world view unquestioningly, as fact
rather than opinion. The role of the school as a
socializing agent, passing on cultuwral Heritages,
cégnitive and human relations skills, and skills for
careers, citizenship and social change, is vulnerable
if it takes any kind of stand on these types of issues.
If society is now pluralistic, a stand on one issue
risks alienating or offending proponents of a
potentially contrary stand. It is here that the

criticism of indoctrination is potent. Offending

S



others’ values or instilling contrary values in their
children is often considered a personal affront worthy
of stoic defensiveness or even retaliation (see
Campbell, 1973).

Mann (1973) suggests that one can take two views

with regard to ethics and values:

The first is that it is an inheritance from the
past to be taught to and absorbed by the voung...
as the inculcation of a strong super ego,
preferably outside of the individual 's control so
that he cannoct tamper with it... A second approach
is that ethics consists of a set of empirically
derived guides or principles that the individual
develops in the process of maturing... They
represent the crystallization of the individual 's
life experience, rather than a set of principles
given to him by some representative of scciety.
(p.&8)

It appears that the first view was once very
acceptable as societal values were comparatively
coherent. As that coherence became less apparent, the
second view seemed to be more characteristic of the
school 's position. Much of the discourse around
indoctrination seems to be a result of this difference
in perspective, the two sides of which seem to be
mutually exclusive.

Ferhaps the weakest discourse around socialization
and indoctrination intimates that schools have become
unrepresentative of certain aspects of society, or
certain minaority groups, their perceptions, policies
and pedegogy being shaped by certain universally
non-representative groups.

Some of the +irst accusations of this type of

indoctrination came from looking at textbooks used
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widely within school systems and given widespread
sanction as one sole authority on theilr subject matter
while teachers were to teach from the Ltext. This
seemsed to be especially true of history textbooks.
Beginning as early as 1889, textbooks were being
attacked for false ideas (see MocDiarmid and Fratt,
1971y . More and more time and attention were spent
analysing and purging texts from historical
distortions. Following bWorld War 11 this issue
received greater attention. EBillington (192646), in
comparing British and American texts, describes four
categories of bias: bias by inertis, perpetuation of
traditional ideals:; bias by omission, biased selection
of material to support only one view:; bias in language,
using words with favowrable or unfavourable
connotations to describe a group or incident: and bias
by cummulative implication, or the tendancy to give
credit for accomplishments to one group. This useful
classification may well be applied to other areas as
well. These textbooks were said to misrepresent
certain social groups, especially minorities. In
Canada, according to McDiarmid and Pratt (1971), most
research has concentrated on more highly visible
gQroups. It is clear that many groups are not fairly
represented.

In the same vein, Culp (1985) speaks of
literatwre’'s influence on young adults’ attitudes,
values and behaviouwr. Hancock {(1984) outlines the
trend to try to clean up or to avoid the controversial
in children’s literatuwre in order to avoid bias.

The result of this lack of representation is the

eventual alienation of specific social groups who are



not represented, whose cultures are not given credence
and who ultimately do not find & place within the
school culture.

NMumerous critics of education have pointed to a
much more far—reaching concept of indoctrination which
is not only pervasive in textbooks and literature, but
in curriculum, pedagogy, pupil evaluation,
student—-teacher rapport, the physical environment of
the classroom and the general drama of activity in
schools. Mot just with the material in textbooks is
there bias, but in the selection of what materials are
used and how they are presented. In addition, even
what subjects should be studied is open to biases
favouring certain sociopolitical, ethnic, economic or
other groups. In addition, certain structures within
society help to endorse certain types of materials
representative of specific values which find their way
into schools. These are not representative of many
divergent values in a pluwalistic society.

As Wood (1%84) argues:

The political natuwre of the curriculum, evolving

through the larger culture’ s struggle over what

configurations of social commodities such as

work, art, and history are valued, is confronted

as fundamental in understanding the social role of
schooling. It is not only economic structures,
but social and cultural stuctures as well that

influence and control the logic of schooling
(p.2273)

An even farther-reaching case against
socialization and indoctrination is that educational
institutions have become totally unrepresentative of

any social group by becoming overly centralized,
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bureaucratized, and huge and therefore responsive only
to themselves, with the resultant alienation of all
external social groups. The schools have become
enormous sociopolitical tools for reproduction of
values that favouwr certain sectors of society at the
expense of others. The mechanism whereby this works 1=
aptly stated here, in the words of Apple and King
(1977):
Just as there is a relatively unequal distribution
af economic capital in society, so too is there a
similar system of distibution swrounding cultural
capital. Imn advanced industrial societies,
schools become particularly important as
distributors of this cultural capital and play a
critical role in giving legitimacy to categories
and forms of knowledge... they are institutions
that embody collective traditions and human
intentions that are the products of identifiable
spcial and economic ideoclogies... Mot a1l groups’

visions are represented and not all groups’
meanings are responded to. (p.110-111)

Girowt and Mclharen (1986) see the basic issue as
"whether schools are to uncritically serve and
reproduce the existing society or to challenge the
sacial order so as to develop and advance its
democratic imperatives”" (p.2). They see educational
pedagogy as, "invariably situated within asymmetriceal
relations of power that more often than not favour
white, middle-class, English-speaking males" (Ibid.,

pai2).

According to Agassi (1987), "clearly, education is
either imposed or self-imposed" (p.13). I+ education

were self-imposed, schools would operate much



differently than they do at present, with teachers
being ideally redundant. This is not the case,
education being an imposed activity. He goes on to say
that, "Most schools are coercive. What little teaching
is done without overt coercion relies on motivation,
where motivation 1is the artificial creation of
incentives to study” (Ibid, p.15). This statement
implies schools are doing something somehow unnatural
to students, something forced and without grounding in
their outside experience, alien from anvything
meaningful to them or without value in their lives.
Whose values are they?

I1lich (1970) paints & picture of schools as
institutions which sell curriculum, thus rationalizing
their pwn validity. In this view, one product is not
necessarily appropriate or truly universal, but biased

and marketed on its perceived strengths:

Curriculum production... is & bundle of planned
meetings, & package of values, a commodity...
Consumer—-pupils are taught to make their desires
confaorm to marketable values. (Ibid, p.59)

The main thrust of these critiques is that schools
present & very limited social role, or at least
represent a very limited social perception. BGiroux

(1983) states that in North America:

The view of schools is narrowly technical, one
that enshrines instrumental and pragmatic
approaches to teaching and learning... schools
often are like a foreign plant on these kids, &
political and cultural sphere that works on them
rather than with them, & battleground where their
only hope of winning is to retreat into either
silence or into the dynamics of their own culture,
one which is often viewed by teachers and school
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authorities as a threat to the order and values of
the school itself... Schools are... sites that
honowr particular forms of life and culture,
particular forms of interaction and communication,
or serve to introduce and legitimate a

particular form of sccial life... reproducing the
dominant society, a society still rife with forms
of economic, racial, gender and scocial
inequalities. (p.18)

This conception of schooling may not seem all that
bad until coupled with the argument that through a very
limited vision of democracy it, for capitalistic
reasons, separates economic discowrse from political
discourse. This leaves individual rights as the only
social issues of concern.  Schools do not reinforce
political and social equality, but "instead reinforce
political, social and political inequality" {(Wood,
1984, p.2245.

This heavy critigue of the educational system in
North America suggests some strong soclal consequences.
Moclbaren (1980) ocutlines the shocking state and
treatment of children from suburban ghettos in the
Jane-Finch Corridor in Toronto. They are not serviced
by their education system but are instead alienated in
part by the lack of recognition of dissonant values
between the children’'s society and the schools. Holt
(1964 and 196%) speaks of the inadequacies of schools
in addressing the real needs of children and in
creating failures by trying to force values and
behaviouwrs which are contrary to those needs. MNMumerous
articles seem to surtace in local newspapers near the
first day of school in September with various local

critigues of what is wrong with the schools, many of
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them centred around questions of alientation, lack of
responsiveness, outdated teaching and lack of student
values. For references to such articles see Campbell
(1973 and Cochrane (1982).

An even more alarming thouwght is that schools no
longer represent any coherent set of values from
society, but are becoming more isolated from society,
potentially promoting values that are not
representative of any aspect of society outside of the
institution of education. Wise and Darling-Hammond
(1984) submit that, "the evolution of school governance
structures has driven progressively wider wedges
between family and student"” (p.33). This arguement
waould parallel that of Smith (1986) and Gross (1986},
who complain about the one-dimensional nature of
measured, compartmentalized, reductioﬁist schooling.

Stretching the argument even further, schools not
only fail to represent society in any respect but have
become one dominant player in the shaping and creation
of societal values. This arguement has a great deal of
acceptance, given the fact that schools are the only
institutions where attendance for all members of
society is mandatory for a very large portion of the
formative yvears of each member’'s life. As well, many
teachers have very limited work experience outside of
the school institution, from where they graduated and
went directly back into as teachers. Their world view
may be predominantly formed within the isolated
framework of educational institutions and consequently
passed on to their students.

Illich and Verne (no date) maintain that,

"Industrial societies transformed the idea of



education..to... the manipulation of children by adults
using a programmed instrument called the school"
(p.13). In his book Deschocling Society, Illich (1970)
speaks of social reality itself becoming schooled, with
an overt dependency on schooals or institutional
treatments to "guide their lives, form their world
view, and define for them what is legitimate and what
is not" {(p.3). Imn other words, not only are schools
reflecting a perceived dominant system of values
shaping expectations, but in the process, society
itself becomes a reflection of this schooled perception
as & projection of those expectations. He also
contends that:

The institutionalized values school instills are

gquantified ones. School initiates young people

into a world where everything can be measured,

including their imaginations, and, indeed, man
Mimself. (p.57)

Ie it apparent that teaching is biased? Is
aducation parallel to indochtrinization? Are there
far—-reaching social repercussions as & result? Critics

would tell us so.

School Responses and Public Criticism

Schools, as a part of society, have undergone
similar changes. In general, to follow the arguement
of Brehaut (1984), thers has been a movement away firom
the strongly unidimensional emphasis on Christian
values, to a more secular emphasis. There was also a
shift from church initiaive to broader public support

and control, along with the attempt to serve a broader



and more diverse cultwe and population by moving to
compulsory attendance and egual educational
opportunity. A much broader cwriculum helped to serve
the ever increasing demands for more diversity in
skills and knowledge, reflecting a change from learning
by rote memory within & narrowly restricted curriculum,
a response to increasing cultural diversity. Harsh
discipline, based on rigid uniformity of thought, value
and behaviouw , was replaced with more humane
discipline, shitting the value to acceptance of
individual differences. All of these changes parallel
the movement of the mainstream of society toward a
relativistic, often unclear epistemology and system of
values.

In response to these alterations, there has been
public support, but public criticism has also been
widespread. Criticism has ranged from teaching
children not to judges for themselves, to smothering
minds, to intentionally keeping what is going on in the
classroom from public view (Karp, 1983). No longer is
there general acceptance and trust in the public school
system, in part due to increasing buwreaucracies making
"the system" unresponsive and cold, but also due to the
failure to deal adequately with conflicting social
values.

As well as the diversity in the school
arrganization and methodology as mentioned above,
specific attempts have been made to gquell public
criticism about values. I will discuss two basic
approaches that bhave been used: the passive approach,

trving to remain valuwe—-neutral to aveid the issues, and
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the active approach, actively incorporating values

teaching into curriculum. Neither were satisfactory.

Following World War II, funding to Ontario schools
increased, in part to improve social and technological
conditions abandoned during the war. It was perceived
that there was a great need to regain lost ground in
the areas of science and technology. To learn science
and technology, reading prowess was required. Hence,
there was a great influw of capital to the schools.
However , Gross (19864) argues, with governmental support
came governmental insistence on accountability and with
this came the need to justify and to measure
significant educational improvements. This led to
assembly-line thinking of breaking learning into
fragments for sasy digestion and consequent evaluation,
an approach which dominates reading instruction today.
Frank Smith (1986) sugqgests that schools impose
meaningless tasks and demeaning tests on students in
the expectation that worthwhile learning will occocur.

In essence this approach is an attempt to strip away
the values attached to things, the unmeasuwrable, to

isolate the purely technical and to be value-neutral.

Of course, this approach, as well as any other
approach, conveys value-laden messages to students, for
it places high value on technical skills, memorization,
conformity and derivative types of skills and supresses
creativity, individuality, interpretive and many of the
more highly subjective, judgmental and therefore
value—charged, skills. Students in this system tend to
show conformity to social norms. Studies have shown
that students are rated high for conformity to the

social order, rather than for creativity or mental



flexibility (Bowles and Gintis, 1276). Certain values
are therefore supported at the expense of others.

Smith (1986) would al=o argue that this
"programatic instruction” by buwreauwcrats, valuwing
measurable skills rather than individual needs and
focused on directing an enormous organization smoothly,
has changed the management of schools from the
traditional domain of communities to the determination
of government emplovyees. There is therefore a division
in value perception, responsiveness and representation
between local communities and the school. The result
is a failuwe to recognize and to respond to individual
values, to make school a meaningless experience for
many students and to create a great deal of publicly

offended criticism.

As well as attempting to strip the more
value~-laden academic subjects of anything but their
technical gualities, attempts have also been made to
represent all values. In a statement presented to the

Legislatuwe, in May, 19265, William Davis said:

In cooperation with the Ontario Human Rights
Commission we are about to make a thorough
examination of all school textbooks, not just for
the purpose of removing material which may be
offensive to any of the groups which make up our
multi-national family, but more important, to make
sure that our textbooks do contain the type of
material which does full justice to the
contribution of many peoples to the development of
our Province and Nation. (as cited in McDiarmid
and Fratt, 1971, p.vii)

This was & very noble and worthwhile statement,

meant to deal with and to bring to the open biases



which had previously been seen as accepted norms and
represents the influence of an increasingly diverse
culture and value system.

For at least a century, according to McDiarmid and
Fratt (1971), textbooks have been criticized for biased
content. The belief is that the use of these atfects
the formation of attitudes in the children who use
them. On the cultural front, a majority of the texts
at this time presented a largely white, Frotestant,
Arnglo~-Saxon view of history and society. Values of
class were also clearly evident. Other values that
were prevalent were that rapid achievement is admired
and failuwre feared. Hard work, responsibility,
property, education and respectability are extolled.
These are all middle-class values. Their study looked
at attitudes represented by history textbook content on
clothing, aggression, activity, authority, disposition,
women and children, and decoration. They found very
clear biases which, 1f taught in an objective manner,
might clearly bias the perception and tolerance of
students toward certain cultwal groups. Other studies
in the United States and Canada have supported these
findings. Consequently, attempts have been made to
recreate tewtbooks, teaching methods and other
materials that are free from these overt biases (Bourne
and Eisenberg, 1278).

However well-directed and necessary these attempts
are to remove overt comdemnation of one group by
another from the school curricula, it is not possible
to be completely value neutral. McDiarmid and Fratt
(1971) do admit that, "as long as there are separate

groups with distinct cultural identities, some bias is



perhaps inevitable, conditioned as we are by differing
points of view" (p.2). Furthermore, I think that it is
impossible to truly represent all sides, and that
attempts to do so do not represent any one side
adequately, and may therefore be offensive
representations. Second, that this curtails critical
evaluation from sides that may not have been
considered, and this is tantamount to having the kind
of authoritarian bias that the original texts were
accused of containing. Rather than attempting to be
truly representational, I think that a critical
examination of materials should be attempted by
students, teachers and communities., Schools deceive
themselves and the public into thinking that they can
be value-neutral, or completely and uncritically
representational.

With regard to cleaning up literatuwe, much of the
textbook or basal material written to avoid values of a
controversial nature has become flat and lifeless,
missing the esthetic and interpretive qualities of
"good" literatuwe. The desire to remain neutral, not
ciritical, is done to the degree of being "so careful
not to offend anyone that we offend everyone" (Hancock,
1984, p.14). My contention is that all of this clean
up misses the point that there is an unavoidable value
message carried in content. We need to be open about

what it is.

Another set of responses to public criticism
recognizes that it is the mandate of schools to teach
values, that schools should not teach values

uncritically and that schools need to respect



individuwal and perhaps conflicting values. These
active and explicit responses concentrate on individual
values or more precisely on the values of the

individual. They are also explicit approaches.
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Collectively they recognize that values are a set
enpirically derived guides or principles that the
individual develops in the process of matuwring, rather
than an inheritance to be taught and absorbed by the
WOHATIC » They shouwld be looked at critically and
examined closely. They may be identical to, or deviate
from, those widely spread throughout society. Their
important contribution to this issue is that with the
multitude of values represented in society, the
individual must decide on his/her own values, and
gchools shouwld teach children strategies to evaluate
values rather than teach specific values. They make an
important shift from a traditional emphasis on bteaching
the content of specific values, which has been
perceived as indoctrination, to the emphasis on the
process of evaluation. By avoiding specific content,
they avoid the charge of indoctrination. This
intriguing and, in many respects, valid approach could
teach shtudents how to deal with values without
indoctrinating them.

Moral Valuwes Education is the common term for this
basic group of three approaches. "Values
Clarification” is an approach advocated by Simon, Howe
and Kirschenbaum (1972), and Raths, Harmin and Simon
(1246) and given Ministry support. The "Reflective
Approach" of Clive RBeck (1271) was given financial
suppart in its development by the Ministry. Fohlberg's

(19273 "Moral Reasoning Approach” is based on
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"Cognitive Moral Development" stages parallel to Fiaget
(194657,

Values Clarification claims to be content-neutral.
"Right" amnd "wrong" are relative to the situation and
the child' s point of view. Valuing is composed of
saven sub-processes applicable to any situation (Simon,
et al., 127Z). There is little, if any, reference Lo
absolutes or traditions when going through the valuing
process.  Jhere 1s also no distinction between
different situations or the types of values being
processed. One of the greatest criticisms of this
approach has been that 1t "treats issues such as
stealing and lying in the same way as preferences in
aport or recreation' {(Gow, 1980, p.42). Moral values
are thus treated as preferences or desires without the
realization of effects or conseguences apart from the
individual. As Boyvd and Bogdarn (1984) point out, the
definition of value is very restrichted, as the
"momething that is produced by the VO strategies”

(. 2900, but without any kind of interpersonal truth
claim. They go on to indicate that not all values can
be reduced to preferences,; that there are objective
criteria on which some values really are better than
others. Although very helpful to clarify biases in
preference or matters of taste, the critics have
pbinted out that Values Clarification is not
content—-neutral, but a specific approach which
represents and values a certain type of morality, a
relativistic, ego-centered approach, where reason in &
very limited sense is the cornerstone of the
justification of values, guite contrary to absolutism

or religicously ravealed doctrines.



The Reflective Approach is again not
content-neutral as it is considered by its proponents.
Beck (19748) claims to follow no absolute as a guwide in
making value decisions but they are instead grounded in
the process of reflection. By claiming to follow no
absolute, and therefore no dogma, there is an
implication that this process steps into
content-neutral territory. He does not claim to be
strictly value-meutral because he does tallk about
ultimate life goals, but his reflective approach does
suggest neutrality in the area of the content of the
particular value under question, instead focusing on
the process of reflection. The emphasis is on the
reasoning process rather than content of specific
values, which is the case in absolutism or religious
doctrine. From the broader definition of what values
are, a combhination of Jjudgment and conduct, process and
content are inseparable. Therefore, one cannot talk
about being content-neutral, for process is part of
content. Following the argument that the medium is the
meEssage, there is a value-laden message that the final
reference for value Jjustification is in “"individual
utilitarianism” (Gow, 1980, p.748). In fact, explicit
tesching by this method is promoting one biased view of
morality and values.

Both of these approaches have a great deal which
is useful in helping students to shape their own
values. They fail to recognize that there may be some
values which need to be approached in differing
manners, that there may in fact be some moral
absolutes, that children may not be mature enough to

evaluate with sufficient experiencial data the
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implications of their value decisions and may need some
moral direction from outside themselves, and most
importantly, that the approach itself is not
content-neutral but represents moral and value—laden
ideals.

Fohlberg's approach is a reaction to traditional
moral education as useless and totalitarian; and he
acknowedges the limitations of the relativism of Values
Clarification. He clearly limits his discussion to
moral values and avoids some of the problems in the
other two approaches by not confusing differing types
of values. He focuses on the development of moral
reasoning through six stages divided into three levels,
taking into consideration the matwity of children
{which the other two approaches do not). By presenting
various hypothetical moral dilemmas, students are ashked
how they think the person involved should respond, to
give reasons and to discuss them. Teachers evaluate
the level of moral reasoning and gear the presentation
of dilemmas and discussion to those levels. The focus
is on the process of moral reasoning rather than the
content. This is an important distinction for Fohlberg
and others who follow a similar type of approach; for
them the essence of morality is in the process of
rational decision-making, not in the content. But this
appears to maintain that content is separable from
process. There is a great deal of power and validity
in this very useful approach; however, process may not
be separable from content. Frocess is content or
implies content. Igrioring content, or playing down its
role in favow of process, is a stance on values, a

non-neutral value statement, suggesting that content is



not as important. This is & view greatly divergent
from traditional, content-oriented morality.

One other difficulty with this approsch, as with
the other two, is the more cognitive or contemplative
rather than active orientation toward actual behaviour.
It is guestionable how much internalization of values
is acheived by discussion a&lone, rather than role
modelling and behaviow encouwragement as well as other
technigues.

Another strength of this approach is in
acknowledging the moral principle on which it is based,
for at the highest stages, the Fostconventional, his
theory of bdustice is clearly defined., He is not
claiming neutrality and is allowing the possibility of
what might approach a moral absolute. The combination
of rationality and justice put into action stage by
stage is worthwhile, but is this conception of justice
universally acceptable to the general public?
Religious organizations have had what would appear ho
be universally acceptable concepts of justice due to
divine inspiration or justification, but in practice
these conflict with other divinely inspired concepts.
Fhilosophers have tried to find equally universal
concepts based upon social needs (Rousseau, 1967),
Muman natwre (Hume, 1888), logical categories of human
reason (Kant, 1948) and many other criteria. None have
proven to be universally acceptable.

Gilligan (1977) would say that this approach
fails to recognize the nwituring and care orientation
of girls and women, and therefore represents a male
orientation to justice. Sapp (1984) concludes that the

cagnitive-developmental theory of Eohlberg may also
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need support from other perspectives such as the

social -personality approach to morality. Is this the
public conception, the public to which the schools are
responsible? No one model of morality can provide all
of the answers, and several approaches may reveal
overlapping conclusions with some likely truths
concerning morality. Fohlberg's view is still largely
relativistic, the stage of Universal Ethical Principles
being grounded in self-chosen ethical principles
supporting the "egquality of human rights and respect
and dignity of human beings as individual persons”
{(Colby and Fohlberg, 1987, p.18). This may be directly
contrary to religious morality grounded in something
like Hierkegaard’ ' s (1843%) teleological suspension of
the ethical. Should it be the conception to which the
schools should universally ascribe? Gow (19380)
describes this as "Uuandry Ethics,"” lacking compassion
arnd commitment tvpical of other more traditional views
of ethics. It is promoting one view of morality. This
doss not solve the problem of indeoctrination, for it is
a form of indoctrination in iteelf, in that it sufters
from bias by omission.

In conclusion, there is no one answer in dealing
with the problem of socialization which maintains
individual autonomy. Schools cannot remain
value—neutral , either by reducing education purely to
the technical or by being fully representative of all
minority groups. They cannot remain content-neutral
actively by taking no stance on moral content because
taking no stance ignores the many varied communications
which are value-laden and also becomes a content stance

in itself, that of moral relativism. The schools



cannot, or have not yet been able to, find a stance
which is universally accepted and agreed upon, without

offending another legitimate perspective.
It is Unavoidable

Rather than quell criticism about teaching bias,
zchool responses to this point have accelerated
criticism in some circles.

I¥ my arguements are clear to this point, it
appears that public schools are still left with a heavy
mandate to represent and to transmit, and perhaps to
challenge, societal values. They run into trouble by
stripping value-laden taopics, by trying to represent
all sides, by trving to take euplicitly value-neutral
stands, and by finding one stand which is univerally
satisfactory. It may appear that there is no avoiding
the indoctrination of children. I would agree, for I
believe that the nature of values is that they are
attached to every thought and action, and therefore are
communicated on some level.

Individual personal values may be =seen to be
implied in every thought and action performed by any
individual at any given time. When these thoughts or
actions are communicated to others, the implied values
a}e an integral part of the message. Myers and Myers
(1983) state that:

To communicate with others is to influence them
and ta be influenced by them, because any time
that you have human contact with others, their

behaviouw and what they tell yvou atfect you. {(p.
987



If it is true that to communicate is to influence,
and that values are implied in that communmication, then
it may follow that communication influences values,
especially i+ the person being influenced is
impressionable. Myers and Myers (1985) go on to say:

Your values, beliefs, and attitudes were formed

through various human groups yvou were and are

edposed to, which "indoctrinated"” or "socialized®

YOUL .« Sometimes the indoctrination is successful.

Sometimes it has the reverse effect:; the child of

the wltraconservative parent becomes a radical.
{(p. Z8) ’

Traditionally, it has beesn thought that a
classroom lesson is made up of two components: content
and method. The content was thought to be transmitted
through the method, with the method having no
substance, being simply the medium by which it is
transmitted. Fostman and Weingartner (179469, {following
Marehall McbLuhan {(as cited in Fostman and Weingartner,
1969, suggest that this dichotomy between content and
method is dangerous in that it implies, "that the
critical content of any learning experience is the
process through which that learning ocours” (p.19).
Instead, they argue that, "the medium is the message,"
that it is what children do in the classroom, the
method and content combined, that is what they learn.
The content intended by the teacher may not be the
content that the child absorbs because it is the larger
messages suwrrounding that content which get through.

He contends that all materials in ow surroundings are
capable of communicating meaning.

Schools may be seen as institutions where

children, impressionable people, are exposed to daily



communications which influence their values, beliefs
and attitudes. School rules, which allow certain
behaviours, may imply specific cultural norms.
Classroom fuwrnishings may imply the relative importance
of order and uniformity in & social setting.

Individual classroom activities may imply the relative
value of certain specific types of knowledge. Even the
kinds of equipment made available to students on
plavgrounds may represent, communicate and promote
specific cultuwral or gender sterecotypes (Young, 1983).
Every level of decision made, which finds a concrete
way of touching a child in some way, carries with it
the potentisal for a value-laden communication which may
shape that child’'s values.

Every educational policy that is initiated,
implemented, or ignored at any level in the educational
community, implies underlyving assumptions regarding
concept: of humankind, knowledge, truth, value, school
and society. Values are an implicit part of every
educational activity. The impact of values may be more
significant in the student’'s adult life than formal
curriculum‘or specific subject matter. However, little
is known about what values and ideclogies are actually
being taught intentionally in the classrooms, in part
because of the difficulty in measuwing such data.
Realizing the role of the school as a socializing
instrument and the implications of values education,
some individual schools and/or school boards have
chosen to remain "neutral’ on pertinent social issues,
while others have developed an underlying philosophy
which dictates clear expectations for the classroom.

In either case, official policy may not relate exactly
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to classroom practice. Individual teachers may embody
contrary opinion on specific issues, either overtly,
through their formal curriculum, or covertly, by way of
a hidden curriculum.

Student values at the elementary level do not seem
to be developed fully enough to take exception to
particular issuss which may be presented or to counter
with alternate views. These are formative and
impressionable years, where the dissemination of
cultural mores are established in a social context by
the direction of those educators who may provide
restrictive opportunities for development. This is not
to say that children are a tabula rasa when they come
to school. Children are heavily influenced in their
thinking by sowces cutside the curriculum and school.
Family relations, advertisements, media and general
experience will have provided a strong value sense, and
if recent studies are correct, many children will come
to school with considerable prejudice toward a variety
of minority groups (Cochrane, 1982). Fhysical
environment, demographics, economics, cultural
background, social stratification, political factors,
personality, knowledge, religious experience and many
other phenomena are other possible determinants of
moral ideas (UOssowska, 1970) and other values
internalized by children prior to and continuing along
with their school experience. However, schools are an
institution to which all children are exposed ftor long
periods of their lives, recieving innumerable
communications for prolonged periods of time, and as
such are significantly influential in the development

of values.
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Numerous authors have indicated the mechanism of
the hidden curriculum, whereby valuess are taught in
schools (Apple, 198%: Aron, 19763 Freire, 19735 Girows,
1981 Illich, 19733 Young, 1985; and others). They
began with Mary ' concept of reproduction, that every
social process of production is, at the =zame time, a
process of reproduction, capitalist production
producing commodities, suwplus value and the capitalist
relation of the capitalist and the wage-labourer (Wood,
1984). Howles and Gintis (19748) took instances of
indoctrination beyond random occurances of social
control and linked the structuwres of schooling to the
structures of society, more specitfically to the
capitalist productive model. Following them, others
have echoed the social, economic and politicized links
of schools to social structures. UOther work has been
done to analyze the myriad of other hidden messages
urderlying school and classroom behaviour, the
conclusion being that every choice made by educators 1s
representative of an underlying, generally hidden,
assumption regarding: people, knowledge, truth, value,
school and society. Children learn as much from these
choices about what is important and what ideclogies are
acceptable, as they do about specific skills and
information.

Given the above scenario, it follows that schools
cannot remain neutral on social issues and ideologies.
As Apple (1979) states:

Social and economic values are already embedded in

the design of the institutions we work in, in the

"formal corpus of school knowledge'" we preserve in

ow curricula, in owr modes of teaching, and in
our principles, standards and forms of evaluation.
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Since these values row work through us, often
unconsciously, the issue is not how to stand above
the choice. Rather, it is in what values we must
ultimately choose. (p.117)

Schools are wunavoidably socializing agents which
play a part in indoctrinating students. The guestion
ig left as to what kinds of values to deal with and 1in
what ways they should be dealt with.

I have mentioned as & coriticism of the Moral
Values Education approaches that they dealt with values
explicitly as a separate and distinct part of
curriculam, using discussion and intellectual
clarifying strategies almost solely, rather than
integrating their theory into all aspects of the
schooling experience explicitly and implicitly. The
suggestion by Cochrane (1982) is that values are best
communicated concretely through real and relevant
experiences rather than in abstraction, by practice in
making value judgements, by having a& central integrated
place in curriculum, by being openly stated for
critical evaluation, through choice of subject matter
for study, and through sources outside the curriculum,
school and family. He suggests that explicit teaching
is a part of values education but that it has a small
place compared to the values attained through implicit
means by the influence of surrounding behaviour. Both
Kholberg and the proponents of Values Clarification
would argue to the contrary, that discussion and
explicit means are of critical importance. Regan
(1977 states that values are learned from classroom
values as a result of experiencing those actually

institutionalized in the classroom as an implicit



pirocess. In a very convincing argument Cox (1988) says
that explicit instruction concerning moral values is
only effective in a homogeneous society or where the
instructor 1s considered as an undisputed authority and
where "all concerned have agreed on the fundamental
principles, and on who has the right to expound them
and say how they apply in practice’(p. 93). He cites
the morality of & scldier within the confines of a
military setting as an example. This setting gives
motivation for his cholices and behaviour. He is likely
to react to explicit rules because they are
undisputedly applied to all circumstances; the setting
is consistent. In a pluralistic society explicit
education will be negated by negative examples where
the suwrroundings are not consistent with the explicit
statement. He goes on to say that, "morality seems to
be caught, not taught... and a general explicit moral
education is impossible” (Ibid, p.%&). The result of
this line of reasoning is thats
Schools are more likely to contribute to moral
education more by their organization, by what is
krown as the hidden curriculum, than by structured
moral lessons in the classroom... It is by its
implicit values, expressed in its organization and
attitudes that a school influences the moral
values of pupils... everyone, not school employvees
alone, is a moral teacher. Evervthing a person
does, every cholce made, every action taken, is
influencing the morals of those who know about

it, and, & fortiori the morals of those who are
still young and impressionable. (Ibid, p.%46-97)

It tollows that schools necessarily promote
values, implicitly if not explicitly, but in a

pluralistic society the difficulty remains of how to



approach them and still remain responsible,
representative and accountable to the public.

It would appear that if we do influence children
necessarily through all aspects of education, we need
to +tind how those values are transmitted and what

values are being transmitted.

I thirmk that at the present time we can resolve
the issue of which of Mann’'s (1972) views schools
should take on as values and ethics. His second view,
of the empirically derived guides or principles
developed by the individual in the process of matuwing,
is only exclusive of and therefore contrary to values
seen as incuwlcated if it is assumed that an individual
can be autonomous. (For discussion about student
autonomy see Agassi (1987), Wettersten (1987) and L.ong
(1987)) The theory of a hidden curriculum would
support the view that no student can be totally
avtonomous, being subject to socializing forces in and
outside of the schools.

The first view assumes that students do not have
any autonomy, or ability to critically stand above
their superego and evaluate and ultimately decide on
contrary or deviant principles for action. At issue is
not which of these views is right, but how do we treat
those who value either side and still remain
accountable to them?

At issue is "whether schools are to uncritically
serve and reproduce the existing society or to
challenge the social order so as to develop and advance
its democratic imperatives" (Giroux and Mclaren, 1986,

p.2). As Tyler (124%9) phrased it much earlier, "Should



schools develop voung people to it into present
society as it is, or does the school have a
revolutionary mission to develop young people who will

seek to improve the society?" (p.35).

A Froposal:
Alternative Schooling Within the Fublic School System
Based on Flanning from a Value-declared Ferspective

by Individual Schools

My belief is that it is not the business of the
schools to resolve this issue of the myriad of values
and which ones should be presented to children. It isg
the business of the parents whose children attend those
schools, and of the public, where those children will
find their place. For if it is not these people making
the decision, who else has the right? 0Of cowrse, the
teachers and other school personel are also members of
that community and their philosophies and values must
also be considered.

My contention is that choice must first be offered
to parents as to what types of schools they wish their
children to attend. I would propose that individual,
publically funded schools should operate under limited
provincial ministerial guidelines in keeping with the
legal structures of the Canadian Charter of Rights,
with decisions regarding values, norms, subject matter
and study methods being made cooperatively by
interested parents, community members, teachers,
students and administrators under the umbrella of an
individual school s broad philosophical value

declaration. This may not entirely eliminate



indoctrination of values contrary to those held by
given groups, but it would a&llow alternatives that may
be closer to the values of the families who are sending
their children. Whether those values be relativistic,
absolute, religiously based or humanistic, based on
Values Clarification or religious dogma, scientifically
o arts oriented, or one of many other possibilities,
students would receive a more consistent view between
home and school, more of an immersion.

At present schools are administrated along
provincial guidelines with regional interpretation of
thaée guides and the consequent values represented
therein. There is no real choice by parents except
between public, separate and private schools. The only
real alternatives to a rather uniform system of
education is through private schools available, in
reality, to only the children of upper income families.
They are not the only people with differing values who
would like a choice. As Canadian opinion surveys have
found strong support for increased funding to the
public school system, "herein lies the political
oportunity to expand the diversity of alternative
pragirams within the public school system in order to
respond to student learning needs... and increased open
access to options” (Livingston, 1288). Understanding
that the degree of choice would be limited in
localities with smaller populations, to start with
larger centres would at least provide more opportunity
for choice. These centres also tend to have greater
ethnic and economic diversity which may be

representative of greater need for real alternatives.



Fublic input on both the values declaration and
prmgrém planning could ignite highly charged and very
responsive educational possibilities, with a true
community spirit. These programs may also reflect
social change and possibility based directly on the
more diverse experiences of the community and the
educational experiences of teachers. It would also
appear that a greater degree of support may also be
given to the school system. According to Apple (19835,
"available evidence suggests that, unless participation
in curricular planning is widely shared among teachers,
principles, central office members, students, and
parents, the amount of support for any program is
significantly reduced" (p.2325).

Fublic declaration of values or educational
philosophy prior to curriculum planning gives an
explicitly accountable platform from which to plan
curriculum. This declaration means that parents and
community are clear about the philosophy of that school
and may choose whether or not to align themselves with
and to support it. If there is no support, the school
declaration is not representative of the community
vision or of any significant minority group.

Bover (1984) suggests that education carries with
it a social and moral imperative. It we are to help
sfudents avoid moral bankruptcy, we cannot have
value-neutral education. Apple (1983) implies that we
must focus on the skills of democratic deliberation
about such guestions as social goals, the proper
direction for schools to take, and what we should teach
and why. In the same article, he suggests that

teachers and other educators must have the opportunity



to discuss in detail what they want to do and why they
want to do it, with parent and student input. Impeding
this ise the lack of communication among educators, and
between educators and the public (Newberry, 1977:
Wiseman and Puskar, 1976).

Using value declaration as a planning platform
should give a more well-thought-out plan for all
aspects of school activity, inswing a higher degree of
implicit value consistency within the school, more
value security for students and more consistency
between parent and =school values, as parents have sent
their children there by choica. It would also give a
point of reference for analysing the implicit value
messages being sent by school programs. Boyd (19388)
has also stated that there is a need for good theory
prior to developing curriculum: "In addition to needing
good integrative theory, we also need a well-developed
curriculum that builds from that theory” (p.1856).
Cochrane (1982) also supports the notion of planning
from a value philosophy: "Moral education is the
responsibility of the whole school but assigns some of
the tasks to certain subject areas for specific
attention" (p.130). This declaration also allows
students, parents and teachers alike to try to come to
grips with, to challenge, to confirm and to question
their own values but also to know where to turn to find
support or challenge.

The most critical component in successful values
aeducation, no matter what approach is used, is the
teacher. He/she is the person who is in direct contact
with children and whose decisions and behaviours have

the most direct impact. Teachers may choose to work



with or against any policies directed from outside of
the classroom walls. As Cochrane and Williams (1978)
mention, at least within the topic of values/moral
education, there is very little effort to determine
whether policies are being implemented. With the
present situation, "teachers recognize that they are
caught between the moral bankruptcy of the possibility
of a system which tried to teach no values at all (as
if it were possible) and the open guestion of ‘whose
values should be taught?’" (Boyd, 1988, p.1538). To
effect change, and to insuwe some degree of consistency
between declared, or stated values and practice,
teachers must become & part of and believe in the
process by which these were born and their result.
Boyd continues to make an impassioned plea for

considering this role of teachers:

The current situation and problems of moral
education in Canada... canneot be addressed
adequately without focusing on the role and person
of the teacher... Teachers are both the conduits
and the mediators of any such changes... Unless we
respect the rational autonomy of teachers as
persons, wWe have no business (nor are we likely to
have any effect) advocating that they entertain...
the point of view which they should sdopt as moral
educators. (Ibid., p.13%9).

One of the encouraging possibilities about this
proposal is the opportunity for teachers to align
themselves with certain approaches to teaching where
they are sufficiently challenged and also find support
for the development of their own personal philosophies.
Under this proposal teachers would seek out those

institutions where they see their values being served



and where their values can best be put to use. There
would be a natural basis for discussion, and team
building where their values are taken into
consideration and used to develop program. Also,
teachers tend to be most effective when they are
enthusiastic about their craft (O'Neill, 1988), believe
in what they are doing, and are given collegial
support. Feeney and Chun (19835) state that, "some
educators believe that the more clearly teachers
perceive their own values and understand the
theoretical bhasis for teaching, the greater will be
their likelihood for success in the classroom" (p.49).
"Teachers and other educators must have the
opportunities to discuss in detail what they want to do
and why they want to do it" (Apple, 1983). To involve
them in the process of creating the theoretical
framework from which they will operate and plan the
consequent programs, should lead teachers to be more
vibrant and successful. This should &also provide the
necessary recognition of teachers as professionals who
have the responsibility for real decisions rather than
simply "maintaining the structure of schools and
transmitting the values needed to support the larger
saocial order" (Giroux and Fenna, 1979, p.32). In the

words of Carlson (1986):

On the one hand, teachers need to be perceived
both by themselves and the public as professionals
for legitimation reasons; but, on the other hand,
professionalized workers may also come to expect
respect in the workplace and real involvement in
decisions affecting their work... Professional
values and commitments in teaching remain a
reservoir of sentiment that at least potentially
aligns teachers’ occupational interests with
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educational renewal. {(p.31)

One other point needs to be mentioned about the
role of the teacher in values oriented schools.
"Teachers are already under considerable pressure in
their classrooms and schools, and the purpose of a
critigue of their moral responsibilities must be seen
as enhancing the potential of their classroom work
rather than adding another burden” (Hutnick, 1788).
Creative scheduling is essential, in order to make time
available for frequent, in-depth discussions of
curricular content among educators.

Training of teachers is also of vital importance
in this proposal, to not just implement prescribed
program, but to be involved in its inception and
theoretical framing. Lortie’'s (1973) study showed that
teachers lack a thought-out theoretical framework from
which to develop a methodology and content and to
evaluate their own work. They also pass this distrust
of theory on to students. In comparison to all other
areas of teacher training, "teachers receive little or
no training in how to deal with this area," (Boyd,
1988, p.157), i.e., the area of values/moral education.
Futnick (1988) also argues that, "teachers are seen as
being responsible for both the intellectual and
social/moral development of their pupils and they
appear to have a background/working practice in only
the intellectual” {(p.31). Training in values/moral
education, theoretical reasoning towards clarifying
values and implementing corresponding methodology,
realizing the social/political role of the school, and

the mechanism of implicit values education not only



requires changes in the gualifications system of
colleées of education, but also some fundamental
research.

The greatest impact of this proposal should be in
a positive impact on students, one that they recognize.
High dropout rates, teen suicides, discipline problems,
dirugs and many other social phenomena cannot be totally
attributed to the present school sytem, but there may
be some link. Confusion regarding any clear set of
personal values may be & part. By working from &
values perspective, aligning family and school views on
values, students may find more security but also should
see more sense, value and purpose to what they do,
making their lives more meaningful. Cragg (1988)

supports this point:

Unless students acquire a coherent set of values
around which to build their lives, what they are
asked to learn can have neither intrinsic nor
instrumental value for them. Furthermore, to
learn, students must see the point of what they
are being asked to do from within the context of
some coherent set of values. (p.87)

In fact, as this argument continues, recognizing
and taking sides on questiohs of what in life is worth
doing is the only way to truly educate in any
meaningful manner. It is the only manner in which
knowledge and skills take on any kind of intrinsic
value and the only way in which values education can be
recognized in any legitimate fashion. »

A final point with regard to a value-centred
approach to education is that this approach should give

children & stronger grounding in at least one approach



to values and consequently & clearer understanding. In
contrast, a supermarket approach does not allow the
real understanding that comes from being immersed in
the experience of one perspective. I believe that to
truly understand, one must be immersed in experience
which is coherently perceived, to try 1t on, rather
tharn to understand from atar (see Freie, 1987).

This proposal risks the promotion of values in
some schools which may be repugnant to some individuals
or groups, and that is why the Canadian Charter of
Rights must be & qguideline, for it is & legal reality
in this country. At least the parent or guardian of
that child has & real cholice in exposing him/her to

that perspective.

The Need for Research

A great deal of research and information is
required about values to effect any kind of change in
the manner proposed above. Even to begin discussing
this central educationzal issue, for very different
purposes, there is much that is needed to be known.
Cochrane’' s (1982) pessimistic note states the situation

vary clearly:

There are no strong grounds for believing that in
the near future our schools will take moral
education seriously. The reasons are many and
easily imagined. 0On this point, John Wilson has
counsel led patience: we are in moral education
where science was in the era of Galileo. We need
more time to clarify and gain acceptance of our
subject matter and its methodology. Do we have
time? (p. 131)



Studies in this field have concentrated on the
philosophical grounding of critical theory and selected
icons which represent cultuwal ideology. Through
various computer searches of relevant literature, 1
have discovered that few studies have concentrated on
what values educators themselves claim to hold.

One starting point is to look at teachers, as the
agents of change, &s the prime conduit in the
transmission of values to students and as a pivotal and
potentially radical group in education. They are the
most direct link with students and the members of the
educational community that make the final decisions as
to what actually happens within classroom walls., We
need to find out where teachers think they are now and
where they think their students are with regard to

values represented and transmitted in the classrooms.

Fart of what is missing in formulating a
sufficient theory is an analysis of teachers’
collective occupational movement and culture...
But while critical theorisets and researchers can
provide important assistance to teachers in
undertaking & self-examination of their beliefs
and practices, individually and collectively, it
is clear that most leadership will need to come
firom within the ranks of teachers. 0Only teachers
have the power needed to raise critical issues
about the functioning of schools. (Carlson, 1986,
pe34)

As Cochrane and Williams (1978) point out, there
is very little guidance as to what values esducation
programs should be adopted. Folicies are stated, but
there is little teacher training, evaluation of impact,
student resource material and materials selection

criteria. There appears to be confusion between



educational jurisdictions, ignorance of recent theory
and literature, fear of political controversy and
religious friction and public apathy and disagreement.
In a recent study by Futnick (1988), it was discovered
that teachers thought moral education should be taught,
that few teachers recognized that values education was
part of the hidden curriculum and that very little
evidence existed of moral or value education programs
being taught. Yet values education is being done in
schools necessarily. We need to find out how.

In terms of types of values, or categories,
Futmick (1988) {found that teachers were concerned with
values pertaining to sensitivity or empathy to others.
To & lesser extent they were concerned with
consequaences of personal action (which may be seen as
Self values). There was little concern for issues of
property, environment and religion. He found that the
awareness of moral issues should be the main aim of
moral education, and that pupils should be taught
gspecific moral codes. Roth of these are within the
domain of knowledge, rather than affect or operations.

After finding 1if, and what kinds of, values are
heing promoted by teachers, another question comes to
mind. How are they being transmitted and how
successfully or with what effect? 1 have shown that
various methods of handling moral education are weak
and controversial. Are these methods being used or are
others? 1 found very little current material which
dealt with this area or could provide an answer to
these guestions. Values Claritfication materials may
still be in wide use. Fraenkel (1973) and Farsons

(1983%) suggest that Social Studies is the area in the
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curriculum where values should be addressed. This
overlooks the broader notion of values. Hirman (19820
suggests that other areas of the cwriculum address
values. Do teachers follow any of these approaches?
Futnick (1988) found that discussion was the
predominant means of implementing moral sducation. Few
teachers used themselves as models. Rewards and
punishments, drama, role play, creative writing and
projects were also common strategies.

Aftter determining methods or strategies, 1t may be
necessary to determine the effect of these, in order to
@evaluate them. Describing student disposition with
regard to values has not been addressed in this review.
I found no souwces which dealt with this issue. This
area clearly needs to be explored.

Teacher Influence in the development of values
wouwld logically seem to be high due to the amount of
personal contact students have with teachers. However,
aumerous authors have spoken of the influence of
television, mass media, the home and family situation,
peers and many other factors which may have a more
profound influence on the development of values.
Beecroft {1984) found that male teachers felt that
television was a primary souwce influencing the values
that children learn. He also found that most teachers
thought that their example was an important factor in
values education, but this was last of the four primary
gources of influence outlined in the study. Chazan
(1985) suggests that schooling is not a very important
factor in affecting values. The only other study that

addressed this issue was by Beddoe (1981), who
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discovered teachers felt that they were the most
Signi%icant influence.

Demographic influences on specific values,
strategies used and opinion regarding Student
Disposition and Teacher Influence may be numerous.

This study will concentrate on only four. Ossowska
(1970) suggests that gender may influence moral ideas
in four ways. First, the physical constitution of men
and women affects their attitudes and conduct. Second,
the content of certain moral rules suggests that they
were made by men rather than women. Third, the same
act is valuesd differently when it is performed by a man
O WOmM&an. Fourth, the same conduct directed toward a
man is seen differently when directed toward a woman.
With this in mind, this study will address the factor
of gender.

Ozsowska (19270) suggests that age is also a
daeterminant of moral ideas. Fiaget (1%263) and Eohlberg
(194686) both suggest stages of moral reasoning which are
related to age. Ossowska (1970) also points to the
fact that rmot only do the changes in character brought
about by age affect moral ideas, but the same conduct
in a child and an adult is often evaluated differently.
From these points two factors surface as important to
this study: the age of the student and the age of the
téacher. Teachers should treat children of different
developmental ages differently, expecting different
values and using different strategies. As teachers
age, many conditions in their lives may change. The
net effect may be changes in values and consequently

the values they choose to promote and the methods they



use to promote them. As & result, this study will look
at the factors of teacher age and teaching division.

Fiaget (1%965) also points to the importance of the
relationship of people forming & group. This would
refer to the relation of dominance and submission or
the relation of eguality amoung peers. Ossowska (1970)
speaks of codes of ethics developed in some professions
ditfering in emphasis from the generally accepted
morality of a society. She goes on much later to talk
about the role of buwreaucracy, the influence of social
stratification and one’'s social role and how they may
affect one’'s moral ideas and consequent behaviours.
These points, taken together, suggest that the longer a
person assumes the role of teacher, accepting the
special relationship with peers and students, adjusting
to a special code of ethics, adopting the role of a
bureaucrat in & specified social class, the more
his/her values may change. Many "critical theorists”
such as Apple (1979), Bowles and Gintis (1976), Freire
(1973, Mcbharen (1985), and Giroux (1931) would see
this factor &s being of supreme importance, but would
take it much farther. This study will attempt to
address the issue of change in an indiviual 's values
Brought about by length of time immersed in the
socialized role of a teacher by using the demographic
factor of years of teaching experience.

Demographic factors influesncing teachers in the
promotion of values or thoughts on Student Disposition
and Influence have been addressed by some studies. £
study by Futnick (1288) found that more euperienced
teachers used informal classroom incidents to teach

values more than less experienced teachers. Females
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and younger teachers tended to stress sensitivity to
the needs of others. Older teachers were more likely
to stress property rights and religious education.
Beecroft (178&) found little difference in
effectiveness of values sducation when examining
gender, age oF grade level taught.

This paper is wndertaken in the attempt to draw fo
the attention of educators and the public what values
amd social ldeologies teachers hold, and i+ there is a

trend or direction to those values which are bheing

o

presented in the classroom. The intent is partially to
describe these, in the hope that 14 there is
disagreaemaent, a forum for discussion may be opened as a
first step to critically addressing this major aspect
of classroom practica. '

Understanding the relation between the views of
variouws participants in the educational process, who
provide a major socialization influsnce on children in
theilr formative yvears, may signal to those involved and
those in the surrounding communities, what impressions
are being relaved, implicitly or explicitly, to their
children. FBoth the public and those involved in
aducation deserve to krnow who is teaching their
children in ow schools, and what kind of values they
represent. School boards may find it valuable to know
how their official policies are being embodied in their
classroom personnel. Teachers who are concerned about
values in education may need to know what general
values they hold in order to begin discussion about why

certain things should be taught.



CHAPTER THREE- RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

{Iverview

This is a descriptive study using & survey to
gather intormation from practising teachers regarding
values transmitted in classrooms. It is assumed that
there is some connection between stated values on this
survey and actual classroom practice. However, this
connection may be ftenuous. It is assumed that values
can be identified, stated, classified, described and
understood. The intent of this study is to describe
these gqualities and not to draw inferences from them.
Due to the small sample size, few generalizations may
bhe drawn. For this reason, the final study may
realistically be sgen as only a pilot, which indicates
poseible conclusions which a larger sample may validate
or invalidate.

This chapter contains a description and rationale
of the research methodology, a methodological pilot
asurvaey and a final survey which polled teachers about
values and strategies in their classroom practice and
their opinion regarding student disposition and teacher
influence in the transmission of those values. The
methodological pilot study is described, along with the
final study. The sample and population of the study
are discussed, followed by the description of
instrumentation, procedures, data collection,
processing and analysis. Assumptions and limitations

aire addressed, succeeded by some operational



definitions of terms used in this study. Finally, a
restatement of the problem and hvpotheses in null form

is made for the purposes of statistical testing.

Description and Rationale of the Research

Methodology

Descriptive Study: This is a descriptive study

using a survey to gather information from pracitising
teachers regarding values tramnsmitted in classrooms.

It is assumed that there is some connection betwesen
stated values on this survey and actual classroom
practice. It is assumed that wvalues can be identified,
stated, classitied, described and understood. The
intent of this study is to describe these qualities and
not to draw inferences from them. Due to the small
sample size, few generalizations may be drawn. For
this reason, the final study may realistically be seen
as only a pilot, which indicates possible conclusions

which a larger sample may validate or invalidate.

The Survey Rationale: A survey was chosen as the

method for gathering information. This method allows
gathering data from a wide range of teaching
environments, to compare data from diverse teaching
styles and individual viewpoints. This method does not
approach the problem of actual practice as adequately
as direct observation in individual classrooms, but it
does allow for & broader spectrum of data collection .n
a lesser amount of time. This method may also be more

ohiective than classroom observation.



The Focus on Teachers: Fealizing the potential

dif%iﬁulties in approaching the problem of determining
actual classroom practice of teachers and actual |
transmission of values to students, [ decided to
concentirate on classroom teachers’ stated values. This
decision clearly overlooks school, school board,
Mimistry of Education and other plavers in the
educational system. Classroom teachers, however,
maintain the most contact with students on a day—-to-day
bazis and as such are the most influential. They are
also the point at which other policies come into direct
contact with the student. Howesver, stated values are

not necessarily indicative of classroom practice.

Stated Values: Focusing on stated values does allow

a larger sample size to determine broader trends and
évmida the problem of interpretation of behaviow in
examining actual classroom practice. This focus also
should indicate whether teachers do consciously promote
values in their classrooms. I+ there is any response at
all, it is grounds to assume that some teachers promote

values.

Students Should: In order to give some direction in

formulating value statements, to develop some
cénaistency in respeonses and to ease in the analysis of
statements, the phrase, "Students should....," would be
provided as the opening for =ach statement on the
survey form. This is also consistent with David Hume's
(1883) conception of the "is/ought'" relationship in
morality, that morality is a statement of what ought to

e or should be rather than a statement of what is.



Therefore the inclusion of this apening should insure a
value statement or diresction of what students should
bnow, do or value rather than what they in fact know,

do or value.

The Methodological Filot Survey: In order to "test

the water!" and to begin fto develop an instrument for
the +inal study, a Methodological Filot Survey was
distributed to teachers within the target population.
This pilot was also used to provide Categories for the
analysis of value statements, in order to allow the

respondents to classify thelr own responses.

FResearch Design

Ob jectives of the investigation are stated and

handled in the following manner:

1. Do_teachers_see_themselves as promoting values_ in

the classroom? The intent is to generate a list of
values that some teachers see themselves as promoting.
Im order to respond to public concern and to inform
teachers about what values are held and promoted,
numerous statements of individual values were to be
collected for comparison, to determine frequencies,
similarities and the ranges of possible responses. Une
difficulty in assembling this list was sorting through
individual semantics, determining how similar one
response was to ancther, when they meant the same thing
and when they could be considered as one response
rather than two. Continuity in responses is reguired

for reasonable analysis. For this reason, a simple



list was insufficient. A means of classifying ar

categorizing responses was needed.

I3

" Do _teachers_favouwr the use of particular

i

frategies_in_the promotion _of values? The purpose,

here, is to determine what classroom practices teachers
use to promote, or which may conflict with, the values
indicated above. Further information was requested
about Btrategies wsed to implement or to promote each
value statement. The Methodological Filot study did
not include this information reqguest (see Appendix B,
My intent was to acquire this information by
interviewing willing respondents. Realizing that
willing respondents may not be truly representative of
the population, the decision was made to collect some
gsample Strategies from every respondent on the survey
form {(sse Appendix D)

Do_teachers _favour_ _the promotion of_some

v
P

Categories of values over_others? The purpose, here,
is to determine 1f certain Categories of values are
promoted more than others, or to develop an instrument
through a pilot study ftor the puwrpose of classifving or
categorizing values from the above list. I did not
find a suitable instrument for identifving educational
values, therefore I circulated a pilot survey (see
Appendix B), took the results (see fAppendix C), and
derived a new survey form (see Appendix D) atter
determining broad classes into which each of the
responses fell. This pilot survey, then, provided =a
basis for an instrument generated by the target
population iteelsf. The pilot study was also used to
develop broad Categories of values to be used in the

analysis of responses in Fart 1. To alleviate undue



bias in my interpretation of these responses, the
respondents were asked to classify their own values
under these Categories.

4. Do_teachers_hold clear_ opinions_aboubt Student

Disposition_toward indicated values? The puwpose,

here, is tp determine teacher opinion about Student
Disposition toward the indicated values. Teacher
respondents were asked to indicate whether they felt
Student Disposition was Very Weak, Weak, Uncertain,
S5traong, or Very Strong. Again, this section indicates
opinion rather thamn actual Disposition. This guestion
was used to determine if teachers feel they are
promoting values to which students are already weakly
or strongly disposed. These responses may suggest
reasons for teachers indicating certain value types.
It may also indicate what types of values students are
perceived to be disposed toward, as compared to
teachers,

= Do_teachers hold clear opinlions_about their direct

n

personal Influence _on_their students developing a

as_promoting within_ their classrooms? The purpose 1s

to determine opinion regarding their own personal
Influence in the development of Student Disposition
toward the indicated values. Teacher respondents were
asked to indicate whether their Influence was Very
Weak, Weak, Uncertain, Strong, or Very Strong. Again,
this is not an indication of actual influence but of
teacher opinion. These responses may indicate trends
with regard to the choice of value Category and a
general sensze of how influential teachers feel they

AlFE@.,



demographic influences. The survey includes a page
reguesting pertinent demographic information aboul the
respondents (see Appendix D, page Z). My own Judgment
was used to decide on what demographic factors wouwld be
pertinent. The decision relates to the gquestions ashked
in Chapter One. After feedback from the pilot survey,
I decided to modify some of the questions on the final
survey for the purpose of clarity, and to include R.Ed.
students as well as teachers. There may have been
significant differsences in the ideals of inexperienced
B.Ed. students and experienced teachers, which may be
directly modified by being involved in the educational
asystem. Some of the intended information in this
section was removed at the request of one board of
gducation in which the survey was circulated. This
board did not want to be compared to other boards, or
to have religious affiliations polled, and it expressed
great sensitivity to the entire survey. Im fact, even
atter 1 had made requested changes to the swwvey form,

permission to circulate the suwvey was not granted.
Restatement of the Froblems

Guestion_l: Do teachers consciously promote values in

s e s e 22 e e D e

the classroom?

Guestion_ 2 Do teachers favour the use of particular

strategies in the promotion of values?
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: Do teachers {favow the promotion of some

categories of values over others?

Question_4: Do teachers hold clear opinions about

student disposition?

Guestion_S: Do teachers hold clesr opinions about
their direct personal influence on their students
developing & disposition toward the values that they

see themselves as promoting within their classrooms?

Question_&: Do the factors of gender, age, teaching

division and teaching experience effect survey

responses’

Selection of Subjects

The Fopulation: The population to whom this
research might apply would be elementary teachers in
the public and separate schools of Southern Ontario in
the more populated areas of the "Golden Horseshoe" from
West of Toronto to Niagara Falls. Results may be
pertinent to parents and children attending schools in
those areas.

. This is a relatively affluent area with very few
lower—-income families and inner-city schools. Teachers
would be relatively inexperienced with these
situations. Teachers themselves are paid a higher
level of salary than teachers in other regions of
Canada, and especially the United States. They may be

considered to be mid- to upper-—-income wage earners.



This fact may also affect the results and
generalizations made from this study.

Most teachers in this area would have university-
level sducation. Recent reqguiremesnts are for new
teachers to have a bachelor’'s degree plus a degree in
education. Many of the respondents were enrolled in
Master of Education couwses. This factor may atfect
the findings.

Teachers outside of the province are subject to
differing provimcial Ministries of Education and their
respective gulidelines. For this reason there may be
little application outside of Ontario. Because of
differing living conditions and demographic conditions
net covered in the survey, teachers living in less
popul ated regions of Northern Ontario may have
responded differently. Therefore, the results of this
study may be less applicable to them. Also, for the
proposed alternative schooling within the Fublic School
System, schools from popul ated areas would be much more
likely to provide more flexibility in terms of numbers
of alternatives. Since most discussion is centred
around Fublic Schools, Fublic Schoel teacher responses
should have been divided +from Separate School
FRSpONsSes. Due to a request from a board within the
popul ation which did not wish to be compared to schools
within the Separate School Board, this separation was
not made, and results may be said to apply to both

systems.

The Sample: For both the Methodological Filot

Survey and the Final Swvey, a cross—section of

teachers from the population was neesded. Rrock

sy
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University services this reglion and was the logical
meeting place for teachers from many diverse areas of
the target population, without concentrating on one
specific area within the region. Az oa result, the
selection would be representative.

I selected M.Ed. students who were actively
teaching in Fublic and Separate Schools in the region.
These teachers should have been relatively experienced,
older and motivated to discuss these issues. To
halance the age and experience factors, students were
also selected from the B.Ed. program.

In order to reach teachers who were not
rnecessarily involved in higher education and to reach a
cross-section of teachers of various educational
backgrounds and experiences, a Fublic School Board in
the region was also selected for circulation of the
SLTVEY W This board was selected because of easy access
by myself, was representative of both high and low
population densities (ruwwal and wrbany, and of cultuwral
and ethnic diversities within the target population. I
was also able to identify a contact person in a number
of the schools in this board to insuwre a greater number

of returned survey forms.

The Methodological Filot: The sample for the

Methodological Filot Study included 30 classroom
teachers of various grades selected randomly from a
school in the Halton Fublic School system and from
teachers taking a course for the M.Ed. program at Brock
University. 0OFf the 30 surveys distributed, 24 were

returned and included in the final list (Appendix ).



The Final Survey: A total of 110 surveys were

distributed. Thirty were given to a class of M.Ed.
students at Brock University. Thirty were given to
students enrolled in the B.Ed. program at Brock
University. Fifty were randomly distributed to
elementary teachers in a public school board. OFf those
distributed, a total of thirty suwrvevs were retuwned
and included in the sample. This small number of
returns would suggest that the suwrveys included in the
study may be representative of a small portion of the

population.

Instrumentation

The instrument used in the Final Suwrvey of this
study is an open response survey, adapted from the
original Methodological Filot Study (see Appendix C),
with space ftor the respondents to indicate & personal
valus statements which they feel represent the values
they see themselves as promoting within their
classrooms. Correspaonding Categories (from a selection
of o) and Strategies for promoting these are indicated
to help with the analysis. Respondents were asked for
&H responses to try to force an imbalance. In other
words, were the respondent trying to find one response
for each Category, the sixth response would necessarily
he a member of a Category which was already mentioned.
This would force respondents to respond to at least one
Category more thamn the others. This is forcing an
imbalance for an individual teacher, but it should
illustrate if many teachsrs favour the same imbalance.

Ideally, each respondent would favouwr a different



Category so that in total each Category would be
reprasented equally.

Opinions regarding student Disposition and teacher
Influence about each indicated value are also called
for, using & Likert Scale from Very Wleak to Very
Strong. The form also requests demographic information
regarding gender, age, teaching position, teaching
expaerience, qualifications, grade levels of instruction
and level of education.

Content validity was determined by peer review in
the methodological pilot testing of the instrument.
Reliability was addressed by having teachers in the
study generate statements and select the Category
appropriate to their own statements. Further
assessments of reliability and validity were not
conducted and may be a limitation of the study.

For other details regarding the rationale of the

instrument, see the section on Research Design.

Data Collection Frocedures

Toward the end of April, 19846, the Methodological
Filot Cuestignnaire {(Appendix A) was circulated to
M.Ed. students at Brock University and classroom
teachers in a public school board in Southern Ontario.
This small group was asked to indicate any potential
prablems inherent in the guestionnaire.

The Final Survey was limited to elementary public
schools in a school board in Southern Ontario and to
B.Ed. and M.Ed. students at Brock University. Teachers
were selected at random throughout the county. They

received the questionnaire with a covering letter



outlining the intent of the research project.
Distribution was by board courier to a contact person
at individual schools and circulation through direct
contact by myself and professors at Brock. These same

methods were used to retrieve completed forms.

Data Frocessing and Analysis

Deletions: When as many responses to the survey as
possible had been returned, analysis of the population
was then conducted. Areas o, @ and g on page 2 of the
survey were disregarded. UOn review of the responses,
cuwrrent position (area c) was of little interest to the
purpose of the suwwvey. Area e, dealing with
qualifications, was sliminated due to the number of
respondents who were qualified in &ll areas. For those
respondents who were B.BEd. students, the response to
qualitications {(area &) was used in place of Current
Grade Level of Instruction {(area ). This was done
because, in their seeking qualification, each
respondent would have spent instruction time in the
division where they were seeking qualifications. As
actual classroom experiences with children are of most
interest for the purposes of the study, this area was
retained. Highest Level of Education (area g) was also
eliminated, due to the fact that almost all respondents
indicated the same level of education. To be useful,
this information would need to be more specific or

diverse.



Statements and_Strategies: Each individual value

statement was then examined for key words indicating
similar individual stated values. Significant
repetition of these statements was noted.

ey words in each stated strategy were also noted

far significant repetition.

Sample Distribution: Using Lotus 1-2-3 on a Hyperion

computer, pertinent information regarding gender, age,
years of teaching experience and current level of
instruction as well as the Category, Disposition and
Influence indicated for each response was recorded in
raw form. Sum totale for each area were calculated.

The sample was then examined to determine response
percentages which might affect the interpretation of
data attributed to each of the individual demographic
factors. The sum total for each individual factor was
compared to the total sample to determine the
percentage response for each. For example, the number
of males and females was converted into percentages of
the total sample. These totals were used to produce
Fie-graphs using the Frint-graph option on Lotus 1-2-3
for easier visual interpretation.

Next, each factor was crossed individually with
every other factor to determine relative percentages.
For example, the number of females who were age 2029
was totalled and converted into the percentage of the
total number of females in the sample. This
information was converted into stacked-bar graphs for
easier visual comparisons using the Frint-graph option
on Lotus 1-2-3. Some slight inaccuracies in the graphs

are a result of the program using only one decimal



place when converting the original numbers to graphic
form. The original numbesrs are accurate to 2 decimal
places. In the conversion, some totals ended up being

slightly greater or less than 100%.

Nonparametbric Analysis: fis a descriptive study, the

interest was in determining freguencies rather than
determining means and drawing inferences requiring
inferential statistics. The sample size in this study
was small. The variables in the sample were simply
categorical , without order, using a nominal measuwement
scale. Few assumptions about the shape of the
population distribution could be made. For these
reasons nonparametric analvyvses were used (see Wiersma,
1985 .

Given the unsure reliability of the instrument,
the most cautious test was needed, with the fewest
assumptions about the scale of the data. UOther
nanparametric analyses assume order or an ordinal
scale. For these reasons, the Chi-sguare test was
used.

The .73 level of confidence was used to be
sensitive to possible trends. Given that a number of
chi-square calculations will be significant by chance
alone, this level is somewhat low, considering the
number of calculations that were made in the analysis
of this study. However, this is a study with a small
sample size, with the intended purpose of describing
possible trends in teacher thinking about value, with
further research needed to substantiate the trends. As
such, it was decided to be aoverly sensitive, that "Type

1" errors were preferable to "Type 2" errors.



"Committing this error of concluding that there is a
real difference between the groups where in fact there
is none is known as making & Type 1 error'" (Hardyck and

Fetrinovich, 1969, p.124).

Categories: Each Category, Disposition and
Influence response was then examined using Lotus 1-2-3.
Observed raw responses were entered for each Category.
Fercentages of the total sample for each response
group were calculated. Hypothetical Expected
calculations, assuming an equal number of responses for
each Category, were computed by dividing the raw total
response by 3 {(the number of Categories). The
hypothetical chi-square was then calculated using the
following formula:

el

(Observed - Hypothetical Expected)”™

r.‘ vV TTT T T
XT o= E Expected

Using four degrees of freedom, levels of

confidence for Chi-Sqguare greater than .95 were
considered significant or scores of greater than 92.488.

The Fercentage Difference from the Hypothetical
Expected values was calculated by taking the
Hypothetical Expected percentage from the Observed
percentage. This would determine the positive or
negative direction and degree of difference from
expected values. Scores may range from —-20 to +80.
Zero indicates no difference. Based on an examination
of the raw data, scores greater thamn + or —-10 are

considered worthy of comment.



The scores for each Category were then averaged
for the Average Fercentage Difference. Even though
this procedure may result in an accumulation of error
of measuwrement, it was assumed that this 2rror was
relatively small and unsystematic. Caution must be
taken in the interpretation of differences among
averaged scores. This average would give a relative
degree of difference from hypothetical values for each
demographic factor.

The Fercentage Range of responses for the total
sample was calculated by taking the maximum percentage
value minus the minimun percentage value for all of the
Categories. This would determine the degreese of
extremes between Categories. The maximum range of
these scores is 0-100, Zero indicates no difference
between extremes. 100 indicates a great difference.
Based on an examination of the raw data, scores above

20 are considered worthy of comment.

Disposition_and_ Influence: The S-point gradient

from Very Weak to Very Strong was changed to a simpler
3 point gradient of Wealk, Uncertain and Strong for ease
of analysis, even though this relults in some loss of
data. The Observed responses for both Disposition and
Influence were then entered. Fercent of Total,
Hypothetical Expected, Hypothetical Chi-Sqguare and
Fercentage Range were calculated in the same manner as
for the General Response to Categories outlined above.
Using the ZF-point gradient meant that two degrees of
freedom were used. Confidence levels for Chi-square
greater than .99 were considered significant or scores

of greater than 5.9%1.
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A final calculation was added for both the General
Respoﬁse to Disposition and Influence data, that of
Value. Value was calculated by assigning the value of
+1 to Strong responses, O to Uncertain responses and -1
to Weak responses. By adding the values together,
total Value was determined. Again, caution must be
taken in the interpretation of these scores. Even
though this procedure may result in an accunulation of
grror of measuremsnt, it was assumed that this error
was relatively small and unsystematic. With this in
mind, the scores may still be useful in indicating a
gerneral response trend. A negative total indicates a
net Weak response. A positive total indicates a net
Strong response. A total of O indicates a neutral
response (this total may be as a result of either a
high Uncertain response or a split in opinion between
Weak and Uncertain, cancelling each other out). The
numeric variance from O in either direction indicates
the relative degree of opinion favouwring either Strong
or Weak. Maximum Value 1s 4+ or — 100, "Value," when
capitalized, refers to this calculation rather than

value statements.

Demographices: Each of the Category, Disposition and
Influence response groups were then examined from each
D% the demographic factors compared to the sample as a
whole. Each factor was also examined on its own.
Disposition and Influence were also examined by each
individual Category.

Calculations were made in the same manner as for

the General Responses in the areas of Fercent of Total,

Hypothetical Expected, Hypothetical Chi-Square,



Fercentage Difference ftrom Hypothetical Expected,
fAiverage Fercentage Ditference and the Range within the
gr oup.

Further calculations were made, comparing the
individual factor response to the general sample
response and for the Fercent Range between groups
within the same factor Ltype.

The Fercent from the General Sample (FGES) was
carried over from the Fercent of Total from the General
Response calculations. This number was used to
calculate the Expected +from General Sample (EGS) value
(EGS= FES X .01 X Sum of Observed for that factor).

The Chi-Sguare from the General Sample was then
calculated to compare each factor to the General Sample
Response, determining the degree of independence from
the General Sample. For this calculation the following
formula was used:

Ez:l(ﬁbserved - _Expected from_ General Samgig)b

Expected from General Sample

To determine the difference in the response from
the general sample +or each of the factors, the Fercent
Difference from General Sample was computed by
subtracting Percent from General Sample (FGS) from
Fercent of Total (FT) aor (PGS - FT). A negative value
indicates & response percentage less than the General
Sample. Contrarily, a positive value indicates a
respoﬁse percentage greater than the General Sample. A
value of 0 indicates no difference. The maximum value
of these scores is + or - 100. Rased on an examination

of the raw data, scores above + or —10 were considered



warthy of comment. The Average of these is calculated
by averaging the absolute value of each of these. This
avarage is found beneath the individual percentage
differences. Again, this average assumes that an
accumulation of error of measuwement was relatively
zmall and unsystematic. The net result is & relative
indicator of the degree of difference of all of the
responses for this ftactor from the General Sample.

The Fercent Range Between Groups indicates the
percent range of responses, greatest value minus least
value, between the individual factors in that factor
grouwp.  For example, the greatest individual percentage
for all age groups in Category 1 was 43,73 for age
F0-~39. The least individual percentage for all age
groups in Category 1 was 28.13% for Age 20-29. The
difference between these is 13.62 when displayed to two
decimal places. This calculation would reveal the
degree of extremes of responses between groups within
the same factor type, revealing how different the
different factors are from each other. A low value
indicates little difference. The range of possible

values is from O-100,

Frojections: The final analytical tool used on the

responses was to combine responses of each demographic
factor and to project what responses might be given by
any one of these combined groups (See Appendix H). For
example, responses from Males, Age 3I0-39, 1-10 vears
Experience and Junior Division, were put together to
produce a projection of how a teacher with these
characteristics might respond, even though such a

teachsr may not have been part of the sample.

S



For the responses to each Category, this was done
by averaging the percentage response by each factor for
each Category. Again, this averaging may result in an
accumul ation of error of measurement; it was assumed
that this error was relatively small and unsystematic.
Caution must be taken in the interpretation of
differences among averaged scores. The average
respresents the projected relative percentage weight
likely for each response. For example, for Category 1,
female responses were 35.76%, age 20-29 were £8.173%,
primary were 322.350 and O years exdperience were 27.27.
The average of these is 20.92. This would be the
projected response for a respondent with these
characteristics.

For Disposition and Influence projections, the
relative Value scores were taken for each factor, along
with the value for each separate Category. These four
factor scores plus the Category score were averaged and
used as & projection for the relative Value for
respondents with these characteristics.

None of these projections take into account the
sample size of either of the factors. Therefore,
relative influence that one factor has, may be a result
of small sample size creating a large percentage.

Those factors represented by larger samblea would be
more accurate. Any conclusions based upon this
analysis are not substantial, due to the analytical
methodology and accumulation of error in calculations.
However , they may be of interest for {future studies.

These projections are nobt intended to provide
justification for any prejudice, bias or other

prejudgement towards any demographic group. They are
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included for interest and to determine possible trends
in very tenuous demographic data. They may also be
used for larger studies as a base line or to direct

further research in certain directions.

Assumptions and Limitations of the Methodology

Numerous assumptions are made in this study.
First, that the respondents in each portion of the
study are equally honest in their statements, that
these are the values that they personally promote and
that the stated values indicated by their response
align to some extent with their classroom values.

Second, when I compiled the values list (Appendis
Ty Ffrom the pilot survey (Appendix B), subjective
judgements were made to determine into which broad
categories these numerous responsss might be grouped.
The Categories {(values with regard to Self, Other
Individuals, Community, Environment and Spirituality)
may not be sufficiently comprehensive. However, I feel
that they are comprehensive enough for the purpose of
this study, since no method of classification is
completely comprehensive. Other categories may have
been applied which dealt with many values other than
the relationships of an individual. Folitical,
assthetic, technical or many other value types may have
been . useful.

Third, the Categories, when presented on the
survey form, may lead the respondents to write value
statements which correspond, in some manner, to these
Categories. For example, they may feel that they

should have one statement for each of the different



categories. For this reason I have requested siu
regpoﬁses, while there are only five Categories. This
forces the respondent to favouwr one cateqgory over
another by repeating one.

Fourth, one alternative to having cateqgories which
may offer directed responses presented on the suwrvey
form, is to have the respondents simply make value
statements. These statements would then be categorized
atterwards. This leaves the larger problem of
misinterpretion of the individual semantics of each
statement. Having the respondent do the classification
should lead to a more reliable analysis of trends.

Fifth, because of the possible controversial
natwe of the information requested, respondents may
have indicated what they felt they were supposed to say
rather thamn what they really believe.

Sixth, the respondents are asked to indicate
Strategies which they use to promote their values. By
indicating a very few examples of strategies, I cannot
assume too much about how these values are promoted.

No indication of frequency, duration, success,
consistency and numerous other factors which are
involved in purveying attitudes to children is called
for. MNMor is there room on the form for great detail
about strategies. My interpretation of any trends and
cérrespondence to their related value statements will
be quite subjective. I will try to limit my analysis
to looking at more or less frequently indicated
strategies.

Seventh, teachers were simply asked to list &
value statements. I have not made the assumption that

this list is in any way a complete list of the values
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promoted by the respondent. No indication was given
that these values are considered the most important or
most frequently promoted. There is an assumption that
these values are in some sense representative of soms
of the more important and frequently promoted values,
and that they reflect, to a degree, what might appear
on a more extensive list. This assumption does not
atfect the interpretation of the results so much as 1n
extending the results as representative of a larger
population or of an individual teacher 's global values
perspective.

Eighth, the phracse, "see themselves as promoting®
is frequently repeated in this study. It is important
that the survey can in no way determine anything other
than how teachers see themselves and as such is purely
a survey of opinion. To assume that these are actually
promoted is beyond the scope of the study, although
there is an assumption that there is some link between
the stated value and practice. There may also be a
fundamental difference between what values teachers
"see themselves as promoting” and what values others,
including students, see teachers as promoting. The
statements are consequently very subjective.

Nirth, the reliability of the instrument will rnot
be as great as those used by Rokeach (1973 or Kohlberg
(1975). However, the intent in this study is to have,
as much as possible, the list of values generated come
directly from the respondents rather than from a
pre—-selected list.

Tenth, a survey of this sort may have a tendency
to evoke a response that may not have otherwise been a

part of the respondent’'s thought. The respondents may
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not have previously considered the value statements
which they had indicated. As a result, the statements
may have less direct link with daily teacher
perceptions than is assumed. For this reason,
conclusions drawn from this suvey must be cautiously

interpreted.

Detinition of Terms

Qince the operational detinition of terms used in
this study may be unigue, relevant terms are defined

below.

Values: The relative status of, or the estimate of,
the worth, usefulness or importance of an idea or
commadity. The term "Value," when used in the analysis
of data, is capitalized and is used to refer to the
relative numeric YValue of Weak, Uncertain and Strong
responses to Influsnce and Disposition.

Stated Malues: Values that are acknowledged and stated

by the individuals or institutions involved, which may

be different than those practiced (operational).

Operational VYalues: Those values which are operant in
determining individual or institutional behaviour.

Hidden Curriculum: "Informal, unstated norms, values

and beliefs, that are imbedded in and transmitted to
students through the underlving rules that structure
the routines and social relationships that make up
aschool and classroom life" (Giroux, 1981).

Formal Curriculum: Formal and overt subject matter

dealt with at the explicit level of school and

classroom life.



Ideology: A set of beliefs, values and assumptions
about how the world works, that is tied to a person’'s
position in the social order. A framework of thought
determining acceptable and logical practice.

Cultural Capital: "A particular set of meanings,

qualities of style, modes of thinking and types of
dispositions" (Young, 1985, p.126), valued by different
social groups. These are transmitted through various
familial and/or social interactions.

Self Values: (Category 1) A value which pertains to a

student 's self-perception and personal growth.

Other_Individual Values: (Category 2) A value which

pertains to the student’ = perception of and interaction
with other individuals.

Community VYalues: (Category 3) A value which pertains

to the student = perception of and interaction with
his/her immediate or extended community.

Environmental Values: {(Category 4) A value which

pertains to the student’'s perception of and interaction
with his/her physical environment.

Spiritual Values: {(Category 9) A value which pertains

to the student’'s perception of an animating, vital or
essential principal, essence, power or being.
Cateqories: A classification of values based upon the
relationship of the individual to one of: Self, Other
Individuals, Community, Environment, Spirituality.

Student Disposition: Student agreement through belief

and action in accordance with a specified value.
Teacher_ Intluence: Direct, personal influence on

students developing their disposition toward a

specified value.



Hypothetical Eupected: The expected response based on

an equal response percentage to each response type.

Hypothetical Chi-sguare: The chi-sgquare calculation

using Hypothetical Expected values as the expected

values.
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CHAPTER FOUR- FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

Introduction

The results of this study appear in the following
chapter. The sections are divided by the individual
problems being presented separately. The first section
deals with the gquestions concerning values which

teachers promote. A analysis of the strategies used
for their promotion follows in the second section.  The
Categories are discussed in the third section followed
by Digposition and Influence in the fowth and fifth.
Section six deals with an analysis of the sample,
determining the proportions of demographic factors in
the total sample. A edamination of demographic
factors is presented in the seventh section. Finally,

& chapter summary i1s provided at the end.

Teachers Do Bee Themselves as Promoting Values in

the Classiroom

Even though the sample size in this study is
amall, no respondent claimed that he or she did not
promote values in the classroom. Many mentioned that
this was a difficult or controversial issue and
expressed the difficulty in choosing values. Others
mentioned that there was no specified approach to
values in their Roard. MNo one referred to Ministry
documents or suggested any guidance in his or her

selections other than personal preference or directive.



It would appear that teachers do consciously promote
values in their classes. Due to the size of the
sample, this conclusion cannot be over-generalized to
include all teachers or even most teachers in the
population, but it is clear that it applies to many.

To determine the tvpes of values that are being
promoted and to help operationally define what each of
the Categories of values means to teachers, | have
logked over each of the value statements from the
survey and made some biroad comments about each Category
to which the respondents assigned each statement.

This information in most cases has not been

converted into numerical data because many of the

i

tatements overlap or combine the somewhat arbitrary

i

classifications that I have made. It suwffices to
mention just a few of the broad types of statements
that were made, to clarify how teachers interpreted

sach of the Categories.

Category 13

<«

alues which Fertain to_a_ Student’'s

I

self-perception_and Personal Growth

By looking throuagh each of the value statements
indicated by the respondents for Category 1, many basic
key—-words or phrases recurred freqguently. These may be
grouped into five basic classifications:

Fositive Self-Image
Learning and Thinking Skills and Attitudes
Independence and Responsibility
Worlk Habits and Effort
Other
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Fositive self-image statements occurred by far the
most freguently. A total of 25 of the 54 statements in
this Category or 43% dealt with self-image. Words such
as worthwhile, self-respect, self-esteem, belief in
vouwself, caring about one’'s seltf, seeing one's self as
special and talented, pride and confidence, were all
grouped under this heading.

Learning and Thinking Skills and Attitudes were
valued next most frequently. Such things &s knowing
viour capabilities, love of reading, value learning,
curiosity, the desire to acheive, to know the intrinsic
value of education and problem—solving and study skills
were grouped under this heading.

Independence and Responsibility were valued less
frequently. Such things as independence,
responsibility, self-motivation, taking risks and goal-
zetting were mentioned.

Work Habits and Effort included such things as
work completion, working hard, doing yvour best, and
dependability.

Other values included '"recognising your heritage,
honesty, sincerity, leadership and creativity and

accepting good and bad days."
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The general patterns, recurring words or phrases
in the responses in this Category may be grouped as
follows: Respect for— others’ rights and needs

- athers opinions, beliefs and
ditferences
- authority and rules
-~ property and privacy
The Golden Rule
Other

The verb "respect" is used in this Category in 21
or S8% of the responses. A general use, stated as
simply to "respect others," is found frequently in the
responses. When an oblect or more specific descriptor
is added, the respect for "the rights and needs of
others, " is quoted most frequently. 0On the more
philosophical side, the respect for the beliefs and
opinions of others was cited next. Again returning to
a pragmatic interpretation of this type of value, the
next two most common responses were the respect of
authority and rules, and the respect of property and
privacy. The respect of more abstract notions such as
opinion, belief and culture seem to be values which are
promoted less than respect of more concrete or
immediate aspects of living with others. This may be a
result of the age of the students in these classrooms
but may also indicate & bias in favouwr of simply
getting along rather tham respecting the deeper

attributes of the character of others.
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The Golden Rule was guoted in this section with
some slight variations, on 4 responses, or 11%4. This
was a suwprisingly low number to what I expected.
Another variation which focused on the eqguality of
individuals rather than the reciprocal, possibly
self-centred interpretation left open by the Golden
Frule stated that, "Students should see and treat others
as equals. " 4

Marny of the other responses were very similar to
those mentioned above. Although respect was not the
word used in these responses, words such as "accept,”
"understand," "be sensitive to," and "appreciate" were
uwsed in a similar manner. Without discussion with the
respondent, semantic differences and similarities are
difficult to comment on.

Lovalty, kindness, sharing, cooperation and
sel f-control were other concepts that were included in
the responses in this section.

-

Category 33

and_Interaction with Immediate or Extended Community

The value statements for this Category may be
classified as follows: Respect
Awareness
Flace or Role
Fride
Devotion of Time for Service
Respect is a word used frequently in this
Category. Specifically, the respect for rights, rules,

property and culture are mentioned.
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Awareness 1s also a commonly mentioned notion.

The awareness of events, cultures and how communities
operate are the main concerns here.

Having and knowlng & role in the community, o
fesling a part of the community are also common
concepts in the responses.

Developing a sense of pride for the community is a
concern on two of the responses.

Being able to and knowing how to contribute to the
community are also mentioned on fouw of the responses.
The mention of specific actions such as devoting time,
contributing and working for and investing in, appear
irn this Category and in Category 4 exclusively. The
other Categories mention receptive and attitudinal
responses such as respecting, wunderstanding and
appreciating rather than responses reguiring action or
participation or skill.

Two other responses took difterent treacks. One
was the sense of interdependence that students should
be aware of, and the second was the appreciation of the

fine arts.

Lategory 4:

Values which Pertain to_the Student’'s Ferception

of _and_Interaction_with the Fhysical Environment

These responses were much more difficult to
classify because some very unique and individual ideas
were stated in this Category, more so than in some of
the others. This may be because people’'s ideas aboutb
the environment are less well formulated and riddled

with Jjargon, with the result that they had to think

- 106 -



moire independently about a possible response.
Contrarily, individuals may have some very specific and
creative concerns about values pertaining to the
environment which may be more clearly thought out in
advance and in more unigque language. It might also be
due to some confusion or lack of consensus about what
is meant by values pertaining to the environment. Some
of the more unigque ideas presented were:

"Understand the interdependence of things."

"Cuestion rules. "

"Be secure and happy in their environment.'

"Express fteelings and opinions.

"Ernjoy the learning process. '

"Understand the long—term effect of actions.”
"RBe concerned about the use of resowces.”
"Strive to be continual learners.”

"HBeplieve that life is sacred.”

The responses in this Category were also rather
different from the others, in that there tended to be
more active or outreaching statements calling for
actions on the value in question rather than
passive/receptive attitudes, knowledge, beliefs and
uwnderstanding. This might suggest & stronger desire
for the value to becoms a higher level value which
influences decision—making or even & behavioural trait
with consistent application. This may be due to a
perception on the part of some respondents of the
catastrophic consequences of the failure to act on
environmental issues. bBuch statements as students
should work for, do, help, treat, clean and maintain

the environment are frequently recurrent. HMost
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responses take the environment to be the natural
environment rather than the man-—-made environment,
although valuing school /community property is mentioned
on a few responses. Auwareness of , or helping to

counteract pollution 1s a specific area of concern on

i

fouw of the 25 responsss.
In the less active side, being aware of problems,

was mentioned on 4 responses. Respsct was again a

commonly used  word. Valuwing, concern for and

understanding were concepts also mentioned.

Category 9@

Values which Fertain_to the Student ' s Ferception

10

f_an_fAnimating, Vital or Essential Principle, Essence,

[

ower or Being

The responses in this Category may be classified

under the following headings, in order of freguency:

Relation to a Deity

Basic Moral/Ethical Code
Goodness in Others

Frnowing the Spiritual Self

Respect and Tolesrance

Of the 17 statements, & or 35% dealt with some
sort of relation to a deity. The need to bhelieve in,
to pray to or see one’'s self as a creation of a deity
were the main concepts covered.

Frowing and believing a basic code of ethics was
mentioned 3 times. Mo particular code was mentioned

which may indicate a relativism or impartiality to any
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specific and possibly conflicting code. It may also be
a reflection of fear to declare one’'s own code or &
true attempt to have children adopt any code based on
the belief that children are capable of making socially
acceptable, good or reasonable choices.

Seeing the goodness in others was mentioned twice.
These statements were too vague and too few to make any
comment on.

Frowing the spiritual self was indicated twice.
Both of these statements seemed to take very different
directions. The first was to "recognize ow inadequacy
to Tacheive’ on our own merits and in ow own
strengths, i1.e., we need more and there is more." This
statement is, from what was said in the response to
Strategies, primarily dealing with recognition and
appeal to God for guidance, direction and strength.

The second statement, "Students should learn to listen
to their inner self," points to the inner self as the
fimal guidance, direction and strength. Strategies
here included learning meditation and concentration
EHErClSES, In the first, the absolute is outside of
the self and in the second it is inside. In the first,
the spiritual self is checked for limitations and
dependence, and in the second the self is checked for
answers and independence.

The last classification is that of respect and
tolerance for the religious affiliations of others and
for the views and goodness in others. Again these
views are very similar. UOne interesting point is that
the term respect only appears twice or in 124 of the
responses.  Ihis is less than in any of the other

Categories. 0Of couwse, the number of responses in this
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Category is also smaller than the others and the term

might appear more often with a larger sample.

Summary

It was shown that many teachers do see themselves
as promoting values in the classroom.

Those valuwes are very general 1in natuwe rather
than specific. They tend to be conceptual in form,
relating to respect, understanding, awareness. AsS
such, they may be seen as having a basis in the domain
of knowledge, their object being knowledge of general
principles or concepts (see Fopp, 198%9).

The aftfective domain was emphasized less than
knowledge. Feelings, beliefs and attitudes were
mentioned, but few of the value statements referred to
higher level values or character traits that would
atfect behaviour. Instead, they appeared to be values
that would affect the receptivity of action, or the
interpretation of action rather than the determination
of action.

Values relating to skills, action and behaviouwr,
the operations domain, were mentioned very
infrequently. OF those that were mentioned, most might
be considered as school shkills that would carry over

vary little to life ocutside the classroom.
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Teachers Do Favour the use of Farticular Strategies

in the Fromotion of Values

It appears that teachers do favouwr the promotion
of particular strategies in the promotion of values.
There werse a great variety of strategies mentioned.
Certain strategies recurred frequently in varying
foarms.

Each individual value statement is accompanied by

a list of strategies or mebthods that the teacher uses

-~

to get each value across to students. If the
respondaents were not cwrrently teaching, they were to
indicate what they have done, or would do in their
classroom. Actual practice of what is stated in this
survey, in terms of consistency, frequency, regularity,
effectiveness and other factors that relate to actual
application is beyvond the scope of this paper.
Most responses can easily be classified into the

following groups: Discussion

Student/teacher Relationship

Teaching and Curriculum

Fraise and Feedback

Language Arts

Role Modelling

Group Work

SBimulation and Role Flaying

Field Trips and Community Involvement

Classroom Organization and Cleanup
The placement of each response in the above

mentioned class is done by finding an example of the

actual word or one which might be considered similar.
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The classification is very subjective and subject to my
personal interpretation. For this reason, the
percentages guoted are rounded to the nearest whole
percentage point. Most responses included more than
one strategy. As a result, more than one of the above
mentioned strateglies may appear with one value
statement. This may also cause the percentages
mentioned in this section to total more than 1004, The
percentages refer only to the freguency with which the
strategy type occocurs within the total number of value
statements and not within the total number of
strategies. I feel that thnis is the most equitable
manner of demonstrating the frequency of response.

By far the most common strategy mentioned is that
of discussion. Included are responses such as sharing,
and class meetings. This response appeared in all of
the Categories, bulbt in the highest percentage (4174 in
Categary 2. It appeared in the other Categories in the
following percentages: 1-17%4 2-41%4 Z~-1&% 4-7%4
S-E5%.  The high percentage in Category 2 and 3 may be
due to the natuwe of these values. I would assume that
discussion is actually & more frequently employed
strategy and that it would likely appear in many of the
other classification which I have assigned to these

FespOnNses.

was the second most popularly cited strategy. This is
a kind of catch-all classification where responses are
not as repetitive as in most of the other groups.
Fesponses include such things as “"treating students
honestly...with respect...listening...making eye

contact...expressing emotional honesty...having high



expectations...volcing opinions. .. trusting. . caccepting

opinions...being positive and enthusiastic.” This type
of response appeared in all Categories euwcept Category

A It appeared most frequently in Categories 1| and Z.

This type of response appeared in the Categories in the
following percentages:

1=50%  2-18%  E-0%  4-7Y%  H-1E%.

Curriculum and_ teaching responses appeared 26

times throughout the Categories. Responses such as
"teaching...units of study...science
speriments....religion and other classes... Basic
Thinking Skills...Discovery Learning...and marks

b

for... were included in thie classification. The
percentages for each Category are as follows: 1-8%
2-12%  E-21% 0 4-286% 5384 It wowld appear that the
areas which are being covered most directly by
curriculum concernsg are Spirituality and The
Environment and the Community. I would suggest that
Bpirituality would be covered by the Separate School
Boards in religion classes and that Fublic schools
would not cover this issue in specified Elagsaéu
However , further research including School Board
affiliations in the demographics would be necessary to
confirm this point.

Fraise_and_pesitive feedback were also very

popul ar strategies. Responses of this type were very
clear and repetitive in jargon. They included

"praise...positive reinforcement...positive

feadback...encouwragement.” Ry Category, the
percentages were: 1-28% 2-6% 3E-0% 4-4% S04 It is

interesting to note that those Categories where the

values were taught as part of curriculum, most commonly



are the ones in which positive +fteedback and
sncouragement are least common. The reverse is als
true. Do teachers praise behaviouwr outside of academic
behaviow more often?

lsee of the Language Arts (reading, writing and
viewing) were mentioned in 17 responses. These
included "jouwnals...witing...reading
literatuwre. .. .novel study...viewing movies {(film and
videos)...media." The freguency by Category was a8
Follows: 1-13%  2-9%  Z-21%  4-4¥  S-&%

Role modelling was mentioned on 14 responses. The
responses were gquite clear, including "role
modelling. ..and setting a personal edample.” By
Category, the freqguency was as follows: 1-74  Z-15%

S50

474  SH-19%

Group_work was mentioned on 13 responses. Again
the responses were very clearly similar, with very
little variation in the phrasing. Only three different
responses were included in this classification, “"group
work. «cwWworking together....and group activities.”" Each
response was &laborated but very similar. This type of
strategy was reported almost exclusively in Category 2

at E&%, with some mention in Category 1 oat 5%,

of the Categories except Category 4, a total of 11
times. The responses included
“role-playing...simulations...and games.” The
percentage of responses for each Category were as
follows: 1-8%4 2-15% 3E-117%  4-0% S~6%.

Field trips and community contact was mentioned

in 10 responses.  This type of response included such

strategies as "walking and guestioning...field
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trips...Jjoin recreation centre or club...involvement
with Scouts and teams...community work...visits by

1

representatives of various religions.’ These
strategies were not mentioned in Categories 1 oand 2.
They werse mentioned in the following Categories at
these percentages: 204 4-19% S-8%.

Another strategy used exclusively in Category 4

ie Classreoom Organization _and Clean—up. This strategy

was cited in 124 of the responses. The statements
include "personal organization and tidying...class
clean—up...responsibility for class order...clean-up
with rewards...garbage clean-up.”

The balance of the responses were difficult to
classify and included such strategies as "checking
assignments daily...involving parents...tests based on
originalitv...encourage oreativity...use the
arts...reflection...meditation...provide stimulating
materials. .. .homework book...help students reach their
own level...expose to variety...recycling

DIFOQFAam. . . keep animals....routines. . ..and none. "
Summary

It would appear from these findings that a large
variety of strategies is involved in promoting the ‘
stated values. Whether they are actually practiced is
beyond the scope of this paper, but they are part of
teachers’ public values strategies. There ars also
some very common strategies used both universally and
gpecitically for certain types of values.

The dominant strategies used when promoting

values pertaining to the self are student/teacher



relationships, discussion, positive reinforcement and
the ekploration of language arts.

In values pertaining to others, the main
strategies appear to be discussion, group work,
student/teacher relationship, and role-playing and
simulations.

For values pertaining to the community, teaching
through the curriculum, field trips and community
involvement and language arts seem to be the most
comnon strategiss. This Category seems to be more
directly related to, or integrated into, the prescribed
curriculum.

Environmental values seem to be promoted through
teaching and curriculum, field trips and community
involvement and clean—up and organization. These
values were indicated as the most integrated or
directly related to curriculum.

Spiritual values appear to be most commonly
promoted through direct teaching, discussion and role
modelling.  Again, these values are apparently
addressed directly and explicitly in curriculum.
However, as [ stated previously, they are more likely
to be treated directly and explicitly by teachere in
the Separate Schools, rather than teachers in the
Fublic Schools.

. In general, the strategies were directed toward
the knowledge domain and to a lesser extent the
affective domain of feelings and attitudes (see Fopp,
1989). They tended to be focused on relaying
information rather than participation and
problem—solving. They were mostly explicit methods

rather thamn implicit.
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Teachers Do Favouwr the Fromotion of some Categories of

Values over Others

The expected percentages of responses were equally
divided at 20 percent for each Category, or 30,2
responses out of 131, Responses diverged from these
gxpected results. Figure 1 illustrates the percentage
of responses for each of the Categories. These
responses indicate a tendency to favour the promotion
of values from Categories 1 and 2 much more than the
others.

Table 1 reveals that the responses show a great
tendancy for teachers to promote values from Category
1. The chi-sguare value of 20,6887 indicates
confidence greater than 92993, The 54 responses for
Category 1 amount to 35.76 percent of the total sample,
a significant difference of 15.74 points from the
gupected 20 percent. A lesser emphasis was placed on
Category 2, but as Table 1 illustrates, the number of
responses was only slightly higher (3.84) than the
edpected values: 235.84% versus 200/ expected. Category
4 responses were below the expected value but only
marginally so (-3.44). The responses to Categories 3
anrnd 5 were both much lower than the expected values
{(-7.42 and -8.74). The madimum to minimum range within
the sample, 24.350 percentage points, indicates a fair
range of difference between Cateqgory 1 and Category 5
responses.

Some statements were assigned more than one
Cateqgory by the respondents but were not included in
the results. This suggests that the categorization of

the value statements may encompass one
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TABLE 1- GENERAL RESPOMSES
FACTOR CATEGORY OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX

BENERAL 1 34.00  I5.76 18,7363  15.76
BENERAL 2 36,00 23.84 f.1139 3.84
GENERAL 3 19.00 12,58 4.1536  -7.42
GENERAL 4 25,00 16.36 0.B954  -3.44
GENERAL 3 17.00 11,26 5.7695  -B.74

GENERAL sum or av 151.00  100.60 30,6887 7.84

TABLE 2'  GENERAL RESPONSE TO DISPOSITION

FACTOR RESPONSE OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI ~ DIFF EX  VALUE
GENERAL  WEAK 48.00 33.80 0.0094 0.47
GENERAL UNCERTAIN ~ 40.00 28.17  1.1362 -5.16
GENERAL STRONG 54.00 38.03  0.9390 §.70
sum or av 142,00 100.00 2.0845 3.44 -4.23

TABLE 3 GENERAL RESPONSE TO INFLUENCE

FACTOR RESPONSE OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI ~ DIFF EX  VALUE

GENERAL  WEAK 5 3.52 37.8615  -29.81
GENERAL UNCERTAIN 23 16.20 12,5094 -17.14
GENERAL STRONG 114 80.28 93.8967  46.95

sum or av 142 100.00 144.2676  31.30 -76.76
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or more different Categories. Category 2 responses
appeared in all of these combined responses. This was
true in all of the 14 examples. It may be difficult to
zeparate the categories entirely, and responses in aone
category may not exclude all others, especially in

v

Category 2. Category 2 appeared in 11 of these
responses, while Categories 1, 4 and 3 appeared in 7,4
and 3 responses respectively. It would appear from
this very limited sample that Spiritual values are seen
to be the least inclusive in the other values while
values pertaining to Other Individuals are the most

inclusive.
Summary

From these findings it would appear that teachers
tend to see themselves as promoting valuess which
pertain to a student’'s self-—perception and personal
growth to & significant degree. They also tend to
promote values which pertain to their Community and
Gpirituality to & degree significantly less than the
others. Values pertaining to Other Individuals and the
Environment receive a moderate amount of emphasis, the

amount that all values would it given equal priority.



Teachers Hold No Clear Opinion About
Student Disposition
{(Agreement, Helief and Action in Gccordance with Values
that Teachers bHee Themselves as FPromoting

in their Classrooms)

The sxpected percentages for each response were
FELEL of the total. The data collected from the
general sample in this survey are very close to this
level., Figure 1 illustrates the responses as
parcentages for Student Disposition. The greatest
percent difference from the expected is only 5.16
parcent, well below the acceptable 104. This deviation
is small. The range within, from 28.17 to 3B.O3
percent, a total of 2.86%, is relatively small,
indicating & small difference between extreme
responses.  The total relative Value of the responses
is 4.23, which indicates a slightly positive or Strong
overall response to Student Disposition. Considering
that this VYalue could reach + or — 100, 4.23 is very

close to O or Undecided.
Summary

It is apparent that there is no clear opinion
about the Strength or Weakness of Student Disposition.
The low positive Value would suggest that teachers feel
Student Disposition is slightly Strong. A slightly
lower Undecided response indicates that the low Value
ig a result of a split in opinion rather than & high

Undecided response. Neither extreme in the split is

very large.
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Teachers have a Very Clear Opinion about their
Direct, Fersonal Influence on their Students
Developing & Disposition toward the Values
that they SBee Themselves as Fromoting

within their Classrooms

The expected responses for Weak, Uncertain and
Strong would be equally spread among them. There would
be an edpected 33,34 response under each. The data
collected in this survey show a great difference from
these expected results. Figure 1| shows very clearly
that B80,28% (114) of the 142 responses indicate a
5trong degree of Influence. Further, I& (254
responses indicated a Very Strong Influence.

Table I reveals that the results of the sample are
significant (XZ2=144.307, n=142, df=2, prO.0005). The
percentage difference from the exupected result ranges
from —29.81% to 46.95%. These 932.90 percentage points,
far above the 104 level, suggest a great tendency
toward the Strong response over the Weak or Uncertain
responses. All areas express a great deviation from
the expected. Only 3,524 of the responses indicated
Weak Influence and none of them indicated a Very Weak
Influence. The overall Value of the responses is
+76.76, indicating a very strong feeling of positive
Influence by teachers, with little indecision or

disagreement.

Summary

It may be stated that teachers do feel that their

direct, personal influence on their students developing



their disposition toward the values that they see
themselves as promoting within their classroom is
significantly strong. Teachers feel very influential
in developing student values. Whether the influence is
positive or negative is unclear, based on the results

af this suwrvey.

Analysis of the Sample

Some of the responses were not included in the
total sample. Some respondents did not indicate a
category for one or more value statements, while 14
statements were matched with more than one Category.
The value statements and strategies for these were used
for key-word content analysis but were not included in
the analysis of the Categories. Other respondents
neglected to circle a response for Disposition and
Influence. Again, these responses could not be
included in the analysis of Disposition or Influesnce.
The most common omission was to complete fewer tham the
zix statements. I these cases, only completed
statements were included. After compiling these
responses, & total of 151 statements were collected
with an appropriate Category for an average of 5.0035
responses per individual respondent. Responses to
Digposition and Influence totalled 142 for an average
of 4.73 responses per individual.

Rather than speaking only of the number of
individual respondents, the following sample analysis

refers to the number of responses, attributing each

response with the pertinent demographic data (see Table

i
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43 . This allows the analysis of each individual
response separately.

By gender, the sample was very close to being
evenly split bhetween males and females (Figure 2).
Female responses accounted for 55.6% of the 131
collected, compared to 44.4% for males. The responses
are therefore not very biased in favour of either
gender.

By age, the sample is rather unevenly distributed
(Figuwre 2). A majority of the responses came from
respondents who were between the ages of 40-49.
Combined with responses by teachers aged 30-39, this
asegment of the sample (age I0-49) accounts for &7.6% of
the total. As a result, younger teachers (20-29 years)
arnd older teachers (530+ years) are not equally
represented, with 21.2% and 11.3% respectively or 32.4%
for the two together. Conclusions based upon age only
will be tenucus. For more reliable observations, a
much greater sample would be needed, including more
teachers from the yvounger and older groups.

By division, the sample is fairly evenly divided
(Figure 4). The primary division represents the
amal lest numbers at 26%. Junior and intermediate
divisions are represented by 38% and 364 respectively.
This distribution makes conclusions based on division
more accurate, but agein & greater sample would be
desirable.

By teaching experience, the sample is again
unevenly distributed (Figure 35). Most responses were
given by teachers with 2ither more than 20 vears’
eiperience or less than one year experience. These two

groups accounted for 39.8%4 of the total sample, leaving
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TABLE 4- PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS IN SAMPLE

femaie male age 20 age 30 age 40 age 30+ oprisary Jupior  intersed.exp 0 exp {-10 exp 11-20 exp 20+
female BI.B7 33,33 bH4.81 29,41 52,86 54,90 5.2 73.81 37,30 375 44,68
gale 16,13 66,67 3519 T0.59  47.14 45,10 4773 26,19 62.50  43.28  55.32
age 20 .7 7.35 2,86 24,51 25.00  73.Bl 0.00 0.06 0.00
age 30 19.51 7.06 .43 5.4 35.23 0 26,19 6230 39.44 0.00
age 40 42,68 27.94 44,29 3B.24  29.53 0.00 37.50  40.54  53.83
age 50+ 6.10  17.65 11,43 1L76 10,23 0.00 0.00 0,00 36,17
prigary 26.81  27.2 16,06  27.85 32306 27.%9 22,38 26,33 29,73 2B.40
junior 40.2 3B.01 44,45 32.92 40.463 41.35 37.31 14,21 36.49 45.648
intersed, 1310 34,71 39.29  39.23  27.07  31.04 40.31  39.46 33.78  25.91
exp 0 37.80 15,18 100,00  22.92 0.60 0.00 21,43 24,51 30.68
exp 1-10 10,98 22.06 0,00 31.2 14.87 0.00 14,29 12,75 ~17.09
exp 11-20 25,61 21,53 0.00  45.B3  27.78 0.00  IL.AT  26.47  28.41
gxp 20+ 25.61 3.4 0.00 0.06 55,86 100,00  32.B6 36,27 23.B6



FIGURE 2- DISTRIBUTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS IN SAMPLE: GENDER
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FIGURE 3~ DISTRIBUTION OF DEMOGRAFPHIC FACTORS IN SAMPLE: AGE
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FIGURE 4- DISTRIBUTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC FACTDORS IN SAMPLE: DIVISION
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FIGURE S5- DISTRIBUTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS IN SAMPLE: EXPERIENCE

11-23 YEARS (24.3%)
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only 40.1%4 of the responses by teachers with 1-20
vears of teaching experience. The total sample is
therefore biased towards teachers with little or a
great deal of experience. Further analysis hased on
dempgraphic grouping should be conducted to achieve
reliable conclusions, with a greater sample of teachers
with 1-20 vears of experience.

FPercentage Distribution of Demographic Factors in

be drawn about each of the demographic factors, sample
comparisons were generated to determine any correlation
between demographic factors. These correlations must
neaed be taken into account before conclusions can be
dirawn about either factor as an independent variable.
Table 4 presents the comparative percentages across
factor groups. Figures 2-5 illustrate these
percentages in stacked-bar graphs. The most
significant correlation is between age and experience.
For example, 100%4 of the respondents betwesen age 2029
had O vears of experience. Also, 100% of the age S50+
group had 20+ yvears of experience. The conclusions
reached ftor the two age groups may also be egually
attributed to vears of euperience. However, the
converse is not true. OFf those with 0 years'
evparience, 73.8Bl4 were age Z0-29, a very high
percentage, but 246,194 were age I0-3%9. Similarly, of
those with 20+ years’ euperience, only 36.17%4 were age
50+, while the majority, 63.83%, were age 40-49,
Therefore, conclusions reached about respondents with O
and 20+ years’' experience are much less likely to be

attributed to age.



Comparison_to_Fopulation: The extent to which

this éample is like the population is unclear. The
sample may not be representative of the population,

which limits the generalizability of the results.

The Factors of Gender, Age, Teaching Division
and Teaching Experience Do Have An Effect on

the Survey Responses to the Categories

Demographic Factors Affecting the Responses

to the Categories

Factors Compared_to_the Total Sample: Using

chi-square calculations to compare the individual

demographic factors to the total sample, there were no

significant_deviations by any of these factor groups
{see Tables 5-9 and Figure &). Consequently, none of
these factors may be said to have a significant
influence on the Category of value stated by teachers
responding to this survey. However, the opinions most
different from the general sample were offered by:
0 vears' experience
males
age 20-29
females
age I0-39
When looking at the percentage difference from the
total sample responses for each demographic factor on
each individual category, some speculations about

possible significance may be made, assuming a further
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TABLE 5  CATEGORY RESPONSE BY GENDER '

FACTOR CATEGORY DBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX GAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET

female 1 24.00  28.57 3.0857 8.57 1:2143  -7.19 16.20
female 2 22.00  26.19  1.6095 6.19  0.1945 2.35 5.29
female 3 13.00 15.48  0.8595  -4.52 0.5589 2.89 6.52
female 4 15.00 17.86 0.1929  -2.14  0.0859 1.30 2.93
female 5 10,00  11.90 2.7524  -8.10 .0.0312 0.65 1.46
female sumor av 84.00 100.00 8.5000 5.90  2.0847 2.88 16.67  32.41
male 1 30.00  44.78 20.5642  24.78  1.5225 9.01 16.20
male 2 14.00  20.90 0.0269 0.90 0.2438  -2.95 5.29
male 3 6.00 8.96 4.0866 -11.04 0.7007  -3.63 6.52
male 4 10.00 14.93 0.8627  -5.07 0.1076  -1.63 2.93
male 5 7.00 10.45 3.0567  -9.55 0.0391 -0.81 1.46

2.6137 3.61 35.82  32.41

male sumor av 67.00 100.00 28.5970 10.27

_TABLE &6  CATEGORY RESPONSE BY AGE

FACTOR CATEGORY OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX GAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET

age 20-29 1 9.00 28,13 1.0562 8.13  0.5218 -7.64 15.63
age 20-29 2 8.00 25,00 0.4000 5.00 0.0180 1.16 5.09
age 20-29 3 3.00 9.38 1.8063 -10.63 0.2617 -3.2 . 8.21
age 20-29 4 8.00 25.00 0.4000 5.00 1.3780 8.44 13.24
age 20-29 5 4.00 12.50 1 0.9000  -7.50 0.0438 1.2 2.08
age 20-29sum or av  32.00 100.00 4.5625 7.25 2.2234 4.34 18.75 44.31
age 30-39 1 21.00 43.75 13.5375 23.75 0.8565 7.99 15.63
age 30-39 2 10.00 20.83 0.0167 0.83 0.1821 -3.01 5.09
age 30-39 3 5.00 10.42  2.2042  -9.58 0.1790 -2.11 8.21
age 30-39 4 7.00 14.58  0.7042 -5.42  0.1129 -1.97 13.24
age 30-39 5 5.00 10.42  2.2042 -9.58 0.0302 -0.84 2.08
age 30-39sum or av  48.00 100.00 18.6667 9.83  1.3607 3.20 33.33 44.31
age 40-49 1 18.00 33.33  4.8000 13.33  0.0890 -2.43 15.63
age 40-49 2 14.00 25.93  0.9481 5.93  0.0985 2.08 5.09
age 40-49 3 8.00 14.81  0.7259 -5.19  0.2138 2.23 8.21
age 40-43 4 8.00 14.81  0.7259 -5.19  0.0989 -1.74 . 13.24
age 40-49 5 6.00 1.1 2.1333 -8.83 0.0010 -0.15 2.08
age 40-49sum or av  54.00 100.00 9.3333 7.70  0.5012 1.713 22.22 44.31
age 50+ 1 6.00 35.29  1.9882 15.29  0.0010 -0.417 15.63
age 50+ 2 4.00 23.53  0.1059 3.53 0.0007 -0.31 5.09
age 50+ 3 3.00 17.65 0.04M1 -2.35  0.3465 5.06 §.27
age 50+ 4 2.00 11.76  0.5765 -8.24  0.2357 -4.79 13.24
age 50+ § 2.00 11.76  0.5765 -8.24 0.0039 0.51 2.08
age 50+ sum or av 17.00 100.00 3.2941 7.53  0.5879 2.23 23.53 44,31

ot s



TABLE 7  CATEGORY RESPONSE BY DIVISION

FACTOR CATEGORY OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX GAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET

primary 1 13.00 32.50  3.1250 12.50  0.1190  -3.26 6.39
primary 2 8.00 20.00 0.0000 0.00 0.2475  -3.84 4.56
primary 3 6.00 15.00 0.5000 -5.00 0.1857 2.42 2.04
primary 4 7.00 17.50  0.1250  -2.50 0.021% 0.94 2.13
primary 5 6.00 15.00  0.5000 -5.00 0.4974 3.1 E 5.74
primary sum or av  40.00 100.00 4.2500 5.00 "1.0m2 2.84  i7.50 21.46
Junior 1 19,00 33.33  5.0667 13.33  0.0940 -2.43 6.39
Jjunior 2 14.00 24.56  0.5930 4.56  0.0124 0.72 4.56
junior 3 8.00 14.04  1.0140  -5.96 0.0955 1.45 2.04
junior 4 10.00 17.54  0.1119  -2.46 0.0336 0.99 2.13
Junior 5 6.00 10.53  2.5579  -9.47 0.0271 -0.73 5.74
junior sum or av  57.00 100.00 9.4035 7.16  0.2626 1.26 22.81 21.46
intermed, 1 21.00 38.89  9.6333 18.89  0.1477 3.13 6.39
intermed. 2 13.00 24.07 0.4481% 4,07 0.0012 0.23 4.56
intermed. 3 7.00 12.96  1.3370 -7.04 0.0062 0.38 2.04
intermed, 4 8.00 t4.81  0.7259  -5.19 0.0989  -1.74 2.13
intermed. 5 5.00 9.26 3.1148 -10.74 0.1917  -2.00 5.74
intermed.sum or av  54.00 100.00 15.2593 9.19  0.4457 1.50 29.63 21.46

TARLE 8 CATEGORY RESPONSE BY TEACHING EXPERIENCE

FACTOR RESPONSE OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EY GAM CHI DIFF GAM RANG IN RANG BET

0 yrs 1 12.00 27.27  1.1636 1.27 0.8866  -8.49 Y1439

0 yrs 2+ 11,00 25.00 0.5500 5.00 0.0248 1.16 1.60

0 yrs 3 4.00 9.09 2.6182 -10.91 0.4264  -3.49 8.69

0 yrs 4 11.00 25.00  0.5500 5.00 1.8948 8.44 14.19

0 yrs 5 6.00 13.64 0.8909  -6.36 0.2210 2.38 5.30

0 yes sum or av  44.00 100.00 5.7727 6.91 +3.4536 4.79 18.18 4417
1-10 yrs 1 10.00  41.67 5.6333  21.67 0.2340 5.91 14.39
1-10 yrs 2 6.00 25.00 0.3000 5.00 0.0135 1.16 1.60
1-10 yrs 3 2.00 8.33  1.8333  -11.87 0.3444 -4.25 8.89
1-10 yrs 4 4.00 16.67 0.1333  -3.33  0.0002 0.1 14.18
1-10 yrs 5 2.00 8.33  1.6333 -11.67 0.1824  -2.92 5.30
1-10 yrs sum or av  24.00 100.00  9.3333 10.67 0.7748 2.87  33.33 44.M7
11-20 yr 1 15.00 40.54  7.8054 20.54  0.2363 4.78 14.39
11-20 yr 2 9.00 24,32 0.3459 4.32  0.0036 0.48 1.60
11-20 yr 3 5.00 13.51  0.7784  -6.49  0.0255 0.93 8.69
11-20 yr 4 4.00 10.81 1.8622  -9.19 0.7317  -5.75 14.19
11-20 yr 5 4.00 10.81 1.5622  -9.19 0.0066  -0.45 5.30
11-20 yr sum or av 37.00 100.00 12.0541 9.95 1.0097 2.48  29.73 MM
20+ yrs 1 17.00  36.17  6.1447 16.17  0.0022 0.41 14.39
20+ yrs 2 11.00 23.40  0.2723 3.40 0.0038  -0.44 1.60
20+ yrs 3 8.00 17.02  0.2085  -2.98 0.7359 - 4.44 8.69
20+ yrs 4 6.00 12,717 1.2298  -7.23 0.4078  -3.79 14.19
20+ yrs 5 5.00 10.64 2.0596  -9.36 0.0160  -0.62 5.30
20+ yrs sum or av 47.00 100.00 9.9149 7.83  1.1657 1.94 25.53 4417
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study using a larger sample. Using a net difference
of greater than 9 percentage points as & guide to
indicate possible significance, the following points
were made. Females show a tendency to select fewer
Self values than the general sample and to show more
overall balance in their selection. Males show a much
greater imbalance in favour of Self values. Teachers
aged 2029 emphasize Environmental values more and Self
values less than the others. 30-39 year—olds selected
Self values even more than the general sample and age
304+ teschers selected more Community values and fewer
Environmental values.

The greatest total difference was with the
teachers with O vears’' of experience who selected more
Environmental values and fewer Self values to an even
greater extent than teachers age 20-29, suggesting that
this emphasis may be more due to teaching experience
than age. Teachers with 1-10 vears’' experience tended
toe select Belf values more than the general sample, and
teachers with 11-20 vears’ experience tended to

de-emphasize Environmental values.

Figure &6 reveals that all groups responded abave
the eupected 20% for Self values and Other Individusl
values. Community values and Spiritual values were all
below this level. Environmental values were split

above and below.

Hypothetical Tests of the Factors: When looking at

the hypothetical chi-square scores for each demographic

— e B S e e s e



above the .95 level of contfidence (see Figure 7).

Those groups were:
males
age J0-3I9
Intermediats
1120 years' ewperience
20+ years' edperience
Males were the most significant factor, strongly
preferring to select Belf values. Age I0-39 teachers
were the second greatest, again emphasizing Seldf
values, Intermediate teachers, those with 11-20 and
20+ years of experience were also signiticant factors,
all showing strong favouwr for Category 1 (Self values).
All other groups f211 below the .93 level of
confidence. The strongest level of confidence was
found in the total sample.

Those groups with the least confidence, or showing
the most balance in response selection, being closest
to the evenly split hypothetical expected values, were
age 30+, Primary and age 20-29.

The next test, the percentage difference from the
hypothetical expected values for each Category and
factor group, was to show the sxtent or degree of
difference for each Category and factor group, and
again to determine balance of selection. A 10
percentage point difference was used to determine
significance. All groups went above this level on
Category 1 except Females, age 20-29, and those
teachers with O years’' euperience. Males were the
stirongest, followed by age 30-39 and 1-10 vears’
evperience. Females were the only group to not show a

significant difference in any Category, showing the
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most balance. Males were significantly lower in
Community values, as were age 20-29, 0 years’
experience and 1-10 vears’' edperience. Intermediate
teachers and those with 1-10 vears’' experience selected
Spiritual values significantly less frequently.

The greatest overall average differences from the
hypothetical eupected values were found, from greatest
to least, in 1-10 year, male, 11-20 year and age 30-3I9
responses.  he least average differences were found in
Frimary and Female responses,

Fercentage range within the groups was to
determine the degree of extremes within the group or to
what extent one category was chosen at the expense of
another. The highest values were found in the male,
age I0-3%9, 1-10 and 11-20 years’' experience groups.

The lowest values were in the female, Frimary, O yvears’
experience and age 20-29 groups.

The range between groups illustrates the degree of
difference between groups within one factor. Males and
females were most closely aligned on Spiritual values.
Experience groups were closest on Other Individual
values. Both of these factors were under 2 percentage
points. The widest split or least agreement was
between males and females on Self values. Self values
separated age 20-29 and I0-39 groups by more than 15
percentage points as well.

The widest total split was between age groups,
followed closely by euperience, gender and division

gQroups.



Trends and Tendencies
Cender: Males emphasize Category 1 and deemphasize
all others, especially Community values. Females tend

to show more balance, although emphasizing Self values

most.
Age: 11 age groups give strongest emphasis to Self
values. Age 20-39 emphasize Self values most, while

20-29 year—olds emphasize them least, supporting
Environmental values strongly. Other values are
generally agreed upon. Community values tend to
incfeaae with age. Environmental values tend to
decrease with age. Spiritual values are unanimously
given little support.

Division: Responses by division are very closely
aligned, with slightly greater balance by Frimary
teachers and more emphasis on Self values by
Intermediate teachers. Most responses are in agreement
with the total sample.

Evperience: All Experience groups emphasize Self
values most. The O experience group gives it the least
gmphasis, favouwing Environmental values to nearly the
same degree. Other values are very closely aligned.

Environmental values decrease with vears’ experience

while Community values increase.

Male respondents seemed to be the most distinct
group, having the most clear opinion based on
hypothetical chi-square scores and having the second
greatest difference from the general sample. The O
vears' experience group appears to be the second most

distinctive, differing most from the general sample.
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The age 30-3% group also shares great distinction,
having the second most clear opinion and third most

different from the general sample.

Demagraphic Factors Affecting the Responses

to Student Disposition

Factors Compared to the General Sample: Using

chi-square calculations to compare the individual
demographic factors to the total sample, there were

four significant deviations by these factor groups {(see

Tables 10-15 and Figuwres B8-9). Conseguently, these
factors may be said to have distinction in the Category
of Value stated by teachers responding to this swwvey.
The groups with the greatest distinction with
confidence levels above .93 are:
0 years’ ' experience
age 40-49
age 20-29
20+ years’ experience
All other groups were below the .95 level of
confidence. It would follow that age and vyears’
experience may be factors affecting a distinct response
irom the general sample. Gender, division and category
of response did not deviate from the norm.

Even though the above groﬁps are the only
statistically significant factors, when looking at the
percentage difference from the total sample responses
for each demographic factor on each individual
Category, some speculations about possible significance

may be made, assuming & further study using a larger
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TABLE 10 DISPOSITION RESPONSE BY AGE

FACTOR RESPONSE GBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX SAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET  VALUE
age 20-29 WEAK 18.00  §6.25 5.0417  22.92 4.7700  22.45 2.18 -

age 20-29UNCERTAIN  8.00 25.00 0.6667  -8.33 0.1141  -3.17 10.85

age 20-29 STRONG 6.00 18.75 2.0417 -14.58 3.12713 -19.28 8.07
sum or av  32.00 100.00 7.7500 15.28 8.0115 14.96  37.50  21.70  37.50

age 30-39 WEAK 20.00 47.62 2.57114 14.29  2.3118 13.82 42.52

. age 30-39UNCERTAIN  7.00 16.67 3.5000 -16.66 1.8727 -11.50 26.41

age 30-39 STRONG 15.00 35.71 0.0714 2,38 0.0591 -2.3 45.96
sum or av 42,00 100.00 6.1429 11.11 4.4036 9.21 30.85 114.95 11.90

age 40-49 WEAK 7.00 13.73  5.8824 -19.61 6.0818 -20.08 42.52

age 40-49UNCERTAIN  22.00 43.14  1.4706 9.81 4.0564 14.97 26.47

age 40-49 STRONG 22.00  43.14  1.4706 9.81 0.3501 5.1 45.96
sum or av  51.00 100.00 8.8235 13.07 10.4882 13.38 29.41  114.95  -29.41

age 50+  WEAK 3.00 17.65  1.2549  -15.69 1.3127 -16.16 42.52

age 50+ UNCERTAIN  3.00 17.65 1.2549 -15.68 0.6681 -10.52 26.47

age 50+ 3TRONG 11.00 64.71 5.0196 31.38  3.1816  26.68 45.96
sum or av  17.00 100.00 7.5294 20,92 5.1624 17.79  47.06 114.95 -47.06

TARLE {1 DISPOSITION RESPONSE BY GENDER

FACTOR RESPONSE OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX GAM CHI DIFF SAM RANE IN RANG BET  VALUE

female  WEAK 22,00 32.35 0.0196° -0.98 0.0423  -1.45 2.78

female UNCERTAIN 23.00  33.82 0.0048 0.49 0.7M18 5.65 10.85

female  STRONG 23.00  33.82  0.0049 0.49 0.3161  -4.20 8.07
sum or av  68.00 100.00 0.0294 0.66 1.1303 .M 1.47  21.70 -1.47

male WEAK 26.00  35.14  0.072 1.80 ,0.0389 1.33 2.78

male UNCERTAIN 17.00  22.97 2.3829 -10.36 0.7093  -5.20 10.85

male  STRONG 31.00  41.89 1.6261 8.56 0.2905 3.86 8.07

sum or av 74,00 100.00 4.0811 .91 1.0386 3.46 18.92  21.70  -6.76



TABLE 12

FACTOR RESPONSE OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI
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- TABLE 14 DISPOSITION RESPONSE BY CATEGORY

FACTOR RESPONSE DBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX GAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET  VALLE

cat 1 WEAK 15.00 28.85  0.3141 -4.49 0.3779 4,96 21.16
cat 1 UNCERTAIN  13.00 25.00 1.0833  -8.33 0.1854  -3.17 18.26
cat 1 STRONG 24.00  46.15  2.5641 12.82  0.9029 8.13 15.72
sum or av  52.00 100.00 3.9615 8.55 1.4662 5.42  21.15 55.14 -11.31
cat 2 WEAX 13.00 3114 0.1524 3.81 '0.1155 3.3 21.16
cat 2 UNCERTAIN  11.00 31.43  0.0381 -1.80 0.1320 3.26 18.26
cat 2 STRONG 11.00 31.43 0.0381 -1.90 0.4009  -6.60 15.72 .
sum or av 35.00 100.00 0.2286 2.54  0.6484 4.40 5.71  '55.14 5.1
cat 3 WEAK 5.00 2941 0.0784 -3.92 0.0970 -4.39 21.16
cat 3 UNCERTAIN 5.00 29.41 0.0784  -3.92 0.0093 1.4 18.26
cat 3 STRONG 1.00 118 0.3137 7.85 0.0443 3.15 15.72
sum or av 17.00 100.00 0.4706 5.23  0.1506 2.93 11.76 55.14  -11.76
cat & WEAK 11.00 47.83  1.4493 14.49  1.3381 14.02 21.16
cat 4 UNCERTAIN 5.00 21,74 0.9275  -11.59  0.3376  -6.43 18.26
cat 4  STRONG 1.00 30.43 0.0580  -2.90 0.3487  -7.59 15.72
sum or av 23.00 100.00 2.4348 9.66 2.0244 9.35  26.09 55.14 17.39
cat 5 WEAK 4.00 26.67 0.2000 -6.67 0.2260  -7.14 21.16
cat 5 UNCERTAIN 6.00 40.00  9.2000 6.67 0.7454 11.83 18.26
cat 5 STRONG 5.00 33.35 0.0000 0.00 0.0869 -4.69 15.72
sum or av 15.00 100.00 2.4000 4.45  1.0583 7.89 13.33 55.14 -6.67
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sample. Using a net difference of greater than 10
percentage points as a guide to indicate possible
significance, the following points were made.
Responses by neither gender nor divisional groups
differed from the general sample. Age Z0-Z9 showed
much greater Weak responses and fewer Strong responses.
Age 320-39 showed greater Weak response but fewer
Uncertain responses.  Age 40-49 had much fewer Weak
responses but greater Uncertain responses, and age S0+
were greater in Strong responses and lesser in both
Weak and Uncertain. A trend seems to indicate that
increasingly stronger Student Disposition is found as
teacher age increases.

A similar trend is found in teaching experience,
vat not to the same degree. The O experience group
favoured Weak responses at the expense of Strong. The
1-10 group was less Uncertain and showed some favour to
the Strong response. The 11-20 group was very close to
the sample but showed some greater Uncertainty. The
20+ group favoured the Strong response at the expense
of the Weak.

Differences by Category indicated that
Environmental values seem to be Weaker than on all the
fategories combined, and greater Uncertainty was
expressed on Spiritual values.

The greatest overall average difference from the
total sample appears in the following groups:

0 years' experience, 17.81
age 50+, 17.79
age 20-29, 14.97
age 40-49, 13,39
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The greatest individual differences, greater than
20 peréantage points, were:
QO yvears’' experience, Weak response, +246.72
age S50+, Strong response, +26.68
age 20-29, Weak response, +22.45
0O vears’' euperience, 5trong response, —-Z22.2
age 40-49, Weak response, —20.08
Both of the above findings support the conclusion
that age and vears’  experience are the most distinct
groups affecting unique opinion about Student
Disposition, as they appear the most frequently in this
list. The degree to which age is a factor seems to
indicate that age may have more effect than teaching
experience on the trend to see Student Disposition grow
increasingly stronger. However, the 0 years’
experience group seems to be the most distinct

individual group.

Hypothetical Tests of _the Factors: When looking at

the hypothetical chi-square scores for each demographic
factor, it should be remembered that opinion regarding
Student Disposition is unclear for the total sample.
Uging the hypothetical chi-square scores, the same
conclusion is reached for all gender, division and
Category groups (see Figure 9.

However, all_ age groups differed significantly or

demonstrated a definite opinion, as did the 0 and 20+
vears' experience groups. The factors which scored
above the .95 level of contidence are:
QO years’ ' experience
20+ years’' edperience

age 40-49
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age 2029

age S0+

age 30“3@
Thoze teachers with O vears’' experience heavily
favoured the Wealk response, while those with 20+ years
favoured the Strong response. Teachers, age 40-49,
showed a great Uncertain and Strong response.  Age
20-2%9 heavily favoured the Weak response. Age S0+
greatly favowed the Strong response, while age 30-3%
showed little Uncertainty with some lean toward the
Wealk response. Again this information supports the
conclusion that age and teaching superience are
significant factors in having clear opinions about
Student Disposition.

The next test, the percentage difference from the
hypothetical esupected values for each Category and
factor group, was to show the extent or degree of
difference for zach Category and factor group to
determine the direction of the differences, to find any
possible distinctions additional to those revealed by
the chi-square test and again to determine balance of
sglection. A 10 percentage point difference was used

to determine significance. Males showed less

ot

Uncertainty than did females and theretore more opinion
slanted slightly in the direction of ﬁtrmng
Disposition. As age increased, so did the fesling of
strong Btudent Disposition. Divisions were neutral.

fAs teaching experience inoreased, so0 did the strength
of Student Disposition. Self values showed stronger
Dispostion. Environmental values showed wealker

Disposition and less Uncertainty.



To again determine some possible levels of
confidence more sensitively than the chi-sguare test
reveals, the average difference from the hypothetical
axvpected values was caloculated. The results for those
groups greater than 10 percentage points are as
follows:

age S0+, 20,92
O o yvears experience, 1H8.1
age 2029, 15.2
20+ yvears’ edperience, 14.01
age 40-4%9, 13,07
age 3I0--39, 11.11
1-10 years’' experience, 10.6

Environmental values, 9.7

Again, age and years’ edperience appear most
freqgquaently, although Environmental values do turn out
to e wnigue. These groups would be the most unigus in
the total amount of difference from the Uncertain
=2 tululal-1-38

To determine the greatest degree of difference
from the Hypothetical Expected values or the most
extreme responses, each response group whose score was
diffarent by more than 20 percentage points is listed
belows

age S50+, Btrong, +31.38
0 years’ esuperience, Weak, +27.19
age Z0-2%9, Weak, +22.92
20+ years’' edperisence, Strong, +21.032
These would appear to be the most Influential factors

an any one given response tvype.



Fercentage range within the groups was calculated
to determine the degree of extremes within the group,
or to what extent one category was chosen at the
expense of another and to test for balance. The
greatest ranges (above 30 points) again point to age
and experience as the least balanced:

age 50+
O vears' esuperience
20+ yvears edperience
age 20O-29
age 3J0-39
1-10 vyears’ experience
The most balance (less than 10 points) is found
irg
females
Intermediate
Juril or
1120 vears' experience

Other values

The range between groups illustrates the degree of
difference betwesn groups within one factor. The
greatest differences were in the age groups and
experience groups, differing by more than 43 points in
Strong responses and 42 points in Weak responses
between the youngest and oldest respondents. HMales and
females differed the least.

Relative Values were calculated to determine the
total degree of opinion in one direction. The Weakest
Values, the least clear direction (less than +-10),

wer e found ins
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Juand o
females
1120 vears' esuperiencs
ther valuess
Spiritual values
mal es

Intermediate

Trends and Tendencies

Gender: Famales and males were very close to both
the general sample reapmnsegvand the Hypothetical
Expected responses. They differed from sach other only
marginally, with males being slightly more opinionated,
with fewer Uncertain responses., and feeling that
students have a slightly stronger Disposition to the
indicated values.

Ages There was & wide variance in opinion between
the age groups, with an overall tendency for vounger
teachers to see Disposition as being Very Weak, and as
teachers increase in age,; to see Disposition as being
increasingly Very Btronag. As age increases, there
sgems to be movement from Weak, to split opinion, to
Uncertain and Strong, to clearly Strong.  The deagree of
the variance is great in a&ll age groups, but the
difference from the general sample is strongest in the
20-29 and 40-49 age groups.

Divigion: The divisional aorouns were verv close to
the general sample and to each other, with no
significant variation or definite opinion in any one

response. A slight tendency to move from stronger



Disposition to weaker Disposition is apparent as level
of instruction increases from Frimary to Intermediate.
Frimary teachers seemed to have the strongest opinion.

H The esxperience groups had the greatest

opinion in the 0 and 20+ years groups. These two
groups differed from the general sample and from the
Hypothetical Expected values significantly but in
opposite directions. The middle two aroups were split
in opinion o fairly Uncertain about Disposition. The
stages seem to move from Weak, to split. to Uncertain,
to Strong as teaching experience increases, with the
rmet result being that Student Disposition is seen as
strengthening as teaching experience INcCreases.
Category: Responses in each Category do not
crgntficantly deviate from the general responses or
firom the Hypothetical Expected values. or no definite
opinions were apparent. Environmental Disposition was
seen to be somewhat Weak while Self Disposition, and to
a lesser extent Community Disposition, were seen as
Strong. Digposition toward values pertaining to Qthers
were seen as split, or neutral. Spiritual Disposition

was seen as Uncertain.

Az the populations of the age and experience
groups run parallel to each other. and as the results
in each of these groups are similar, the dominant
factor is unsure. However ., due to the degree of
variance being greater, generally, in the age groups,
age may be considered the more significant factor.

Using the chi-square scores, O yvears' experience
was the most clearly opinionated group and the most

different from the general sample and would appear to
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be the greatest factor influencing opinion about
Student Dispeosition. Age 40-49 appears to be the
second most critical age group, being second in
diffterence from the sample and third in clarity of
opinion (hypothetical chi). Following these would be
Al years ' experience and the rest of the age groups.
Mo other factor group is represented in the top five
chi-sguare scores for either hypothetical or sample
calculations. It i=s apparent thalt the extremes of
teaching experience have some effect on teacher
opinion. Age, which is in some sense separable from
the school influence and may be seen as being
influenced by culture in a wider sense, is also a very

influsntial factor directing that opinion.



Demographic Factors Affecting the Responses

to Teacher Influence

Factors Compared_to_the General Sample: Using

chi-sqguare caloculations to compare the individual
demographic factors to the total sample (sge Tables

1421 and Figuwe 11, there were no_significant

deviations. Conseqguently. these factors mav be said to
have no significant distinction in the Category of
value stated by teachers responding to this survey.
The groups with the greatest distinction, closest to
the .20 level of confidence. were:
age 2029
Spiritual values

All other groups were far below even the .90 level of
confidence. It wowld follow that these two groups are
the most distinct factors for Teacher Influence but are
mot statistically significant.

Even though the above groups are not statistically
significant factors, when looking at the D@Fcenfaqe

difference from the total zample responses for each



TABLE 16  INFLUENCE RESPONSE BY GENDER

FACTOR RESPONSE OBSERVED PERCENT
female  WEAK 1 1.45
female UNCERTAIN 10 14.49
female  STRONG 58 84.06

sum or av 69 100.00
male WEAK 4 5.48
male  UNCERTAIN 13 17.81
male  STRONG 56 76.71

sum or av 73 100.00

.

- TABLE 17  INFLUENCE RESPONSE 8Y
FACTOR RESPONSE DBSERVED PERCENT
age 20-29 WEAK 3 9.68
age 20-29UNCERTAIN 2 A
age 20-29 STRONG 26 83.87

sum or av 31 100.00
age 30-39 WEAK 0 0.00
age 30-39UNCERTAIN 5 11.90
age 30-39 STRONG 3 88.10
sum or av 42 100.00
age 40-49 WEAK 2 3.85
age 40-49UNCERTAIN 13 25.00
age 40-49 STRONG 37 1115
sum or av 52 100.00

age 50+  WEAK 0 0.00

age 50+ UNCERTAIN 3 17.65

age 50+ STRONG 14 82.35

sum or av 17 100.00

HY
21

81

16.

5.
.2100
63.

4

AGE

CHI

.0435

1.
53.
.6522

3478
2609

9909
2785

4795

HY CHI

14

13.
.0833
A1
36.

22

L2043
1204
23.
35.

7521
6774

.0000
.1857
3.
57.

1857
5714

5641

9615

.6667
L2549
12.
19.

2549
1765

DIFF EX GSAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET

-3

=21
-15

DIFF

-23.
-26.
50.
3.

-33.
43
.16
36.

=21
54

-29.
.33
37.
25.

-33.
-15.
49,
32.

.88
-18.
50.
33.

84
12
82

.85
53 -
43.
28.

38
92

EX

66
88
54
69

33

51

49

82
2

33
69
02
68

0.8412
0.1238
0.1226
1.0875

.0.7951
0.1170
0.1158
1.0279

SAM CHI

3.3367
1.8178
0.0497
5.2042

1.4789
0.4778
0.3194
2.2760

0.0156
2.4878
0.5397
3.0430

0.5986
0.0221
0.0091
0.6297

-2.017
-1.70
3.78
2.52

1.96
1.61
-3.87
2.38

DIFF SAM

6.16
-9.78
3.59
6.50

-3.52
-4.29
1.81
5.21

0.33
8.80
-9.13
§.09

3.52
1.45
2.07
2.35

4.03 .

3.32
1.35
82.61 14.69

4.03
3.32
1.35
71.23 14.69

RANG IN RANG BET

9.68
18.55
16.94
17.42 4517

9.68
18.55
16.94
88.10  45.17

9.68
18.55
16.94
67.31 45.117

9.68
18.55
16.94
82.35  45.17

VALUE

-82.61

-71.23

VALUE

-14.19

-88.10

-67.31

-82.35



- TABLE 1B INFLUENCE RESPONSE BY DIVISION

FACTOR RESPONSE DBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX SAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET  VALUE

primary  WEAK 1 2.56 11.0769 -30.77 0.1014 -0.96 1.52
primary UNCERTAIN 5 12.82 4.9231  -20.51 0.2745  -3.38 1.89
primary STRONG 33 84.62 30.7692  51.28 0.0912 4.33 9.1

sum or av 39 100.00 46.7692  34.19  0.4672 2.89  82.05 18.21  -82.05
Junior  WEAK 2 3.77 13.8931  -29.56 '0.0096 0.25 1.52
Junior  UNCERTAIN 8 15.09  5.2893 -18.24 10,0398  -1.10 7.59
Junior  STRONG 43 B1.13 36,3270  47.80 0.0048 0.85 .1

'sum or av 93 100.00 55.5094  31.87 0.0542 0.74 17.36 18.21  -77.36
intermed. WEAK 2 4.08 12,5782 -29.25 0.0437 0.56 1.52
intermed.UNCERTAIN 10 20.41 2.4558 -12.93  0.5364 4.21 1.59
intermed. STRONG 3 75.51 26.1497 . 42.18  0.1390 -4.M 8.1

sum or av 49 100.00 41.1837 . 28.12 0.7191 3.18 71.43 18.21  -11.43

. TABLE 19, INFLUENCE RESPONSE BY TEACHING EXPERIENCE

FACTOR RESPONSE OBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI  DIFF EX GSAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET  VALUE

0 yrs  WEAK 3 8.11  7.0631 -25.23 2.2109 4.59 8.11

0 yrs UNCERTAIN 3 8.11 7.0631 -25.23 1.4947  -8.09 14.75

0 yrs STRONG k] 83.78 28.2523  50.45 0.0565 3.50 9.50
sum or av 37 100.00 42.3784  33.63 3.7622 5.39 75.68  32.36 -175.68

1-10 yrs  WEAK 1 4.17  6.1250 -29.17 .0.0284  0.65 8.1

1-10 yrs UNCERTAIN 3 12.50 . 3.1250 -20.83 0.2025 -3.70 14.75

1-10 yrs STRONG 20 83.33 18.0000  50.00 0.0278 3.05 9.50
sum or av 24 100.00 27.2500  33.33 0.2588 2,46 7917 32.36  -79.11

11-20 yr  WEAK 1 2.86 9.7524 -30.48 0.0438  -0.66 8.1

11-20 yr UNCERTAIN 8 22.86 1.1524 -10.48 0.9585 6.66 14.75

11-20 yr  STRONG 26 74.29 17.6095  40.95 0.1567  -6.00 9.50
sum or av 35 100.00 28.5143  27.30 1.1590 444 7143 .36 -11.43

20+ yrs  WEAK 0 0.00 15.3333 -33.33 1.6197  -3.52 8. 11

20+ yrs UNCERTAIN 9 19.57  2.6159 -13.77 0.3222 3.37 14.75

20+ yrs STRONG 37  80.43 30.6159  47.10 0.0001 0.15 : 9.50
sum or av 46 100.00 48.5652  31.40 1.9420 2.35  80.43  32.36 -80.43
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TARLE 20

INFLUENCE RESPONSE BY CATEGORY

FACTOR RESPONSE, DBSERVED PERCENT HY CHI

cat |
cat |
cat 1

cat ?
cat 2
cat 2

cat 3

cat 3
cat 3

cat 4
cat 4
cat 4

cat 9
cat 5

WEAK
UNCERTAIN
STRONG
sum or av

WEAK
UNCERTAIN
STRONG
sum or av

WEAK
UNCERTAIN
STRONG
sum or av

WEAK
UNCERTAIN
STRONG
sum or av

WZAK
UNCERTAIN
STRONG
sum or av

0
1
45
52

2
4
28
3

1
4
12
11

0
5
19
24

0.
13.

86

5
1

13.
20.
66.
.00

00
46

.54
100.

00

.88
.16

82.
100,

35
00

.88
23.
70.

100.

53
59
00

.00
20.
19.

100.

83
17
00

33
00
67

17.

6.
44,
67.

1.

4

1

8

15
24

—_ N O —

3333
1603
1603
6538

6863

1451
4.
36.

5098
9412

3.8431
0.
1
1

4802

.0784
4118

.0000
1.
1250
.2500

1250

.8000
.8000
.0000
.6000

DIFF EX SAM CHI DIFF SAM RANG IN RANG BET

-33

53
35

=27,

=21
49

-21.

-9
3
24

-33
-12

30

-20

33
22

.33
-19,

87

L2
47

45

51
.02
32.

68

45

.80
.25
.84

.33
.50
45,

83

.56

.00
-13.

33

.33
.22

1

_—0 OO —_0 O O o o O o

-~ oo o -

159 -

.8310
0.2403
0.

-2.3248

2536

.5384
4124
.0182
.9689

.2692
.5643
.1990
.0324

L8451
.3185
.0037
1673

1015
. 1339
.3463
.5818

-3,
-2.
6.
4.

52
14
26
17

2.36

4.43

2.07

.95

.36

1.33

5.

9.69

46

.52
.64
A2
.09

.81
.80
.62

9.08

86.54

16.47

64.71

19.17

53.33

13.
1.
19,
44,

13.
"
19.
44

13.
"

44

13.

11,
19,
44

13.
18
19,

[

44.

KK
16
81
97

33

.16

87

.97

33

.16
19.
.97

87

33
16
87

.97

33

87
97

VALUE .

-86.54

-16.417

-64.71

-18.17

-53.33



TABLE Z1

RANKING OF INFLUENCE FACTORS

HY CHI

144
81

67.
63.

51

55.
48.
46.
42.
41.
36.
36.
35.
28.
21.

24

19.

11

7.

.21
.65
65
48
.57
51
51
11
38
18
96
94
68
51
25
.25
18
A
60

G
F
C1
M
A3
J
E+
p
£0
!
Ad
C2
A2
£2
£l
C4
AS
C3
()

AVG

DIFF
36

3

3

EX

.51
35.
3.
33.
33.
33.
33,
32.
32.
.87
31

.30
30.
28.
28.
27.
25.
2,
22.

41
19
82
69
63
33
68
68

40

56
92
12
30
21
84
22

A3
Ci
p
F
A2
£0
E1
AS
c?
J
E+
G
C4
M
I
£2
Ad
3
5

SAM CHI

D O O O O O — = e o —. DR W W e

.20
.58
.16
.04
.32
.28
.94
A1
16
.09
.03
.03
97
12
.63
A7
.26
.05
.00

A2
]
£0
A4
C1
A3
E+
C4
E2
F
3
M
c?
[
A5
P
E1
J
G

AVG

DIFF SAM

9.08 C5
6.50 A2
6.46 C3
6.09 Ad
5.39 EO
5.21 A3
4.44 B2
411 0
3.18 1

3.
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
0
0

09 C4

.95 C2
89 P
52 F
.46 E1
J38 M
.35 A5
.35 E+
140
006G

TOTAL

RANG

88.
86.
.61
82.
82.

82

80

1"
m

T
T
11
67
64
53

IN
10
54

35
05

A3
19.
19.

11
17

.42
.36
76.
16.
15.
43
.43
.23
.31
N
.33

76
41
68

A3
¢

A5

E+
c4
E1
A2

C2
EO
E2

A4
3
5

160 ~

TOTAL
RANG BET

45.
45,
45.
45,
97
.97

44
44

44.
.97
.97
32.
32.
32.
32.
18.
18.
18.
.69

44
44

14

14.

11
11
11
17

97

36
36
36
36
21
21
21

69

Ad
A3
AS
A2
C1
C3
CA
(]
c?
£0
E+
E1
£2

N X — T

VALUE

88.
86.
82.
82.
82.

80

T

10
54
61
35
05

43
19.
19.
1.
6.
16.
15.
4.
1.
.43
11.
67.
b4.
53.

11
17
36
16
47
68
19
43

23
31
(&
33

A3
C1

Ab

Et+
C4
E1

C2
)]
A2

E2
Ad

C3
5



90

80

70

60

INFLUENCE: WEAK

RELATIVE VALUE: INFLUENCE

RESPONSE PERCENTAGE

191

50
10
30
FIGURE 10- 20
L
% 10 44 f
14
DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS: v WA o ,
2 7
W
g -1 % 4
RESFONSES TO INFLUENCE - 20 [/
30
~40 % A
[/
ammmmmmmmmq’lr? T T T T T 50
- T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
CS5AZEDC2CI MET | Ad Y GEZP FASEFASCAD b Er A CI P T CIM C5EZ G F U C2 I A3CAAZED
INFLUENCE: UNCERTAIN INFLUENCE: STRGNG
% %0
/]
80 80
V, 7)
anaAanna7
70 70 / / // 7'7-
u u
¢ w ¢ w ANAAAAAAAAANN
z Z
W
§ 50 g 50 / 4 /‘Z( 9 V) 4
: S aangaa g
5 40 llé 40 ATAATIT 7 A1
> o '/ ’
& ¢ (Al /]
20 2
Y, ViV, ViV, Y, ViV,
w A Uil - o A / it it
0{{(?(4[(' ] II/ {I T T T Ol/él/l/l T ¥ T 1 T T |4(| ¥ T T T
A CIE2CH | CSE+ M AS 6 J F C1 P E1 A3 C2EQ A2 ASC1 P F AZEOEIASC2 J E+ 6 CH M 1 E2 M C3C5



AT

-~

FIGURE 11— CHI-SQUARE: INFLUENCE

SAMPLE CHIE: INFLUENCE HYPOTHETICAL CHI: INFLUENCE
6 150
140 4]
§ 17 130
120
» 110
g 4y g 100
8 7 0 90
& '_./- Eg ao/
: 3 : 3 10 —
g / | T s (AAAL
N1l 5 41771915788
: = ) 7]
ﬁ / %/ 0 / = ——
A1/ /] /
1 /7 AP 2 11 AT Vi
. % //// B ATV 7
R 74124\ VA VAL WA WA WA WAL AP\ A WA AN A AL VA AN VAT
D 1 1| {{41/ é T Z{ﬁ /%@mv"l—‘] * O 1 T T T T T T T ¥ T T 1 ’A K] T T A[
A2 CSEO M C1ASE+ CAE2 FCI M C2 | ASPEL S G G F CIMAS JE+PED | AMC2A2Z E2E1 CHAS CICH

above 0.95, xz is greater than 5.991. d.f.= 2



demographic factor on each individual category, sone

apeculations about possible significance may be made,
assuming a fwther study using a larger sample (ses
Figures 10 and 11). Using a net dif%aren;a of greater
than 10 percentage points as a guide to indicate
possible significance, the following points were made.
Spiritual valuess was the only group with a difference
greater than 10 percentage points, at ~13.46Z 'in the
Strong response. The Weak response was also +9.81
points higher than all of the Category responses
conbined. ther groups with responses close to 10
points include:

Spritual values, Strong, —13.&62, weak, +9.81

age 20-29, Undecided, —-9.75
Community values, Strong, —9.4&%

age 40-4%9, Strong, -%.13% with higher Undecided
This would suggest that teachers feel least influential
regarding the promotion of Spiritual values. Age 2029
is more gpinitonated but split in that opinion.
Teachers feel less strongly influential but slightly
more Undecided about Community values. Age 40-49 feels
less strongly influential and more Undecided than the
general sample. q

Nomne of the overall average differences from the
total sample appear to be significant or to be over 10

percentage points.

Hypothetical Tests of the Factors: When looking at

the hypothetical chi-square scores for sach demographic

factor, all_groups agree with the original_conclusion,

that teachers are clearly opinionated about their

Influence (see Figure 11). All but two groups had
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levels of confidence bevond the .99%3 level. Although
still beyond the .95 level, Spiritual values and
Community values had notably lower scores than the
other groups at 975 and .993. This would still
support the conclusion above for these two groups.

The next test, the percentage difference from the
Hypothetical Expected values for each category and
factor group, was to show the extent or degree of
difference for each category and factor group to
determine the direction of the differences, to find any
pogsible distinctions additional to those revealed by
the chi-sgquare test and again to determine balance of
selection (see Tables 16-21 and Figure 10). A 10
percentage point difference was used to determine
significance. Again, all groups differed
significantly, using this criterion. This supports the
conclusion that all groups feel extremely influential.

To again determine some possible levels of
significance more sensitively than the chi-square test
reveals, the average difference from the Hypothetical
Expected values was calculated. All groups were
signitficant.

Fercentage range within the groups was calculated
to determine the degree of extremes within the group,
ar to what extent one category was chosen at the
exﬁense of another and to test for balance. All groups
had a range above 30 percentage points.

The range between groups illustrates the degree of
difference between groups within one factor. All
groups were within the small to medium range,
differences being less than 50 points. The fewest

differences were between males and females and between
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each of the divisional groups. This would suggest that
these factors do not aftfect feelings of Intfluence as
much as age, experience and the Category to which the
Influence is directed.
The greatest number of Wealk responses were for:
Category 5
Age 20-2%
O yvears’' experience
Category 2
Category 3
The greatest number of Uncertain responses were
for:
Age 40-49
Category 3
20+ vears’ esperience
Category 4
Intermediate
The greatest number of Strong responses were for:
Age 3I0-39
Category 1
Frimary
Female
Age Z0-29
Relative Values were calculated to determine the
total degree of opinion in one direction. All Values
were VYery Strong, indicating Strong Influence. The
strongest were:
age 30, 88.10, high Strong response
Self values, 86.54, high Strong response
temales, 82.461, high Strong response
age 30+, BZ.35, no Weak response

Frimary, 82,05, high S5trong response



20+ years’ ' experience, B0O.43%, no Weak, some Uncertain

The Weakest groups were:
Bpiritual valuess, 93.33, highest Weak response
Community values, &4.71, high Uncertain response

age 40-49, &7.31, high Uncertain response

All other groups were between 70 and 80,

In these rankings, as with the chi-square scores,
O yvears  edperience is not the dominant factor as it
was with the Category and Disposition responses. The
type of category to which the statement bhelongs seems
to be more important to tescher Influence than to
Disposition, as each Category is represented in the top
five responses as elther Weak, Uncertain or Strong.
They do not appear in any of the top five Disposition
responses. EBach of the other factor groups are

mentioned in the top five rankings.

Trends and Tendencies

The most overwhelming conclusion from this survey
is that most teachers feel strongly influential in
having their students developing their disposition
toward the values that they see themselves as promoting
within their classrooms.

The only other conclusions refer to the relative
degree of Influence that teachers feel that they hold.

F0-39 year—olds feel the most influential, along
with females, age 30+, PrimaryAtaachers and 20+ years’

experience. The most influential category is Seldf
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values. Age 40-49 feel the least influential, and the
categories with the least influence are Spiritual
values and Community values. Z0-29 yvear—-olds were very
apinionated but were split in their opinion, even
though still feeling very influential.

Looking at chi-square scores for both degree of
clear opinion (hypothetical chi) and difference of
opinion from the general sample, no one factor stands
out as being most effective or dominant in the opinion
of teacher Influence. Category 1 responses rate highly
in both areas, as do age 20-39 and 20+ vears’
ayperience.

Again, as in responses to the Categories and
Student Disposition, age seems to be a dominant factor
that affects how teachers will respond to Influence,

including some of the strongest and weakest responses.

Summary of Chapter Four

Yalue_ Statements_and_ Strategies: It was shown that

many teachers do see themselves as promoting values in
the classroom. The value statements made by the
respondents to this survey may be largely classed as
having "respect” in varving forms for one’'s Self, Other
Individuals, Community, Environment and Spirituality.
Respect suggests an attitude or, at a lower level, a
feeling for the content of the values, rather than the
exercise of a concrete skill or active behaviour in
regard to the content.

It was shown that certain strategies are used to

pirromote values. In support of the more passive,
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attitudinal natwe of the value statements, the
strategies employed by teachers tend to be those of
discussion, student/teacher relationship and to a
lesser extent, positive reinforcement. The first two
deal with the values at a cognitive level rather than
active, skills or behaviouwr-oriented strategies such as
positive reinforcement. More active, behaviowral and
cskill-oriented strategies were not absent from the

sample but appeared much less freguently.

General Responses: Respondents to the survey
classified their responses into one of five Categories.
Frram these findings, it would appear that teachers tend
to see themselves as promoting, to a significant
deqgree, values which pertain to a student’'s
self-perception and personal growth. VThey also tend to
promote Community and Spiritual values to a degree
significantly lower than the others. Values pertaining
to Other Individuals and the Environment recieve a
moderate amount of emphasis, close to the amount
expected if all values were given equal priority.

There appears to be no clear opinion about the
strength or weakness of Student Disposition. Opinion
was characteristically not highly Uncertain, but
instead, slightly divided between the Strong and Weak
opinion. The overall weighted Value of the responses
is slightly Strong.

it may be stated that teachers do feel that their
direct, personal influence on their students developing
their disposition toward the indicated values is
signiticantly Strong. Teachers feel very influential

in developing student values. It is unclear whether
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this conclusion can be extended to values in general or

only to the values that were indicated by the teachers.

Demographic Factors— Cateqories: Demographic

analvysis of the responses reveals that, for the
Categories, males emphasize Category 1 and deemphasize
all others, especially Community values. Females tend
to show more balance, although emphasizing Self values
most.

All age groups give strongest emphasis to Seldf
values. Age 30-39 emphasize Self values most, while
E20-29 year—olds emphasize them least, supporting
Environmental values strongly. Other values are
gensrally agreed upon. Community values tend to
increase with age. Environmental values tend to
decrease with age. Spiritual values are unanimously
given little suppart.

Responses by division are very closely aligned,
with slightly greater balance by Frimary teachers and
more emphasis on Self values by Intermediate teachers.
Most responses are in agreement with the total sample.

A1l Experience groups emphasize Self values most.
The O esperience group gives it the least emphasis,
favouring Environmental values to nearly the same
degree. Other values are very closely aligned.
Environmental values decresase with vears edperience
while Community values increase.

Male respondents seemed to be the most distinct
group, having the most clear opinion based on
hypothetical chi-sguare scores and having the second
greatest difference from the general sample. The O

.

vears' experience group appears to be the second most



distinctive, differing most from the general sample.
The age I0-39 group also shares great distinction,
having the second most clesar opinion and third greatest
difference from the general sample.

Demographic Factors— Disposition: Females and males

were very close to both the general sample response and
the hypothetical sxpected responses. They differed
from sach other only marginally, with males being
slightly more opinionated, with fewer uncertain
responses, and feeling that students have & slightly
stironger disposition to the indicated values,

There was a wide variance of oplonion between the
age groups with an overall tendency for younger
teachers to see Disposition as being Very Weak, and as
teachers increase in age, to sees Disposition as being
increasingly Very Strong. Az age increases there seems
to be movement from Weak, to split mpiniona‘to
Uncertain and Strong, to clearly Strong. The degree of
the variance is great in all age groups, but the
difference from the gener-zal sample is strongest in the
20-29 and 40-49 age groups.

The divisional groups were very close to the
general sample and to each other, with litle variation
or Strong opinion in any one response. A slight
tendency to move from stronger Disposition to weaker
Disposition is apparent as level of instruction
increases from Primary to Intermediate. Frimary
teachers seemed to have the strongest opinion.

The euperience groups had the greatest opinion in
the 0 and 20+ vears groups. These two groups differed
from the general sample and from the Hypothetical

Euvpected values significantly but in opposite



directions. The middle two groups were split in
opinion or were fairly Uncertain about Disposition. A
distinct progression seemed to move from Weak, to split
opinion, to Uncertain, to Strong as teaching experience
increases, with the net result being that Student
Disposition is seen as strengthening as heaching
experience increases,

Responses in each Category do not significantly
deviate {from the general responses or from the
Hypothetical Expected values, or no clear opinions were
apparent. Environmental Disposition was seen to be
somewhat Weak while Self Disposition, and to a lesser
@xtent Community Disposition were seen as Strong.
Digposition toward values pertaining to Others was ssen
as split or neutral. Spiritual Disposition was seen as
Uncertain.

Using the chi-square scores, 0 vears’ euxperience
was the most clearly opinionated group and the most
different from the general sample and would appear to
be the greatest factor influencing opinion about
Student Disposition. Age 40-49 appear to be the second
most critical factor group, being second in difference
from the sample and third in clarity of opinion
(hypothetical chil)., Following these would be 20+
vears ' experience and the rest of the age groups. No
other factor group is represented in the top five
chi-square scores for either hypothetical or sample
calculations. It is apparent that the extremes of
teaching experience have some effect on teacher
opinion. Age, which is in some sense separable from

the school influence and may be seen as being
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influenced by culture in a wider sense, is also a very
influential factor directing that opinion.

Demographic_Factors—_ Influence: The most

overwhelming conclusion from this survey is that most
teachers feel strongly influential in developing their
students’ disposition toward the values that they see
themselves as promoting within their classrooms.

The only other conclusions refer to the relative
degree of influence that teachers feel that they hold.

According to overall Value calcoculations, 30-39
yvear-olds feel the most influential, along with
females, age 50+, FPrimary teachers, and 20+ vears'
edperience. The most influential Category is Self
values. Age 40-49 feels the least influesntial, and the
Categories with the lesast Influence are Spiritual
values and Community values. 20-29 year—-olds were very
apinionated but were split in their opinion, even
though still feeling very influential.

‘ Looking at chi-square scores for both degree of
clear opinion (hypothetical chi) and difference of
opinion from the general sample, no one factor stands
out as being most effective, or dominant in the opinion
of teacher Influence. Category 1 responses rate highly
in both areas, as do age 30-39 and 20+ years’
experience. The highest ratings go to females and
males as having the clearest opinion, age Z0-29 and ©
vears’' experience as having the greatest difference

from the general sample.

Dominating Factors: When looking at the chi-square

scores for each response, the dominant factor for

responses to Categories, Disposition and Influence was



mentioned. When looking to see what the most dominant
factors for degree of opinion and differernce from the
gensral sample and for all responses, the relative
ranking of the scores was determined. and the factors
oocouwrring the most frequently with the highest rank
were considered to be most dominant. For example, the
O yvears ' edperience group, in difference from the
general sample for Category. Disposition and Influence
responses, ranked first, first and third. These
rankings were highest for all obther factors. appearing
te be the most dominant. The same method was used to
determine the rankinas for all three of these responses
combined. The most dominant factors for the degree of
opinion (hypothetical chi-souare) were:
Male
Age I0~-39
20+ yvears' experience

0 years' experience

The factors most different from the general sample for
all responses combined were:
0O years' experience
Age 20-29

Aoge 40-49

In total, the most dominant factors for all responses
were: QO vears' edperience
Age 20-29
Male
Age EZ0-I9
fAge 4049

204 vears ' edperience
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These resulis suagoest that new teachers will tend
to have very different opinions regarding the promobtion
af values, that yvounger teachers will also differ
dramaticélly, and that as age increases, and to a
lesser extent esvperience, those opinions will change.
It is unclear whether cpinion changes as an individual
teacher ages and becomes more experienced, or whether
the age and euperience groups differ in opinion,
maintaining that opinion as they arow older or more
experienced while yvounger, less experienced teachers
ring different ideas which thevy will maintain. Males

will also tend to hold more dramatic opinions than the

general sample.

Combined Factors: When factors are mided together in
all the possible unique combinations, projections are
made about the possible responses by members of these
groups {(see Appendix H ). Males dominate the responses
at the top Z2 of Seld valuess, while appearing abt the
bottom of all the other Categories. Females do Jjust
the opposite, appearing at the bottom 20 of Self values
and at the top of all others, especially Category 2.
Male and female responses appear at the extremes of
Influence responses, females feeling most influsntial
and males feeling least. Frimary responses appear in
the top of the SBpiritual valuss. Experience seems to
be the great divider in the area of Disposition, with O
vears' edperience appearing on the bottom 11 responses
while the 20+ group appears on the too 7. The O vears'
sperience group appears at the top and bottom of Self,

Environmental and Spiritual values as well. These

projections are based on pure percentage responses and
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do not take into account the sample size from which the
percentages were taken. Therefore., smaller sample
groups may appear higher in rank than would be the case
with a larger sample. These results would be
interesting to use as expected values for a much larger

study.



CHAFTER FIVE- SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND SIGNIFICANCE

Re—~statement of the Froblem

Assuming that values in many different forms
Qnderlie all of the activities that happen within an
educational facility, and that these are at least some
of the more lasting impreseions transmitted to
children, the puwpose of this study was to begin to
determine what types of values are being promoted
within classrooms in local communities,; how they are
being promoted, how influential the schools are, how
wll disposed the students are to them and what factors
might influence them. By looking at the most direct
and continueus link with students, i.e., teachers, and
to get a reasonably large cross section of sample,
teachers were asked to state and classifty values which
they promote within their own classrooms. They were
also asked what strategies were being used to promote
those values, how strongly disposed students were
toward them and how influential teachers felt they were
in affecting Student Disposition. Further, the
demogiraphic factors of gender, age, teaching division
and teaching experience were examined as possible
influences on teacher opinion on these issues.

The resultant study acts as & basis or pilot study
for further investigations. It indicates possible
trends and tendencies which may be clarified and
explored in more detail or compared with larger

populations, and methodology for interpreting data of



this type. It also provides an instrument which, with
the recommended modifications, might be used for

similar studies in future.

Main Features of the Method

The research took place in two parts. First, a
small Methodological Filot Survey was circulated to 30
elementary classroom teachers of various grades in &
public school system in Southern Ontario and to
teachere taking an M.Ed. course at Brock University. A
total of 24 surveys were returned. This survey
provided the data necessary to develop a means for
respondents to classify their own value statements.
The result was the formation of five basic Categories:
values pertaining to the Belf, Other Individuals,
Community, Environment and Spirituality.

Second, a final guestionnaire was developed from
the Methodological Filot and circulated to 110
elementary teachers, M.Ed. students and B.Ed. students
at Brock University. A total of 20 survey forms were
returned. Due to the small number of returns, the
results of the survey are tenuous at best but
sufficient to further modify the suwrvey form
{instrument), methodology and to indicate possible
trends and tendencies.

Key-word Content analyses of the individual value
statements and the strategies were conducted to
determine trends or commonalities.

The results for each Category, Disposition and

Influence response were then tabulated and converted to



percentages. Chi-sguares using an eqgual split for each
possible response as the Hypothetical Expected value,
percentage differences and average difference from the
Hypothetical Expected values, and the range from high
to low percentages within each individual factor were
calculated. For Disposition and Influence, & relative
Value was derived by assianing a value of —-1 to Weak
responses, O to Uncertain and +1 to Strong and adding
the totals together. For sach of the demograohic
factors the same calculations were made, as well as
chi-sgquare,; using the numbers from the total sample as
expected values, percentage diftference and average
percentage difference from the general sample, and
percentage range between responses within the total
factor gQroup.

After caloculations were made, examples of
statistical significance (the .95 level of confidence
was used for chi-square) and other comparatively high
values were noted and comparisons made. Detailed
anal vess were made for each independent variable.
Broader comparisons were made to determine trends and
tendencies. Finally, projections were made by
combining all factor responses into all possible
combinations, taking the percentage response for each
Category (the Value calculation for Disposition and
Influence responses) and averaging them to project how

a teacher with those characteristics miaght respond.
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Main Findinags and Conclusions of the Study

A Brief Summary

Guestion_1: Do teachers see themselves as promobting
values in the classroom? Yes.

These values are generally conceptual {(within the
domain of knowledge), receptive attitudes and feelings
{within the domain of affecty), and to a minor extent
aire determinant of behaviowr {(within the domain of

oparations! .,

fusstion Z: Do teachers favour the use of particular
strategies in the promotion of values? Yes.
Srtrategies are most frequently those of discussion

and not active participation or application.

Buestion_2: Do teachers favow the promotion of some
categories of values over others? Yes.

Certain, more immediate. values are receiving more
attention than others. The general trend is that those
values which are closer to the Self are emphasized,
with less emphasis on those which are farther removed

from the Selfd or are more abstract.

Guestion_4: Do teachers hold clear opinions about

Student Disposition toward the indicated values? No.
There is no clear relation between opinion about

Dispeosition and frequency of Category response or

Influence response.
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Guestion S: Do teachers feel influential in their
students developing & Disposition toward the indicated
values? Yes.

Teachers feel clearly influential in values
tramnsmission.

Teachers feel more influential wiith more frequently

mentioned values.

Buestion_&: Do the factors of gender, age, teaching
division and teaching experience have an effect on
swrvey responses?  Yes.

Gender, age, teaching division and teaching
edperience appear to effect responses, especially to

Disposition and Category.

In More Detail

Buestion_ 1: There were disappointingly few responses
to this survey, which may indicate something regarding
the sensitivity of the topic. or the technicalities of
the guestionaire or perhaps the disagreement by
potential respondents of the idea of "promotion of
values." However, no denial was made by any
respondents, that they personally promote values in
their classroom. The fact that teachers did respond
ensures that at least some teachers acknowl edae
promoting values within their classrooms. The small
number of responses mavy suggest that the samole is not
representative of the population.

The value statements made by respondents to the
survey tended to be statements referring to respect for
the value content rather than calling for skill., action

or behaviow . To a lesser extent they were attitudes
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or feelings rather than values which affect behaviour,
influence decision—making or reauire consistent
application. Very few values appeared to be action—,
skill- or behaviow —~oriented. The tendency seems to be
that knowledge receives the greatest emphasis, with
affect receiving less and operations receiving the
least (zee Fopp, 1989). These findings would agree
with those of FHutnick (1988), who found that awareness
was the main concern of teachers for values education.
It is noteworthy that no references were made by

respondents regarding Ministry documents or guidelines.

Buestion 2 Consistent with this is the relative lack
of behaviowral or active and involved strategies for
the promotion of these values. Discussion was the most
conmonly mentioned method. This would support the
finmndings of Fubtnick (1988)., who found the same thing in
schools in England. FRegardless, these findings were
swprising to me in that the treatment of values here
szems to be seen as conceptual rather than active,
which would be a very limited view. There mavy be an
attempt to shy away from actually trying to use values
to influence behaviow or decision-makinag. In the
broader view, all classroom behaviours tramnsmit values.
The activity of discussion transmits the value of
discussion, "the medium is the message," whereas the
respondents to the suwvey used discussion to tramsmit a
separate value on a conceptual level, the content being
the intended message. Also, considering the belief
that elementary students learn best by doing, I feel

some concern about the strategies being emploved to

- 181 -



promote values. However, this problem may be much
wider than just in the area of values.

Respondents gave no references to methods
mentioned in the literature review. Although they may
be present, I found no direct link to either Values
Clarification, the Reflective Approach or the Moral
Reasoning Approach. Many of the strategies used
parallel those found by Futnick (1988) in his study in
England. That teachers tend to teach values explicitly
rather than recognizing a hidden curriculum would also

be in agreement with Futnick.

Cuestion_ 3= There were significant differences in the
number of responses for each category. Therefore,
teachers do favour the promotion of some categories of
values over others. Teachers tended to state values
dealing with the student’'s more immediate relationships
to himherself and to Other Individuals. The more
extended, further removed from personal and continuous
contact and abstract values, were given significantly
less emphasis. Environmental values were given the
expected number of responses (expected numbers based
upon an even split in responses between Categories),
whereas Community and Spiritual values were given very
few responses. Self values were the highly favoured
response for all respondents, regardless of
demographics. BRoth Student Disposition and Teacher
Influence responses were strongest for these values.
Considering the age of elementary students and their
ability to grasp more concrete concepts more easily,
more immediate values dealing with immediate contacts

or relationships may be the most valid. However, there
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is some concern about the possibility of being trapped
into fighting personal interrelationship fires rather
than challenging students with issues of the
Environment, Community and Spirituality and choosing
strategies to ground them in the concrete.

Futnick (1988) also found that property,
environment and religion were not of great concern and
that values pertaining to sensitivity or empathy with
others were of greater concern to teachers in England.
However, this study showed a much greater emphasis on

values pertaining to the Self than his study.

Buestion 43 The responses to Student Disposition were
fairly evenly spread. Therefore, in general, teachers
have no clear opinion about that disposition. There
was also no clear correlation between Disposition
responses and Category or Influence responses. This
would suggest that how a teacher views a student in
relation to a particular value has little bearing on
the opinion of Influence or the frequency of response

to the Categories. However, each Category did receive

markedly different evaluation of Disposition.

Guestion_ 5= The responses to Teacher Influence were
overwhelmingly slanted toward the Strong response.
Theretfore, teachers do have clear opinions about their
direct influence in the promotion of the indicated
values., They unanimously saw themselves as being
strongly intluential. The degres of Strength of
Influence varies directly with the frequency of

response to each Category. In other words, teachers

will feel most influential with values to which they
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indicate most freguently, or arguably, promote most
often. This would suggest that influence is
stirengthened with the more frequent promotion of a
particular type of valusg, and that certain values are
promoted more as teachers feel more influential, or
perhaps more contfident.

This study showed & high degree of teacher
Influence similar to studies by Beddoe (1981) in
Trinidad and Tobago and Beecroft (198B6) in the same
geographic area, but no comparison was done in this

study to outside sources of influence.

Guestion_ b There is reason to believe that gender,
age, teaching division and teaching experience play
some role in aftfecting the opinions stated in this
survey. This would be contrary to the findings of
Bescroft (1984). When comparing these factors to the
general sample responses, there were no statistically
significant differences for the Categories or
Influence. For Disposition, age Z0-29, age 40-49, O
vears experience, and 20+ yvears’  experience were all
gsignificantly different from the general sample. This
would suggest that age and experience are unigue
factors affecting opinion about Student Disposition.
There were many hypothetical differences within
the factor groups, with some chi-square scores showing
significance and others not. All groups differed on
the Category responses. Age and divisional groups
differed for the Disposition responses. No groups
differed, except in degree, on the Influence responses.
This would suggest significant differences in opinion,

that these factors do play a part in affecting those
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opinions, especially in Disposition and Category
responses.

Other trends were apparent. Males tended to have
a higher response to Self values than females, and to
Have more opinion about Disposition. Females tended to

have less opinion and more balance in their responses.

All age groups had clear opinions on Disposition
whereas the general sample did not. As age increased,
opinion about Disposition became stronger, Community
values received greater emphasis while Environmental
values recelived less. It is not clear whether as
individuals age their opinion changes, or that there is
a conceptual difference between age groups which is
maintained as the individual ages.

It appears that opinion about Disposition is
weaker as students move up the divisions. Intermediate
teachers tended to mention Self values even more than
ather teachers, and Frimary teachers tended to mention
Spiritual values less.

As experience increased, the responses to
Community values became more numerous, to Environmental
values became fewer, and to Student Disposition became
Stronger. These results parallel the results in the
age groups. As there is great correlation between age
and experience in this sample, it becomes hard to
separate the two.

Males tended to have stronger, vet split, opinion.
Opinions appear to get Stronger as both age and
experience increase, although age is a more influential
factor. There is some reason to believe that

Disposition becomes weaker as students move upward



through the divisions. There may be cause to suggest
that older students, with younger, less experienced
teachers, may be viewed more negatively or in conflict
with teacher values. This may have repercusﬁions an
student self-image or student/teacher rapport.

Those teachers with O yvears’ experience appear to
have very distinct opinions from their counterparts,
arnd age groups seem to vary amoung hthemselves, as do
other experience groups to a lesser extent. Males and
females also seem to differ in their opinions. This
sesming variety, along with the great diversity of
value statements and strategies, would support the
notion that individual teachers are going to vary
greatly in their approach, opinion and emphasis on the
promotion of values, but that overall, they feel very
influential and have no clear opinion about how
students are in relation to their preferred values.
Overall, teachers will emphasize values pertaining to
the Self and Other Individuals more so than the other
types of values. This may indicate some concern that
certain values are receiving undue emphasis or that
certain types of values need greater or lesser
emphasis. Whether the opinions and values stated on
this suwvey are reflective of actual classroom practice
ig not within the scope of this project to clarifys
however, some assumption may be made that these results
bear some resemblance to actual practice. I¥ such is
the case, students, the inheritors of ouw futuwre, are
the recipients of these values and attitudes. Are

these the values they need?
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Significance of the Study

and QOther Research Arising from this Froject

As the results of this study are tenuocus at best,
its main significance is in the questions it raises,
its instrument design, methodology and tenuous
conclusions as the basis for other research. I will
first look at the signiticance of the issues which were
addressed in the hypotheses. I will then address some
points which may be improved in the actual survey form
for amny futuwre studies. Finally, I will make some
suggestions for further research arising from broader

questions which were not answered in this study.

Significance of_the Buestions: A number of the
original guestions have been partially answered. The
fact that teachers do promote values indicates that
this area of education is relevant and that more
guploration needs to be done in this area. As the
valusgs appear to be knowledge-oriented, there may be
reason to confirm this through extended research.
There may be a need to attempt to balance this with
more affect— and operation-oriented values. There may
also be a need to look at what values are implicit in
curriculum, to find some kind of alignment between
curriculum and classroom practice.

The fact that particular strategies are used which
seem to be passive in natuwre, may lead to further
analysis and recommendations regarding successful or
appropriate teaching methods within the area of values
education. Further investigation should be conducted
into the relation of stated strategies to actual

practice.
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It is clear that Self values and values pertaining
to Dthers are the most popular values to promote. This
opens up the guestion of whether these are the most
appropriate values to emphasize or if there should be
more balance. Are these the most appropriate to
elementary children or should there be a gradual shift
to more abstract values as students become older and
advanced in thelir reasoning powers?

As teachers hold no olear opinion regarding
Student Disposition, there may be a need to evaluate
Disposition before deciding what values to promote.
There may be & need to design some methodology for
evaluation. As there was no direct correspondence
Detween Di%pﬁéitiﬁﬁ and Category, 1t appears that
teachers promote valuess regardless of Student
Disposition. There likely should be some connection.
It may be a waste of time to promote values which are
gither already strongly developed or are sxtremely
weak.  This development should also affect the teaching
strategies used. It appears that there is no direct
Tink between Disposition and Influence. I+ this were
proven trus, it is guestionable as to why teachers feel
extremely influential when disposition does not
parallel that influence. In other words, Influence
does not seem to be measuwred by successful change of
Student Disposition.

Teachers feel very influential in the development
of values., This influesnce is related to the more
frequently stated values. It appears that teachers
tend to promote the values that they feel most

irnflusntial in promoting. Does this suggest that they

p S

avold wvalues which they feel are more challenging, for



which they will have less success? Does this indicate
ammethfng of how teachers decide what values to
promote? Are they responding to their needs and
tfeelings of success rather than responding to student
neads or weaknesses in disposition? Further research
would be reguired to answer these questions. Answers
may influsnce how strategies are formulated to promote
valuss.

Demographic factors do influence teacher responses
to values. These factors may influence classroom
practice. Looking at these results suggests that
individual teachers are likely to adopt differing
slants on values transmission. They suggest that
students will be exposed to various different
approaches to values as they move throughout their
education. This may be problematic in developing
consistency in their own valuess, or it may be
beneficial in developing a wider perspective on values.
Has this issue been addressed by parents or educators?
Depending on the values philosophy of the educatidnal
system, there may be some desire to take these factors
into consideration when statfing a school. I would not
like to think that this would be the only
consideration, but this in conjunction with some input
about personal values philosophy, as well as

quélifications and abilities, may be useful.

Improvements to_the Survey: There are difficulties

with the guestionnaire which may be improved. UOne is
the leading nature of the Categories.A As presented, I
believe that some of the respondents felt some

obligation to include one response for each Category.
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This may have imbalanced the responses, by encouraging
a response in a Category that may have been left cut.
Also, if respondents believed this, and failed to
finish the swvey, they may give undue weight to the
first Categories listed. To correct this difficulty, I
would ask for the value statements first, and then on &
later page ask the respondent to go back and indicate a
Category. Another method may have been to list the
Categary names on the response form under the value
statement, asking the respondent to circle the
Category. This may have been more clear than having
the respondent write down & number which had no
conceptual link to the Category.

The Categories may have been seen to be in order
af importance and may have influenced the respondents’
decisions about them. To overcome this difficulty, I
would provide different guestionnaires with the
Category list in different orders.

NMumbering the Categories may have been more
confusing than simply asking for the name of the
Category.

The sixth response was included to force an
imbalance in the responses, to give more weight to one
category over another. In the end, with a large number
of completed suwrveys, this imbalance should have been
evenly distributed between the Categories. This last
response appeared on the last page of the guestionnaire
and was overlooked by many respondents. I would place
it more carefully with the rest.

PR LIS SN

"Inclination” or "agreement with" may have been better.
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Influence may have been positive or negative,
Having the respondent indicate that would have been
helpful.

The original intention was to ask for religious
and school board affiliation. I think this information
may have been interesting in the light of recent
increased funding to separate schools in Ontario.

Other demographic or ethnographic information would
also have been useful.

The survey form takes & long time to complete.

Al though many respondents commented on the usefulness
of taking that time to think through their opinions,
one of the intentions of the project, others complained
about the time required. I received some uncompleted
forms and believe that many others were not sent
because they were incomplete or that the length was
prohibitive to some teachers even looking at it. Less
lengthy instructions may have helped in this area, but
I do not see an alternative except to somehow provide

time or incentives +for completing the form.

Further Reseaprch: Fossibilities for further

research in this area are endless as this study,
effectively a pilot study, has only touched on the many
imsues involved in values transmission. A& much broader
sample size is required to draw more significant
conclusions. More demographic and ethnographic
information might be included to determine what kinds
of factors intluence these issues, and to determine if
there is regionalism or unigue culture to values
interpretation. Caution should also be taken when

looking at this kind of information, that it is not
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used to maliciously label or prejgdice the perception
of specific individuals falling within the particular
ethnographic or demographic groups.

Other types of categories might be used to
agrganize responses, such as Aesthetic, Fractical,
Technical , Moral, Economic, Cultural, School,
Conceptual , Academic and Folitical and a number of
other possibilities including Fohlberg's stages.

Comparing public, separate and private schools may
be of interest, not to =single one type of school out
but to help direct parents about what type of values
they would like their children exwposed to. Comparing
teachers’ responses to the general public’'s may reveal
how closely the schools reflect the culture of society
in a broad or local sense. Comparing the results to
responses from educational administrators or policy
makers may determine areas which may need more
dialogue. Comparing the results to student responses
may indicate the degres to which these values are being
transmitted, at least as stated valuess, if not as
operational values.

More study needs to be done to follow up the
responses, to determine if posted values affect
classroom practice, if these values do have an impact
on student feelings, attitudes, beliefs,
decision—making and behaviours.

The guestion of why teachers choose to promote
certain values needs to be addressed. Are they
personal values, legislated values, perceived regional
or cultural values? The answer to these gquestions may
diramatically affect how educational institutions effect

change.
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Concluding Statement

I strongly believe in public education and public
access to education. BHut I also believe that the
public education system is not serving the public, to
whom it is responsible, in the most effective way.
Opening the issue of values transmission in education
may help to stimulate more open dialogue between
parents, teachers, administrators and students, to the
ernd that the vision of public education may be more
effective. I believe that parents have a right to know
the ﬁeaching philosophy and methodology of the
educational institutions and indivdual teachers that
their children are exposed to. This amounts to what
they value individually and collectively. I also
believe that the most effective institutions of any
kind are composed of individuals who know and
understand each other’'s values. Clarifying these,
communicating these, and acknowledging that the very
nature of teaching children involves tranamitting these
to children is one way of building better institutions.
Fotentially, staff can align themselves with specific
institutions where their values are recognized and
where they feel support. FParents should have the
potential to send their children to their choice of
institution where they feel comfortable that their
values are being supported or challenged. Students
might feel more securse in that they are getting more
consistent value messages supported at both home and
school .

This study may provide the initial steps to

further exploration of the conclusions reached in the
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hope of reopening the central issue of values
transmission and of apening discussion and perhaps
re-evaluation of the teaching enterprise so that the
vision of public education may be practically

maintained.
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AFPENDIX A

LIST OF ABRBREVIATIONS

Age

fge 20-29

Age 059

fAge 4049

Age S0+

Category 1, Belf values

Category 2, values pertaining to Others
Category 3, Commnunity values

Category 4, Environmental values

Spiritual values

A1

Category
Division
Exv: Diftference from expected value
Bam: Difference from the sample
Teaching experience

O yvears teaching euperience

1-10 vears teaching experience
11-20 vears teaching experience
Female

Gender or General sample

General or total sample

Gen Chi: General Chi-square

Hy Chi: Hypothetical Chi-sguare

Is
Ints

Intermediate
Intermediate
Juni or
Jumior

Male

-
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s Primary
Fr: Primary
Rang Bet: Range between factors within the same group

Ramg In: Range within the factor
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APPENDIX B

EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY: Filot

Values are an implict part of every educational activity
within the school setting. Every educational policy that is
initiated, implemented, or ignored, at any level in the
educational community, implies underlying assumptions regarding a
concept of: humankind; knowledge; truthy value; schooly and
society. The impact of values may be more significant in the
student's adult life than specific curriculum. However, little is
known about what values and ideologies teachers see themselves as
promoting within their classroom.

I am attempting to compile a list of values that educators
consider a priority to promote within the school and classroom.
This list, when compiled, will be used for a further study in
which teachers would be asked to select the 10 most important
values in order of importance. Comparisons will then be done to
determine any trends that may be apparent.

This survey is basically simple to complete. It should not
take more tham about 135 minutes. You are guaranteed complete
anonymity as an individual respondent.
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EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY: Filot

In the first portion of this survey, please indicate the
appropriate demographic information requested, by circling the
correct response or filling in the blank.

al Gender — F M

0y Age- 20-29 Z0-3E9 40-49 S0~over

c)  School Board (please print)

d) Years of Teaching Experience- 05 b—10 11-13 15—over

&) Current Grade Level (g) of Instruction- Fr.  Jdr. Int. B&r.

) Highest Level of Education- High School Community College
Some University Bachelors Degree Masters Degree
Doctorate Other (please specify)

g Religious Affiliation {(please print)
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EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY: Filot

In this portion of the suwvey I am asking for 10 statements
of values that you personally see yvourself as promoting to your
students in youwr classroom. These may include things that are
actually taught in lessons, or that are implied through vyour
example, established routines, rules of conduct, evaluation,
selection of curriculum materials, or by some other means.

Some examples might be:
Students should, learn to appreciate the value of work.

Students should, respect and observe the rights of others.
Students should, believe in God.

13 Students should,

2 Studehta should, __

=) Students should,

43 Students should,

)] Students should,

& Students should, —

7 Students should,

8) Students should,

) Students should,

12)  Students should,
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APPENDIX C
EDUCATIONAL VALUES LIST

Below is a list of educational values compiled in April of
1984, from classroom teachers in the Toronto/Niagara area.

Students should, encourage and support one another.
_____ Students should, respect each person for their

individualities.
Students should, earn their way through hard work and realize

the value of it.
Students should, treat others as they would like to be

treated themselves.
Students should, respect authority and rules.
Students should, participate in many different facets of

school life.
Students shouwld, take responsibility for their own actions.

_____ Students should, understand the connection of

body/mind/spirit.
Students should, learn to choose positive, life-enhancing

behaviours.
Students shouwld, choose positive relationships in their

sorial interactions.
Students should, be open to learning and new ideas.

Students should, not hurt other people intentionally.
Students shouwld, learn how to communicate with others

effectively.
Students should, learn how to deal with conflict (problems)

effectively.

Students should, respect the rights of others.

_____ Students should, take responsibility for their own learning.
Students should, learn to deal with failure and use it as a

learning experience.

Students should, believe in God.

Students should, be able to work guietly and independently.

Students should, display an eagerness to learn.

_____ Students should, realize that one never stops learning.

_____ Students should, develop a caring attitude toward others.
Students should, develop respect for adults and the society

in which they live.
Students should, learn to be proud of their accomplishments.

Students should, be encowaged to appreciate all life.
Students should, learn to appreciate their family and
community. '

Students should, be taught to live their lives with

reverence, with belief in God, respecting Christian principles,

maintaining a moral standard.

_____ Students should, be active participants in activities to

promote social, emotional, attitudinal and intellectual growth.
Students should, assume some responsibility for personal

a;;gfopment.
Students should, respect life and see all living things as

valuable.
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Students

heritages evident in a community,

pride.
Students

Students

should,

should,
should,

abilities of others.

Students

EHErClss.
Students

Students
Students

Students

should,

should,
should,
should,
should,

problems overnight.

Students

become involved in

Students

should,

should,

everyone

develop an awareness of the cultural
and develop & sense of community

learn how to accept criticism gracefully.
appreciate and tolerate the varying

respect their physical being through

work towards improving the environment.
develop a sense of self control, discipline.
be co-operative and polite.

learn that they cannot solve complesx

that it is sometimes wiser to not
else’'s problems.

to respect other people’'s ideas,

learn

learn

thoughts and reactions.

Students

Students

Students

activities.
Students

and respect.

should,
should,
should,

should,

learn to control tempers and mood swings.
help others where and when possible.

make an effort to be involved in various
express their points of view with humility

think for themselves without depending on

_____ Students should,

others,

_____ Students shouwld, have an appreciation for "spiritual" matters

{i.e., beyond the temporall.

_____ Students should, be able to understand their feelings and be

able to communicate them.

_____ Students should, learn that they are unigue as individuals.

_____ Students should, become aware of their limitations as well as

their strengths.

_____ Students should, learn to cope with stress in its various

forms.

_____ Students should, learn how to set goals realistically.

_____ Students should, learn that the natural environment is worth

preserving and developing.

_____ Students shouwld, learn to be honest and trustworthy with

themsel ves and others.

——__ Students should, learn that taking risks and making mistakes

are gquite normal.

_____ Students should, learn to question the world they live in.

_____ Students should, learn the work ethic.

_____ Students should, learn their responsibilites as members of

society.

_____ Students should, develop adaptability in a changing world.

_____ Students should, respect the customs and beliefs of groups

other than their own.

_____ Students should, develop a sense of fairness.

_____ Students should, be taught to avoid stereotyping.

_____ Students should, develop meaningful relationships with

others, i.e., a sense of the importance of family.

_____ Students should, approach new experiences with an open mind.
Students should, be active listeners, good communicators and

strong decision makers.
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AFPENDIX D
EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY

Values are an implict part of every educational activity
within the school setting. Every educational policy that is
initiated, implemented, or ignored, at any level in the
educational community, implies underlying assumptions regarding a
concept of: humankind, knowledge, truth. value, school, and
society. The impact of values to which a student is exposed in
school may be more significant in the student’'s adult life than
any other specific cuwriculum. However, little is known about
what values and ideologies teachers see themselves as promoting
within their classrooms, or about what teachers feel about their

role as values educators.

For my M.Ed. thesis, I am attempting to compile a list of
values that educators consider a priority to promote within the
school and classroom, strategies used in their promotion, and to
look for demographic factors that may influence these. Further, I
am interested in determining the feelings of educators with regard
to their influence and student disposition toward individual
values. Comparisons will then be made to determine any trends

that may be apparent.

important in education. how thev attempt to deal with them and how
influencial they feel their role is in promoting them.

This swvey should not take more thamn about 20 minutes to
complete. You are guaranteed complete anonymity as an individual
respondent.

Flease return these forms as soon as possible to me at
Filbride, via the BRoard Courier.

Thank vyou for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Don Jones

- 209 -



EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY

In the first portion of this survey, please indicate the

appropriate information requested, by circling the correct
response or filling in the blank.

&)

b))

[y}

)

a)

g)

Gender: F !

Ages 20-29 R399 40-45 S0-over
I am currently a: Full—-time teacher
Full—-time B.Ed. student Other

Years of Teaching Experience:
| =

O 1-5 6-10 11-15 15-20 20-25 28-over

I am gqualified or seeking gualifications to teach:

Frimary Junior Intermediate Senior None

Current Grade Level (s} of Instruction:

Frimary Junior Intermediate Senior None
Highest Level of Education- High School Community College
Some University Bachelors Degree Masters Degree
Doctorate Other (please specify)
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EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY (continued)

On the following pages, vou will be asked for 6 different:

{a) Value Statements

(b) Categories for those values

() Btrategies for Fromotion of those values
(d) Student dispositions toward those values

(e) Feelings with regard to vouwr influence on those values

and any
{(+) Additional Comments

FLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING EXFPLANATIONS CAREFULLY BEFORE
CONTINUING.

{(a) Value Statements: Statements of values, attitudes,
principals or general behaviouwrs that yvou feel students should

possess or be exposed to and that you, personall
These may include

tgfgag-zhat are actually taught in lessons, or that are implied

through vour example, established routines, rules of conduct,
evaluations, selection of cuwrriculum materials, or by some other

means.

_________ To aid in organizing these value statements,

please indicate, with the appropriate number, the following
category under which you see each value statement falling.

(b} Categories:

Student ‘s values with regard to:

(1) THEMSELVES: A value which pertains to a student’'s
self-perception, and personal growth.

(2 OTHER INDIVIDUALS: A value which pertains to the student’'s
perception of and interaction with other individuals.

{2y THEIR COMMUNITY: A value which pertains to the student’'s

perception of and interaction with their immediate or
extended community.

(4) THEIR ENVIRONMENT : A value which pertains to the
student ‘s perception of and interaction with their physical

environment.
(2) SPIRITUALITY:

perception of an animating,

essence, powerr or being.

A value which pertains to the student’'s
vital or essential principal,

(c)y Birategies: In order to determine how these values are

transmitted to students by individual teachers, please indicate

any strategy or method that vou use to get esach value across to
yvour students. I+ you are not presently teaching, indicate what

you have done, or would do in vouwr classroom.



{d) Student Disposition: Indicate whether students’ agreement
with this value, through belief and action in accordance with it,
is very weak, weak, uncertain, stronag. or very strong. Circle one
of the choices provided. If vou are presently not teaching,
indicate your -opinion.

(2) Your Influence: Indicate whether you feel that your direct,
personal influence on yvouw students developing their disposition
toward this value is very weak, wealk, uncertain., strong, or very
strong. Circle one of the responses provided. I+ you are
presently not teaching. indicate vouwr opinion.

aspect of the survey. Clarification of any of the responses that
youl have given would be helpful. In addition, comments about the
role of the school, individual teachers, students, family and
community in the development of values would be welcome.

()  Additional Comments: Flease feel +free to comment on any



EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY (continued)

Students should,

Category:

Strategiss:

Student Disposition:
very weak waal uncertain styrong very strong
Your Influence:

very wealk wealk uncertaln strong very strong

Students should,

Category:

Strategies:

Student Disposition:
VEry weak weak uncertain strong vary strong
Your Influences

vERYy weak weak uncertain strong very strong

Students should,

Category:

Strategies:

Student Disposition:

vary weak weak uwncertain strong vary strong
Your Influence:

very weak weak uncertain styrong very strong

e
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EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY (continued)

CATEGORIES~ Student’'s values with regard tos

(1) THEMSELVES (2 OTHER INDIVIDUALS (32) THEIR COMMUNITY
(43 THEIR ENMVIRONMENT (5 GRIRITUALITY
Students should, _ ——
Categorys: __

Strategies: - —— —_—

Student Disposition:

VEry weak weak uncertalin strong very strong

Youwr Influence:

very weak weak uncertain strong very strong

Students should, _ _

Category:

Strategies:

Student Disposition:

very weak weak uncertain strong very strong

Yoaur Influence:

very weak weak uncertain strong very strong
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EDUCATIONAL VALUES

Students should,

SURVEY

(continued)

Category:

Strategies:

Student Disposition:

VEryY weak weak uncertain strong very strong
Your Influence:

veEry weak weak uncertain strong very strong
Students should,
Categorys ____ _
Strategies: L
Student Disposition:

very weak weak uncertain strong very strong
Your Influence:

very weak wealk uncertain strong very strong
Students should, . _—
Categorys __ __
Strategies:
Student Disposition:

VEY wWeak weak uncertain strong very strong
Your Influence:

very weak weak uncertain strong very strong



EDUCATIONAL VALUES SURVEY (continued)

Students should,

Category:

Strategies:

Student Disposition:
VEry wWeak weak
Your Influences:

vary weak weak

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

uncertain st ong vary strang

wncertain stirong very strong

THAME YOU VERY MUCH FOR

YOUR FIND ASSISTANCE.
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APFPENDIX H

FROJECTIONS
BASED ON THE COMEINATION OF DEMOGRAFHIC FACTORS
IMNFLUENCING THE RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY

In order to apply the findings of this paper, to
look at what kinds of values are being taught by whom
in the schools, I have taken the results of the study
and combined the individmal factors, along with their
relative response percentages, and projected what
possible percentage chance there would be of any
combination of ftactore affecting the responses to the
survey guestions (see Tables 22-24). This exercise
also helps to confirm the relative influence of factors
o the opinions exypressed in the swvey. However, raw
percentages do not take into account the relative size
af the sample populations form which the percentages
were taken. For this reason, some smaller sample
groups may display very high percentages with very few
responses, and appear inordinately high in relative
rank compared with other groups when that percentage
score is included in the calculations for these
projections.

These projections represent mathematical
possibilities for the responses by these groups. They
are not intended to sterectype any one group,
aspecially since the sample population from which they
were taken is so small. Nor is there any attempt to
suiggest that people’'s opinions are a net result of a

amall combination of predictable ftactors. They are
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intended to possibly indicate trends within
populations, to entertain, and to point to some
aquestions which might lead teachers to evaluate their
own opinions, backgrouwnd and experience.  They are also
mﬁe more way to illustrate the results of this survey.

When factors are mixed together in all the
possible unigue combinations projections are made about
the possible responses by members of these groups.
Males dominate the responses at the top 22 of Seld
values, while appearing at the bottom of all the other
Categories. Females do just the opposite, appearing at
the bottom 20 of Self values and at the top of all
others especially Category 2. Male and female
responsas appear at the extremes of Influence respones,
females feeling most influencial and males feeling
least. Primary responses appear in the top of the
Spiritual values. Euperience seems to be the great
divider in the area of Disposition with O vears
experience appearing on the bottom 11 responses while
the 20+ group appears on the top 7. The O vears
e}xperience group appears at the top and bottom of Seld,
Environmental and Spiritual values as well. These
projections are based on pure percentage responses, and
do not take into account the sample size from which the
percentages were taken. Therefore smaller sample
groups may appear higher in rank than would be the case
with & larger sample. These results would be

interesting to use as edpected values for a much larger

study.



TABLE 22- CATEGORY RESPONSE PROJECTIONS
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1
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1
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23.65 F A2 P E+
23,63 F A3 T Er
23.57 M AR T E+
.57 W A2 TE2

23.51 F AS P E2
23.50 M AS J E1
23.50 W AD J EO
23.47 M A2 J E+
33T MASTE!
23,37 MAS T EO
23.34 M A2 T E+
23.33 M A3 J E2
23.2B F A5 P E+
LA MASTE2
23.10 M A5 J E+
23.01 F A3 P EO
23.01 F A3 P EI
22,98 W AS 1 E¢+
22.95 M M4 P EI
22.96 M A4 P EO
22,84 F A3 P E2
22.82 M A3 J EO
22.82 4 A3 J EI
22,79 M A4 P E2
22.72 8 A2 P EI
22.72 A A2 P EO
22,70 M A3 T EY
22,70 M A3 T EO
22.65 M A3 J E2
22,61 F A3 P E¢
22.36 M R4 P E+
22.50 M A2 P E2
22,53 M A3 1 E2
22,82 M A3 J E+

22.36 M A3 P EI
22,36 W AS P EO
22,32 M A2 P E+
22,30 M A3 T E+
22.19 M AS P E2
21,96 W AS P E+
21,68 M A3 P EO
21.6B M A3 P EI
2151 W A3 P E2
21,28 K A P E+

11,80 F A2 J El
11,80 F A3 T EY
11,78 M A4 P EI
11.73 8 A3 ] E2
.73 F A2 1 EO
11,72 4 A4 J EO
11,70 W A2 P E2
11,54 F A2 1 EY
11.53 % A4 ] EY
11,47 ¥ A2 ] E2
11.46 W A3 T E2
11.46 8 A4 T EO
11.27 8 A4 1 EY
11,20 0 A2 T E2
10.87 M A3 P EO
10.68 M A3 P EI
10.62 M A3 J EO
10.61 N A2 P EO
10.44 B A3 J EY
10.42 M A2 P EI
10.36 M A2 J EO
10.36 M A3 1 EO
10.17 W A2 J EY
10178 A3 1 E1
10.10 ¥ A2 1 EO
.91 M A2 1EL

15.93 M A3 J EY
15.92 W A3 P EY
1575 F A4 J E+
15.73F A4 P E+
15.69 F A3 J E+
15.68 F A3 P E+
15.31 N A4 T EY
15,28 F A3 I EI
15.26 F M J E2
15,25 N A3 1 EI
15.25 F M P E2
15.23 0 A5 J EY
1521 W ASPEL
15.20 F A3 J E2
15,19 F A3 P E2
15.06 F A4 T E¢
15.00 N A4 J E+
1500 F A3 T E+
15.00 M A4 P E+
14,98 F A5 J E+
14.97 F A5 P E+
14,95 M A3 J E+
14.94 M A3 P E+
14.57 F A4 T E2
14,54 N AS 1 EY
14.52 M A4 J E2
14,52 F A3 1 E2
14,51 M R4 P E2
14,49 F A5 J E2
14.48 F AS P E2
14.47 ¥ A3 J E2
14.45 M A3 P E2
14,33 0 R4 1 E+
14.30 F A T E+
14,27 W A3 1 E+
14,25 M AS J E+
14.24 W A3 P E+
13.84 M A4 T E2
13.81 F A5 1 E2
13.78 W A3 1 E2
13.76 M A5 J E2
13.75 W AS P E2
13.57 M A5 1 E+
13.08 M A5 1 E2

1

J

P

J

J

I

10,93 F A5 1

10,91 F AT 3§

10,89 F A5 1

10.89 M AS J

10.87 F A3 ]

10.84 ¥ A5 J

10.82 F A2 1

10,77 F A4 1

10,75 K A2 1

10,73 F A4 1

10,72 8 A4 )

10.71 8 A2 1

10.68 M A4 )
10,63 F A5 J EI

10,60 F A3 ]

10,57 N A5 1

10.55 F A3 ]

J

1

J

1

J

J

1

1

1

J

J

1

I

1

I

10 45 N A2
10.41 4 A4
10.36 M A4
10,32 F A3
10.30 F A3
10.27 M A5
10.23 ¥ A3
10,19 8 A3
10.15 F A4
10,14 M A2
10,10 M A4 J
9.98 F A3 I EI
9.95 M A5 1 EN
.93 M A3 JEL
9.79 8 AV 1 EY
9.61 M A3 TEL



TABLE 23-DISPOSITION VALUE PROJECTIONS by Percentages for each Category

6A DE SELF  OTHERS COMMUN. ENV. SPIRIT.
MASPE+ 2468 2008 23,57 17.74 22,55
FASPE+ 28,63 19.02 2252 16,69 21,50
MAS Y E+ 22,05 17.4% 20,94 1511 19.92
A4 PE+ 2015 1655 20,04 1421 19,02
FASJE+ 20,99 16,39 19.88 14,05 18.87
MAS T E+ 20,42 15.81 19.31 13,48 18,29
FAMPE+ 2010 15,49 18,99 1316 17.97
N AS P ES 19.46 14,86 18,36 12,53 17,14
FASTE: 1936 1476 18,25 12.42 17.23
NA4)E+ 18,32 13.92 17.41 11,58 16,39
FAIPEI 18.41 13,80 17.30 {147 16,28
HASPE2 1R.00 © 13,39 1689 1106 15.87
FAJE+  17.4 12,86 16,36 1052 15,34
FASPE2 1694 12,34 15,83  10.00 14,81
MAdTE+ 16,89 12,28 15.78 .95 14T7h
HASJEL 16,83  12.23  15.72 9.89 14N
HA4PEL 15.94 11,337 14,83 9.00  13.8!
FaslEe 1583 11.23 1472 8.8 13.70
F A3 JEL 15,78 117 14,87 8.84  13.65
HASJE2Z 1537 1076 1426 8.3 13.24
NASTEL 15.20  10.60 14,09 .26 13,07
FA4PE! 14,88 . 10,27 1L.77 7.9 12,75
WAPE2 1447 9.87  13.3% 7,33 1.4
FASJE2Z 141 2.7 13.20 7.37 12,18
FASTEL 14.14 9.54  13.03 7,20 12,02
HAS T E2 1373 .13 12,83 5.80 11,61
FAMPEZ 13M 8.81 12.30 §.47 11,28
HA4 D EL 13.30 .70 12,20 6.36 11,18
MAIPE+ 12,89 8.29 11.78 3,95 10,78
FASTE2Z 12,68 8.07  11.37 3. 10,55
F A4 El 12,25 7.64 11,14 330 10.12
MA4JE2 11.B4 .23 10.73 4.90 9.71
FAIPE+ 11.83 .23 10.72 4.89 9.70
HA4TEL 11.67 7.07  10.56 4.73 9.54
FALJE2 10,78 b.18 9.67 3.84 8.65
FAMIE 10.8) 6.01 9,34 3.87 8,49
HA3JE+ 10,26 3,63 9.15 3.32 B.13
KA TE2 10,21 3.60 9.10 3.27 8.08
FA3JE+ 9.20 4.40 8.09 2,26 7.07
FAdTER2 9.13 4.54 8.04 .2 7.02
MA3IE+ 8.63 4.02 7.52 1.69 6.30
HASPEO 7.91 3.30 6.80 0.97 5.78
N A2 P E+ .17 347 b.bb 0.83 3.64
HAIPEL 7.67 3.07 6.56 0.73 5.54
FAS I E+ 1.57 2.9 b.46 0.63 L
F A5 P EO 6.85 2.25 5.74  -0.09 .72
FAPE+ 4T 2.11 3.60 -0.23 .59
FA3PE] 6.61 2.01 3.51 032 4.49
HA3PE2 6.24 1.60 .10 -0.73 4,08
MAS JEO 5.28 0.67 4,17 -L.bb 3.15
F A3 P E2 3.15 0.54 4,04 -1.79 3.02
M A2 JE+ 5,14 0.53 4,03 -1.80 3.01
HA3JEL 5.04 0.44 393 -1.90 2.9
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TABLE 23-DISPOSITION VALUE PROJECTIONS by Percentages for each Cateqory

NAPED 4,38 -0.22 .21 =256
FASJED 422 -0.38 L -amn
F A2 JE+ .08 -0.52 2.97  -2.86

FASJE] .98 -0.42 2,87 -2.9%
NAS T ED 3.64  -0.96 2,54 -1.30
NA3JE2 L37 -L03 2,47 3.3
MA2TE+ 350 -0 2,40 -4
NA3IE! L4 120 2,30 -3.53
F AdPED .32 -1.28 2.2t -3.82
FASTEO 2,39 -2.02 1,48 -4.35
M A2 P EL 2,55 -2.05 .44 -39
FASJE2 2,52 -2.09 it -4.42
FA2TE+ 2,45 -2.16 1,34 -4.49
FAIITE! 2,35 -2.15 1.4 -4.59
MNA3TE2 .94 -2.46 0.83  -5.00  -0.19
HA4JED 1.7 -2.8% 0.4 -5.19  -0.318
F A2 PEl .50 -3 0.39 -5.4  -0.63
B A2 PE2 1,09 -3.52  -0.02 -5.85 -1.04
FASIE2 0.88 -3.72  -0.22 -6.05 -1.24
F A4l ED 0.9 -390  -0.42 -6.23 -1.M
AT EO 0.12  -4,49  -0.99 -t.82 -2.01
FAa2PE2 0.03 -4,57 -1.08 - =591 -2.10
MA2JEl  -0.08 -4.68 -1.1%9  -7.02 -2
FMIE0 -0.94 -5.55 -2.03 -7.88 -1.07
FA23El -1.14  -5.74 -2.24 -8.08 -3.2%
MA2JE2  -1.54 615 -2.63 -B.48 -1.47
MAZTEL  -LL7TL -6.32 0 -2.82 -85 -1.B4
FA2JE2 -2.60 -7.21 -371 954 -A73
Fa2lEl -2.17  -1.37  -3.88 -9.71 -4.90
mAZT1E2 -3.18  -7.78  -4,29 -10.12 -5
MA3PE0 -3.88 -B.49 -4,99 -10.B2  -5.01
Fa21E2 -423 -8.84 -5.34 -1L.17  -b.3b
FAIPEOC -494 -9.55 -5.05 ~-11.B8 -7.07
MA3JE0 -6.52 11,12 -7.62 -13.46  -B.b4
FASJEO -7.57 -12.18  -B.68 ~-14.31  -9,70
MAZITE0 -B.15 -12.75 -9.26 -15.0% -10.28
HAZPEC -9.00 -13.61 -10.11 -15.94 -11.13
FAITE0 -9.21 -13.80  -10.31  -16.15 -11.33
FA2PE0 -10.06 -14.66 -11.17 -17.00 -12.19
NA2JE0 -11.63 -14.28 -12,74 -18.57 1174
FAZJED ~12.69 -17.30 -13.80 -19.61 -14.82
MA2 1 E0 -13,27 -17.87 -14.38 -20.21 -15.40
FA2ZTED -14,32 -18.93 ~-15.43 -21.26 -16.45
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TABLE 24- INFLUENCE VALUE PRDJECTIONS by Percentages for each Category

A DE SELF  DTHERS  COMM. ENV. SPIRIT.

FAIPE+ B3935 81,93 79.38 B2.47 77.30
FAIPEL 8349 8LAB 79.33 B.22  77.05
FAIJE+ 83,00 80,99 78,64 BLIZ 7537

FAIPE0 82,99 80.98 78,63 81.52 7635
FASPE+ Bz,80 B0.78 78.43 81,32  76.14
FAIJEL 82,75 80,74 78,39 8L.28 7411
FASPE 82,54 80.53 78.1B BL.O7 75.90
FAIPE2 82,14 80,13 77,78  B0.67  73.50
FASJEO 82,06  80.04 77.69  BO.58  75.41
FASJE+ Bl,8 79.85 77.49 80.38 75,22
FASPED B1.B5 79.83 77.48  B0.37 75.20
FASTE+ B1.B2Z 79.81 77.45 80,35  75.18
BAIPE+ BL67 T9.66 77.30  BO.20  75.03
FASJED BL&L  T79.3% 77.24  BO.13 74,9
FAa3slEl 81,57 79.55 77.20 B0.09  74.93
MASPEL  Bl.42 79.40 7705 T79.94 7478
FAIJE2Z 8120 79.19 76.B4 79.73 74.5b
FAR2ZPE+ BL17  T79.15 76,80 79.69 7452
FASPE2Z B1.00 78.98 76,63 79.52 7435
FA2PEl  B0.91 78.90 76,53 79.44 7427
FASJED BOL9L  78.89 76,34 T79.43 1427
FASTE0 BO.B7 78.86 76,30 79.3% 7423
HAJE+ B0O.73 7872 76,37 T9.26 7409
MAIPEO BO.72 78,71 76,35 79.24 74,08
FAS T E+  BOLGT  78.66 76,31 79.20  74.03
MASPE+ BO.DZ 78,31 T7b.16 79.05  73.88
MWAZJEY  BO0.4B  78.46 7611 T79.00 73,84
FAS LEl  B0,42 78,41 76,03 78.94 75.78
MASPE!l 80,27 78.25 7590 78,79 763
FA2JE+ 80,23 78,20 73.86 78.75 TL.%9
FA2PEOC BO,21 78.20 75.85 78.74 73.57
FASJE2 BO06 78.04 75.69 78,58 7342
FASTE2 B0,02 78,01 75.65 78.55  73.38
FR2JEL 79.97 77.9%  75.61  78.50 73.33
MAIPE2 79.87 T77.B6 75.50 78,39 73.23
FACPE: 79.79 77.77 75.42 78,31 7315
NASJEO 79.78 77,77 75, 78,31 7314
FASTEO 79.72 7.11 73,33 78,25 73,08
WASJE+  79.58 77.57  73.22  78.11 72,94
NASPEO 79.57 77.36 75,20 78.10 72,93
WASTE+ 79.3%9 77.33 75.48  78.07 72,90
FAPEl 79.53 77.52 75.17 78.06 72,89
FA2PE2 7936 77.35 75,00 77.8%9 72.72
MASJEl  79.33 77,32 7496 T77.B6  T2.69
MASTElL 79.29 77.28 74,93 77.82 72,63

FA2ZJEOC 79.27 77.26 74,91 77.B0 72,83
FA2IE+ 79.04 77.03 74,67 71.57 72.40
WASJEZ 78.93 7h.92 7456 7746 7229
HA2PE+ 78,89 75,88 7452 77.42 72,25
FASTE2 78.87 76,86 74,50 77.40 72.23
FAdJE+ 7B.B5 76,84 7448 T77.38 T72.2
FALPED 78.84 76,82 7447 70,36 7.2
FA2ZTEL 78,79 76,77 7442 77.31 7215
MASPE2 7872 7670 7435 T71.23 72,08
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