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PREFACE

My interest in the subjeét of this study origiﬁated in 1965 when, as
a high school social sﬁudies teacher, I observed that my students had
difficulty sustaining and extending analyses in classroom discussions,
Their attempts at analysis suffered most when the topic of discussion
threatened, or had the potential for threatening, their belief and/or value
systems. The breakdowns in the analyses could usually be anticipated; they
were normally preceded by student comments like "that's just a value judg-
ment,'" or "that's juétbyaur opinion," or "this is a democracy, and I have
“a right to believe what I want."

My attempts to solve this problem were originally organized around
this question: How cag students be taught to extend analysis beyond the
- point at’whigh it;is,gﬁsﬁﬁﬁaryvtp_ccnelgd%‘that‘the_prcblem is.“jpst a
matter of vglﬂés"? Or is it true that énélysis caﬁnétfba extended beyond

that point?

Initlal inquirles 1nta this questlan 1ed me tg the tentativa cancluslons'

thzt (l) thera lS llmlted cansensus amang social sc;enﬂe educators abaut

the nature nﬂd fuﬁstion cf values and va]ulng, and (2) that a certain well ;fjgu o
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ultimately, on untestable assumptions; that values are formed, and proparly

50, in tﬁa affecti rather than the intellezt; that values have as much, if

not more, to do with feelings than with thlnkln&, that values are only E
relatively valid; that values are arrived at Subjectively. ' %

A number of well-known, highly respected axiologists seem to be saying
just the opposite: ‘that matters of value, excluding certain aspects of

aesthetics, are matters of fact; that values, including moral, ethical

can be inspected for empirical/l@giﬂalrvalidity; that under certain

values, :
conditions it can be said of a giveﬁ value that it is warrantable or un- é
warrantable; that all values do not, by their nature, rest on untestable %
assumptions; that value formation is properly an intellectual, rather than : %
emotional, matter. —_ %

. 7 _ :

The realization that social science educators and certain axiologists
were not in accord increased my interest in the matter, and a number of

general questions hégan to take shape’ in my mind:

1. What do soclal science educators mean when they use the word
"values" or value gudgmént"?
2. What dc sncial sc1ence educatcrs prspuae regafdlng the.

‘teachlng Df values7

“lWhat da sacial sclence educatars prnpasa regardin »:the. .

it O = A

-
|
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Chapter I: INTRODUCTION

Objectives of this study

The general purpose of

social science education.

determine:

1.

XN
a]

this study is to examine valuation theories

Spscifisslly,'this study is undertaken to

The nature and extent of disagreement among social science

educators about the nature and function of values, value

judgments and valuing.

The nature and extent of the disagreement «(if there is any)
between social science educators and an established group of
axiologints regarcing the nsturs and function of values, value
judgments and valuing.

The extent ts»wiish gsocial science education theorists and

curriculum developers endorse valuation theories which are

(a) intsrnslly inssnsistsnt, or (b) are antithetical to the

- purposes of inquiry.

The sxtent to which new social studies curricula 1ncsrpsrste

»vslustion theories whlch are sxicloglcslly nscund

Procedures ... -~ -

vaLf,
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examined for refercncesg to values, value judgments,
valuation theories, etc. In addition, a list of
periodical articles on valuing has been compiled.

The list includes all ‘the periodical publications on

values and valuing listed in the Education Index from

1955 through 1969.
(b) The curriculum materials examined in this study were !
selected frem.thése 1i5ted in the Marin Social Studies
Project "Directory of Research and Curriculum Develop- "
ment Projects in Social Scilence Education."

(¢c) The third source of data for this study is the writings

of a group of well-respected axiologists, representa-
tive principals of which are Scriven, Lewis, Blackham,
Moore, and Toulmin,

2. Data'CDllectiaﬁ;--Ihéfﬁata collected for this study were drawn: -

2 s R S50 B B

from the Ehree'scutces listed under (1) above. The data consist
i,"of (a)rdefiﬁitianshand desctipﬁipﬁs'éf vaiues and valuing which

1'épﬁéa:'in,spcial'Sé;ehcé;édgga;ién’1iterature‘and;iﬁ the writings -

dy., an& (b) "ff:éptesén;é{
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(b)

(e)

@

the nature and extent of the disagreement (see #1
under Objectives of this study) among social science
educators may be revealed.

The p@ints of view represented by the classifications
were contrasted to the:valuatiqn theory.af the
axiaiagists‘selected for this study.

The salient differences uncovered in Step (b) were
examined in terms of the purposes of inquiry. The
study was an attempt to éetermine whether, and if so,
to what extent the purposes of inquiry might be served
bettér by the valuation theories of the selected
axiologists than by the valuation theories commonly
faund-ln social science education mater 1S

Recently developed soc 1 cience curriculum materials
were examined far purpcses of analyzlng the #aluaticn
theories lnccrpnrated in those materlals. The study
was an attempt to datermine the extent ta which the:

nderlylng valuaticn thecries are axiclogically un-

-sound.,

b e Kt b i i iz




that we ever put in front of the child in the
course of the entire curriculum. A tremendous
job lies ahead of us in developing methods and

materials to teach teachers and children how to
deal with this complex matter." (1:127)

Simon has argued that

"pagt efforts in the area of values have too often
been clouded over by a spirit of rampant moralizing.
There has been the ponderous tome of inculcation
and indoctrination. The research in the field has
been over-concerned with counting, measuring, and
comparing...values. We have long needed a method-
ology which classroom teachers cédn use which would
not be guilty of forcing one set of values upon all
students.' (2:111)-

I argued, in the February 1970 issue of Social Educatiom, that education

has yet to incorporate in social scilence materials epistemologically de-
fensible valuationvmethcdclogies; that common misconceptions about thér |
relationship between facté and values have worked their way into social
_studies curriguia and stunted the intellectual growth of the»inquiringrchild.
There ié‘éqmé‘emﬁiriéal evidence'iﬁ'Sﬁpport of tﬁeféiaim_that‘thé effatts‘

of educators over recent years to affect the values of high school students

have been-unpfgductive.ljLawhead fapqrtsrs study1Which_attgmpﬁedf;ovmeasﬁre ";,-

_changes in student values between

A FuiToxt Provided by
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One needs to be cautious in interpreting these results because the ?
causal connections betﬁeen the sehaal system and thé fa?maticn of student E
values are not.clear. In any event, it is unlikely that thié finding is é
evidence that schools gggéeffective in changing student values. S ;

Although few educators seem to agree on the models which ought to _ é :
rePléca those valuation schemes ccmmanly.feund in social s iengéjcurricula, | ‘
most authorities would agree with Raths that "...there is general confusion
about the meaning of the word value (4:35) and that madificati&n of our 3 i
appreégh to the whole matter of values is needed. 'Mast:a;tiglas on the | %
sﬂbjéct-inélude proposals for change {Aitélle, Arnett, Begk,iBlack,  é
Blakely, etc.). : - ,‘ o o | | e 1

Nawhere in the literature, hcwever, LS there a campfehen51ve descrip% '»iv éhi

ion, analysis or avaluaticn of the varlaus prcpcsed appruanhgs to valuaticn-' ?-
fﬁeither have tha valuatlon methadglcgles 1n.new sa¢+al studles materlals’been : ;
maSSééééd]] Mbst natlceable is ‘the nearly total absence,’ln soc1al sciange;;iw“_m; §t

L e _ ST o R 3
_ matéfié1S, nf raference tc a 51ngle well—knswn axlalaglst.. : 'é
S g

Thls Study islundertaken tc f11] those‘gaﬁéi, to. provide curriculumir‘

o
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‘Delimitations

The emphasis of this study 1s on the epistemological, rather than

psychological, aspects oi va aluing.  While a psychological approach to the

study of values might be ex ected to entail the use of concepts’ like
"emotion," "openmindedness,' and “authoritarianism," the application of
epistemolagicél models to such a study requires such concepts as
‘"warrantability, "evidence," "agsertability," and "justification." I am
not cangerned here with the "'growth and develgpment" of value systews-

this is not an investigation of the psycholagical evolution af value systems.
Neither is this study oriented to tha Sﬁcialagy of valuing; no attampt is
made to relate specific values or &vvn general value patterns to social
status, econcmic well—baing, or @thar env=rcnmental influ:ﬁces.

Further, this study is nct concerned Witb the evaluatian of spucific'

values which a member of any graup hclds., It is. not my purpcse to identify,
'analyze; criticize gr defend any pclitical, 503151 religicus Df acanomic .

values. The Drien*atian nf this study is ta the Erccesses emplayed in making~

;valuations. Df cuurse it can be saia, as aﬁqualificaticn tu the ahcve, that‘

”:;beliefs abautithe compa 1tire vaiidity'”utlli:rty‘7_4131 e Qf valuatlan

SEﬂS%‘thi isvagstudY;Dﬁrﬁfr‘u

\)‘

ERIC:
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Qefinitians

Most articles on '"values" and "valuing'" do not contain explicit
efinitions of those terms. Pe;haps it is because so much has been written
about values that ﬁany contributors to the periodical literature apparently
assume-thefe is wida agreement on the meaning of the concepts "value' and
“valuing."‘ The Fact of the matter is, there is very little agreement; of
those who do put forward explicit definitions . ome or two suggest
;defiﬁiticns found elsewhere in the literature. Everyone seems to ﬁave his
own céﬁcépticﬁ of valuing, and there is‘véry i1ittle cross-referencing within
the literature. |
Massialas, for examéle, contends that a value ju&gmant is a "normative
,judgment" and that the prccess of valulng con51$ts of avaluatlng "aﬁticﬂs
_ar policies as good or bad on the basfs of cartaln norms.' (5 266) Dougias
thinks values "are the standards held by 11dividuals or greups. '-(6:121)
7Carey sugcasts that a value is a subject appraléal af a. situatlaﬂ p:a?  ‘“"",“
posal or event" (7 181) while Engbretsan submlts tha* a value 157“3 |

'_dlrectlve factor 1n’human behav1or._ (8 259) Whether Engbretson means ta

Full Tt Provided by ERIC
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These differences in definition zre significant not only because
they cloud, at the outset, the essential subject of this study, i.e.,
values, but also because they anticipate one of the findings of this

research: there is confusion and dlsagreement among social science

educators, regarding the nature and function of values and valuing

Further, these differences require that the @perating definitions used

in this study be sufficiently broad to include most, if not all, of that

which social science educators are Writlng about. '

Theref@ra, by value I mean an assertable belief about the worth, good-

ness, preferability of an object, event, idea, act or other phenomenon; by

valuaticn (or valuing) I mean the act of determinlng the gaodﬁess or worth

of phenomenas by valuation mcdel (er theary} I mean a system of processes

hich can be empleyed deliberately far the purpose of determlnlng value.
Ethlcal clalms, then, ‘are included 1n thls deflﬂ;tion of "values “and -

"astrelcgical charts" quallfy as valuatiﬂn madels. 1 am aware that the

:,definitlan of valuaticn mgdel glven here is braadat than thawe faund in

It is necessary, hcwever, to tha £irst sectian

e mast EplStEmﬂléglCal texts.;

AR ST s e

e
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"{t is worth noting that the subject of this study is not found
exclusively within education. The questicni How should one teach valuing?
is a derivative of the qﬁestian, How should valuiné be learned? An& that
éuestion is an immediate relation of the larger question, Whét is knowable?
and, Héw can that which is kncwa?le be known? Consequently, the questicns
upon - which this study is based lead to majof disputes iﬁ theology,
epistemology, and other sclences, partlcularly the Saéi 1 seience;.

Although 1t is not-tha purpose Df this study to trace the questlcn fr@m,
'ifs occurrence iﬁ social science education to its résts in other fields,
éo@e description of the probiam as it occ;fs in other fields should serve
as a cantext within which to viEWIthe disputas analyzed in thls thESlS;

The problem is much older than Bartrand Russell Charles Beard
;glg$ Aya;, and Dav1d Hume, all of whcm dec1ded the 153ue in favor Df ‘some -
-Erand of subjactivism.‘ 1t is-at least ag cld as mcdern theclegy, ‘where the7v
}genes1s of the prcble : found: iﬂ such questians as: What is rellglous i |

,truth?; Huw can rellgicus truths be kncwn? Can rellglcus truths be knowu? ;f'

' Df What utility is ratianality in acquiring'kncwledge of - Gad? Is Gad s

R exlstauce an obje* ' A 7e?*and 50 on. ‘(These qu 1ies ara not far IEmQVEd =

:1from the;questionsf'




er that declaration is a presage of modern subjectivism is perhaps
orﬁant, and certainly not‘eésily answerédi 1t is not impossible,

er, that that point of view was the early paving of the way for

r: '"Why do Shristians-make use of their natural wisdom and under-
ing, seeing.it must be set aside in matters of faith, as not only

nderstanding them, but striving against them?” (9:4)

Although Calvin sees reason as héving an important place in deciding
ious queséians; it can be shown that he Suppérted,%uther in thé belief
reason is not enough to find-ch. - (10:46) Apparent support for

ﬁ's position comes from Kierkegaard wh& believed that God is "known'
inwardly, ﬁhrcugh revelation. But Kie?kegaard ﬁas not an anticipation
dern subjectiVLémi

"Thls does not mean for Klerkegaafd that there
are no truths that are independent of the
‘knower,...All the facts of life and history
. exist in time and space. independently of being
~known by any particular-individual.- -Above all,.
God is what he is, and he did what. he did er'
‘man's redemptlon whether anyone believes it or
not. -In the 'meral’ realm ‘it does not:mean that-
each: 1n61v1dual man is_ the measure of all
things and that beauty is only in the eye of
2 the behclder, thare'are athlcal hnlve’ 3ls
= blndlng on all men.'- (11 139)

L
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God occurs 1n51de, rather than outside, man, and rejects the cbjectlv;sts
approach simply because his traditional subject. mattér has papularly been
understood as that which is external to man. Kierkegaard's positicn does
not, hdwever, sum up té abject subjectivism because he does not believe
that God's existence is dependent upon man's assertion that He exists; he
does not belleve that God is merel§ an extension of man; he does not
believe that God's ex istence needs to bé treated in the same way one
might treat an aesthetic question. And these are some of the marks of
subjectivism. The thorough-going subjectivist rejectsggltogether the

idea of a firm reality inde?endént of man-—the authority of reason is very
limited because reality is that which each man beleives it to be, especially
in ethics ‘and metaphys cs., |

The dan;al to God of a real self-ex SténCé:iS so much suggestive of

- a subjecglv;stlc Qonceptlon of the pfoblem,;that one beglns to- wgnder

: whether in an attampt to avold the GbV1DdS cmntrad CtlD f SUbjECElVlsm L

'and at tbe same - t;me defend agalnst the ngECthlstg 'attack, ?eﬁérbschf»;'
dces nat entangle hlmself ;n contradlctléns. Gad accord;ng to Feuerbach

';has nc real salf—ex1stﬁnce apart fram man*fyet ne;thar is ch thé :47
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and not the invention, of another domain? But perhaps such a far-reaching
explanation is unnecessary:

"His (Feuerbach's) first conception was represented
by The Essence of Christianity. In this work
Feuerbach saw God as the result of man's abstraction
from the characteristics of human nature——particularly
the characteristics of the human race as a whole——
and the subsequent establishment of this abstraction
as a real entity.: Men looked about them, saw that
their ideals of perfection were. not realized in
particular human beings, and, supposing that these
ideals must be realized in some being’, created a
God; in doing this they overlooked the fact that the
locus of these ideals—-justice, truth, love--was
indeed apart from individual human beings, but was
in the human race as. a whole, not in a superhuman
divinity." (14:9-10)

It does not follow from the denial“éf_the;céﬁceﬁtién;of—Ga& as a .
superhuman divinity that any therkcbnéePtion of God must be derived or

believed in subjectively. The abstraction is real--it has objective,

 thcungPerhaPSnnat_:Grﬁareal,ﬁvaliéityawu.;g;mxu.,LL;M;._f,.{;,fﬂ"; “,”;j
In the eyes of the sciéntists, however, this is not nearly enough to -

exonerate Feuerbach. The strict empiricist will be quick to point our; that

there is some slippa
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Further, if there is any reason to beljeve in God, that reason must not
only be objective, but demonstrable——any claim to the existence of God must
stand the test of empirical, logical, scientific scrutiny, just as any other

assertion.

This scientific, ratiomalistic view had a marked effect upon the
Church. The threat of science forced the Church into subjectivism:

" _.the emphasis upon the inward (and indi VLdual)
experience was often such as to make religious N
authority wholly subjectlve. Thus, the final

court of appeal becomes one's own reason, conscience
and intuition; the witrness of the scriptures, of
‘the creeds and traditions of the church, and of the
ex1st1ng Christian community, becomes suberd;mate

to one's indlvldual religious 1ns;ght. . (15: 223)

Na;ther Klerkegaa:d nor Feuerbach believed that the flnal court of appeal
iét ﬁe S - own reascﬁ because raasgn,vwhether it éccurs wi th ﬁ h in d;v1dual
’or.serves ‘as-a’ étructure fgr dlalogu ﬁi h 77tha“cammunity;is irreie§antn
ir'tcx révelation;: i””iéﬂnct so much thét feason is- ant;thetlcal tD falth,~;-¥i~@

although it may interfera w1th attempt% at successful receptlan cf grace;”'ﬂ

'fas it is 1rrelevant. Refefence to a ccurt of appeal“_is suggestiﬁe
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These theological disputes about knowing, then, if not the pfecurscrs
of the value disputes in social science education, -t least parallel the
arguments abcpt teaching and learning wvalues in education, The historical
connections may be slim, or pérhaps EVEnVnQDEXiStéﬂta And even though
the disagreements in educéﬁicﬂ are not as intricate or elusife'as the

theological disputes, they are both configurations of the same fundamental

questions.




Related Studies

To my knowledge, théfe has been no attempt-tc contrast valuing theories
popular in education to those promoted by the axiologists selected for this
stu&y. Of course, a great many studles on other aspects of values instruction
have been undertaken. The demand for changes in the current apprcacﬁés to
values'instruction ﬁas becéme overwhelming in the last ten to fifteen yeérs
(Abrahms, 1965), (Béin; 1958), (Bond, l970), (Scfivan, in Morrissettg‘l967j,
(Dahlke, 1962), (Emil, 1965), (Gayer, 1964), and (Stoltenberg, 1963). Studies
on the relatlcnsh‘* between values and schélazshiﬁ (Battle, 1957); (Brazziel,
1964), and (Grande, 1967), and on the relationship betwaen values and critieal
'thlnk;ng (Bledsme, 1955) and on the relatlcnsh;p between values, gullt ,éufferf

1ng and :onsc1ence (Henry, 1963) have been conducted. Desplte the abundaﬁce

Df mater;al on the subject, desplte the many studles Whlch ccunt ,listé 

213551fy, and nate changes 1n student values, there has been ﬁO treatment cf

ENRN

s AN S

pr——

s S e ot e L s skl



18

(

2

lunt, 1968) (0liver, 1966), (Rich, 1968), (Scriven, 1966) (Michaelis, 1965).

VQrdgrqurPresentati n

Chapter II,Awhich follows immediately, consists of a description of the

ssifi ions derived frem the review of the social science education book-

terature. The purpose of .the review was to

:andrperiodiéal lit

major theories around whicﬁ:sccial scieﬁcé eduéétofs have grouped themselves;

: . to sort out What appeér to be the distinctiv ve vélues instrﬁ;tién proposals |
for which there is some support among educgtors., The cla éi'icaticns,are
distinguisheé—ffym‘¥g§§hféther. o 3.7

 Chaﬁter,III5sets fcrth,the,views of




Chapter I1: THE CLASSIFICATIONS 19

The pu:éese in developing the following classification was not Lo
quantify educators' views on vaiuing. That is, the purpose was not to detatﬁ
mine the frequency of various views; or the percentage of educators who
support one approach rather than another. The purpvse was to identify tﬁé
major “"theories" argund which social science gducatérs h%vevgrguped them-
selves; to sort out what appear to be the major value téaghing proposals
for whiéh there is some support among educators.

Most of the materials reviewed, all of which are listed in the biblio-
graphy, were unclassifiable because although they may have Ecntaingd i
references to values and valuing, there was nb‘reccmﬁendatiang'either
explizlt or implicit, for teaching or learning values. Many of the artic;es
reviewed consisted of reports of reseérch experlments iﬁ which ?§écifi§.
valués were counted, or measured, of explalnad.ln terms of va:laus

environm mental 1nf1uences which may have been conducivQ tc their develcpment

-

_etc. Others were studies of changes in values amcng spec cif pcpulat;ens

of studénts. Dthert were xhcrtatians tc teach values more effectively

than they have'been taught in the past.r.A number of artlclesrwere simply

ﬂ,distress signals,’warnlngs that educatlcn is. falllng ta pravlde effectlve

-~ instru étion 1n values., All of these Were exeluded frgm this study far the

'samé téésﬂn; they dld not set forth’-31ther expl;21t1y or. 1mplicit1y,;"
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of social science educators. This meant, of course, that the data for

this study could not be drawn from Social Education and Sgcialfgtudigs

exclusively; journals like Childho@d,Educatipnj TherElegeﬁ;arva:iﬁgipa;,

Clearing House and the jike contain articles on social science curricula.
Following are the ten categories, with descriptions and instantiations

of each.

ERI

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.
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Category I: The Universals School
The major characteristic which distinguishes this school of thought
from thé other nine is the belief that students should come to adopt a
number qf basic conclusions about what is good. The conclusions are
selected and incorporated into the curriculum by the educational insti-
tution, and presented in much the same way one presents school rules
.which govern student conduct. Adherents to this line of thought
. customarily propose a list of generaiizatians, or "universals,"” sgated,
depending upon tha'educétar, in varying degrees of generality. Not in-
frequently, the list consists of concepts, e.g., "honesty," with che im-
plication that one is to teach (or learn) the conclusion,''Honesty is good”
or "One ought to be honest." Millis, for example, is emphatic about the
need for teaching personal integrity and respect for others: |
- "That the Schnalrshcuid téach the fundamental,

traditional skills is, of course, obvious. They

must also teach the democratic values of personal

1ntegrity and respect for chers." (16:244)
:Hillis says nothlng about ‘the way in which students are to learn "éersnnai
lntegrlty and respect far othars"s.nothlng is’said,abput'tha_way'gn Which‘“"
students are to abscrb those values. | | ”

Estvan argues that a prapervpurposa of . social-stﬁdiegfisﬂto preégtvg&‘

care values._ (17 56 57) Ihe»core values cf WhlGh he speaks are 'déméctaﬁic'f,';

'p:inclples C17 57) and althgugh he suggests,no ggmprehen51ve 1lst for"

.'re_gard fQI‘ Vthe indlvidual grgu.h}-v-; Lo

“,sccial studies curicula, he daes:affer“

the soglal

and the use af reason s examples“ochore valua, which

decisions about
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what to teach:
"t seems to me...that we want our children to be
loyal to country and mankind, to be literate, to be
creatively imaginative, to be healthy, to be thougi:t-
ful, to be courageous.' (18:11)

Fraenkel argues that "our culture is so pluralistic, any attempt to
develop one set of values as the set which all individuals should held
seems doomed to failure from the start." (19:457) Still, the school is
responsible, according to Fraenkel, for selecting values: "The question

v
is...what values do we want to develop in our students?' (19:457) Fraenkel
then suﬁmits a list of 14 ganeralizatiens and suggests that it is a list
which "one may find...difficult to object to." (19:457- -458)

A similar pcsiticn is held by Ba;n»wh@ says;"Wé have tenaciously held -
to the ideal of liberty and have endeavored to protacf our freedoms by
Qlarlfylng thé values Which shauld ‘be mgintalned in erder to ensure 1it.
(20*500) What Bain meang by "clarifylng is not made claar in the aftlcix”
although one is encou*aged -given the whcle of the essay, that he means
more than 31mply what the wurd "clarlfy" 1ltezally ccnveys. Bain WEﬁtS'

vvalues clarlfLed, it seems, So that students will understand and believe’

them. “Bain. tnen refers te a 1i!t Df values (generalizaticﬂs) prepared by

B the Educatlonal P311c1es Ccmmission,‘and spagifLes thcse which be "11kes -




(or society's) responsibility to select the values to be taught:

"Yalues can be explained to our pupils, and the
enforcement of them justified...Within the limits

of the mandatory, we can extend as much as possible
the area in which we invite the.pupil to use his own
judgment and decide cn a course for himself."¥ i
(21:46) :

i
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Heffernan also proposes a list of values to be taught, and specifies

"the principle and quality of human freedom,' "the affectionate and mutually

‘supporting relationships Whiaﬁ make a worthy family aﬁit" and ''wholesome,
happy shared expariencés" as values which thé teacher ought to continually
"emphasize." (22:247)

Wimpey's view is that the aduéatqr.must decide on "acceptable values'
and then s;ﬁply find the most effective way of teaching ;héﬁ (23:290) »
and Sm;th contends that "the mature, adult members of any society dare

nﬁt turn, for Whatever reason, frcm tha respon=1b111ty of inductlng ‘the

"
PRI
N N

ycung successfully into the value. system they wish to sustain and éxtand
if the core values of that 5021ety are to be preserved in the lives of LtS
people. (2& 45)

It is lmpcrtant to nate that the llStS of values put farwacd by the B 8

'educatcfa grguped in Category I are nat merely tcplcal guldes.r Ncr are _,;-f 7h:ﬁ 74

fo* analysis,
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they must be "absorbed! (Millis), or "preserved" (Estvan} or "ensured"
(Estvan) or "developed" (Fraenkel) orx "naintained" (Bain) or "emphasized"
(Heffernan). The writings of these educators are totally free of the

language of inquiry or analysis;ﬁthe student, as Smith put it, is to be

"inducted" into the core values.of society. Althcugh'veﬁy little is said
about the specific strategies the teacher ouéht to employ in teaching the
specified values, it is difficult to understand how a teaching approach
ccﬁducive to 1nqulry would be consistent with the objéctives of thls kind
of values instruction. The students' rcle is to acqulre the values pro-
moted in the curriculumg not decide whether such acquisition is desirable
or justified. This does not preclude somé kind of active partici?ation in
the learning process; it 3imply means there éré 1iﬁits, i.e., the pre—
Scrlbéd values, beyond which the student is not encauraged to 1nquiﬁa!

Gaye: makes the pGlnt expllcitly and I quote h;m again.

"Wlthla the limits of the mandatory, we- ‘ean egtend
as nmuch as p0551ble the area in which we invite the

pupil to use his .own: judgment.,.. (21: 47)

.iVWhather the other educators 1n Categcry I are. aware cf 1t or: nct this N

 ‘§prQa§h3tQ ﬁglﬁig -iS;CQnsistent~with and seems ta follew from thelr'

i L e o s

!
W
1
3
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Cg;egcfy‘IIfi DEClélDﬁal Valuation

This category is gharacterlzed by the bel ef that students ought to be

free to make their own value decisions. While the prominent emphasis of
Category 1 positlans is on identifying sets of valées the student will be
required td-learn, the emphasis of Category IL positions is’on providing
students with decisianamaking‘freedam. Somé of the educat§rs grouped in
Categoty 1T have, like those grouped in Category I, put forward lists of

values. These lists, however, are of open-ended topics or questions.

Whilarﬁataggry I proponents are concernéd with teaching students that it

is good, for example, to be homest, Category 1I educators are interested

in providing students with opportunities for deciding whether 1t is gcad

to be hbnast (honesty! vs. honesty?). Gibson has-commentéd that “Theb
advent gi pregrESa;ve aducatian 1aunched a trend teward enccurag*ﬁg students
tejérii&e atkthe;r own canclu51ons Wlth respect to sncletal values,...many
‘,feel tﬁat this p951t10n is sound and actually reflects what is taklng placa:

‘in the classrogm,;.f* (25 26 27)

Edwin Fentcn dist;nguishes between "prgcedural aud substantlve values.;ﬂ“‘

7 f "Procedural values involve a way cf thl? 1ng central to a’ dlscipline.




Yput substantive values are another matter. We are
among the world's most pluralistic societies. Qur
population stems from every cranny on the globe; our
religious and our political faiths span the entire
spectrum, Diverse value systems accompany this plu-
ralism. Among some American religious groups, divorce
is anathema; yet serial monogamy has become a way of
1ife in the entertainment world...We cannot give
teachers the right to tell children that one set of

for everyone." (26:18)

" values underlying these diverse behaviors is correct

Fenton's position is more than an objection to the sort of values

instruction popular among Category I educators; it is, at least implicitly,

a denial of what might be called rational determinism, the idea that 1if

one is held rzsponsible to certain rational processes it is' inconsistent

' to free him entirely from the responsibility of using thew properly. But

Featon has made such a denial only if he believes that one can use those

processes to analyze value problems. And on that point, because of his

use of the words "inculeate" and "think," we are left in doubt:

. Fenton is not

distasteful ir

-»tp,think,aboﬁt,His,pésitidn;;eitheﬁltqﬁéﬁéﬁ
" he finds it distasteful or to hold it at
' the excercise with its implications.cle

- evidence marshalled in. support.' (26:19). -« -

"Rather than try to. {nculcate (italics mine) a

-single set of values in all students, a number of .

social studies projects challenge students to think o
about the implications of alternative values under-

~_lying public policies...Instead of striving for.

'unanimagS agreement,;;hejtéacher;iﬁviteslga;hvstudentv
ge it if
_the end of

o

IFRFERNE
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that ycuvfcllaw these procedures in computing probabilities; of course :
you are free to come up with whatever answer you feel is right." For if
raticnai processes ézg_applicable to valﬁe problenms, one cannot, and

at the same time be consistent, after having insiséed on the proper use of
the tools of analysis, accept whatever is put forward as a product of an
analysis. But I am getting ahead of myself. This section of the study
is meant to be a deseription, rather than an analysis, of social science
educators' views, and I ask the reader to excuse the iigrassiani -

Fraenkel is critical of systems becauée of Which "either deliberately

or by default, students receive thedir values from a source cutside thémselvesg
They acquire what 'society' deémsAtD be imﬁa:tant rather than determining
this for themselves." (19:460) Like Fenton, Fraenkel.is ﬁat precisely

.:clear on this matter, partly because the phrase "determlnlng thls far
themselves" is open té at least twa inﬁefprégaﬁioﬁs*' 1t can be taken as a.

| reference to relativ1sm (tha valldlty of any argumaﬁt is dependent upan the

}’person review1ng.it) criag a referance to "de¢"iéna11sm (ln the end each’
barscn dces, shculd or ought to make up“hls Qwﬁ mind witﬁoﬁt 1ntérfe¥enée

 _frgm anyane cr anythlng) The 1atter seems*the mc:e 1ikely of thé twaA;;**k

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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i s

if Fraenkel means that some mixture of these not altogethér consistent
approaches to value instruction is what is needed, he fails to give any

advice as to the right proporticns.

[rr——

Jeffreys suggests that "the good teacher can (and indeed must) reveal
his opinions on matters of moment, but also can and should ;herish the
pupil's freedom to do his own thinking about what is offered to him."
(27:3765

Lang argues that "...valuing, then, is a perscnal'@rocass in which in- -

dividuals learn to make choices and they themselves are the only ones who

have thar'tight‘ answers to questions of value..." (28:124)

i, i 2 e

- Rath devotes an entire article to "a strateg? for helping :children

develap thelr own valu LN (292569)_
Hunﬂ and Hetcalf make two ccmments relavant to this pa;nt‘

_"The rale of a dem&cratlc teacher...ls not to strive
to make students agree with him onm all value Jjudg=

ments. . A value Judgment that is in harmony with my

" pasic character may not be in harmony with' yculs,'aﬂd

'-yaur basie chavacter may be as gocd as mine '(36 141)

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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only help us with the realization of the values we have subjectively
chosen.'" (33:32)
Rich has had this to say:

"Tf the individual wishes to maintain moral
automony (sic), he may seek factual data bearing.
upon the decision to be made, as well as various -
"moral evaluations from knowledgeable persons, ,
but the final choice must be his own, made after
weighing and appraising the evidence. He can of
course decide not to W?igh the evidence but to
act on what he 'feels' is right. He can make an
-existential choice whose correctness can be eval-
uated later during the process of moral justifi-
cation." (34:102)

Bich's position is also difficult to uﬁdargtand, priﬁcipally because of
his use of the wgrd’“cén“ in the sentence, "He can of course decide not to
walgh the evidence but to act on what he;'feels is right.ﬁ if heAmeans
by that "lega;ly entitléd" or capabla of"'then Rich prgbably dces not
balpng in.this categégy. CIf he means ‘*s Justifled"‘than he dces deserve

placement in thls group b cause hé has argued that one is justifled 1ﬂ not 7

_weighlng av;denLe hut slmpiy maklng é "deci51cn" based Dn scme feellng. o '; 

n.}

Simon i mg?e expl;cit and: ) q ently, easier o under tand'




I
@

Finally, there is Shaver who, relying on Charles Beard foxr part of

his position, says

A FulToxt Provided by ERIC

"...emp;rlclsm has no way of evaluating a value
without positing value or setting up a frame of
value."™ (1:120) -

Given this, Shaver then cdncludes that
"The emphasis upon important conflicting values will

often cause students to shift positions. Note that
this is a personal decision. The teacher cbvicusly

cannot tell the student where he shauld shift.'" (1:122)
The characteristic common to the educators grouped in Category II, then,
is the belief that students must be free to maké their own daéisicns. None
of the éducatg:s grcuped in Categcxy 1T mentiané a singlz,restraint or
kind cf res;raint on the student; naither religion, nor social mores,
nox the school ‘board, ngr currlcﬁium guldesjbﬁar the teacher, nq:—fand
th;s is of" pafticular impcrtance——reason shguld be allowed Lc_lntéﬁfg?e““,

with the studéﬂt'3 right to make up his awn m;ﬂd about value questlcns.
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Category IIL: The Fact-Value Separation

The belief that students should be free to "make their own value

decisions" derives, at least partly. from another belief: that there

is a difference between "facts" and "values'"; that there is nmo logical,
empirical procedure for validating value judgments; fhaﬁ the gap between
what is and what ought to be cannot Ee closed by reason; that statements
about what ought to be cannot be logically or empirically derived from

statements about what is. This conception of the distinction between

matters of "is" and matters of "ought'' is contrary to the notion that the

statement "Law X is a bad law" is as much an "is" gtatement as it is an

"ought" statement. Adherents to this view are inclined to view the world
of value as apart from reality. |

The view which separates the world of fact from the world of value was
argued by Feigl at the Purdue Conference:

""Nothing could be more interesting and more important
than the evaluations that individual people a and cer-
tain groups of people make. But gsuch judgments are
not made by social scientists qua scientists. Eval-
uation depends ultimately on personal commitments

and is not derivable f*cm faﬁtua1 statements alone."

(1.17)
At the same canferance, Shaver made essentially the‘samé paiﬂt Shaver
addél‘a Wriﬂkle;pfrhis own, haweyer,‘;.e_, a d;st;g;t;cn-hatwegn valuing
,an&févglﬁétingi:w:i 1;ji:‘§~f. Vi i‘wtﬂf f£f;' ; ; ,7 ', - ;g "vr' ;V

' »"I alsa want tD make a. distlﬂCtlDD between gklng
evaluatiaiz or’ evaluatlng and” maklng value judgments. '
" Evaluating, or iaking: evaluatiaﬂ, 1nv01ves judging
Whether certain crlteria are: met.: It is basically - -
Tan: emplrical process. It includes, far ‘example,. the =
scientist's comparison: of data against the staﬁdards
- of. 1nvestigatjan,'or, at a "gher‘canceptua"level
» ~deciding- whether a- hypctha51s is 't ccept T
. :eje;ted a'fa given level of" ptﬁhﬂbilltya¥’




31

value judgments is a matter of deciding what the
criteria should bej that is, of deciding what is
right, or what is important." (1:117)

and,
"] maintain, as Professor Feigl pointed out, that
there is no empirical procedure for such decisions

unless a value or values are assumed."”" (1:117)

Oliver and Shaver are of similar mind, as evidenced by "Teaching Public

Issues in the High School," a book which they co—authored:

"It is important to distinguish bééween factual

issues or beliefs, which are subject to the methods

of cbjective verification, and values or valuations,

which require a different kind of analysis and

justification.”™ (35: ?3)
Fenton is not as explicit cn this questlcn. His comments that it is
iﬁadvisable to "try to inculcate a single set of substantive values in all
students" (26:19), hié reference to the affective domain in which the
de%elcpment of attitudes and values takes place (26:17), and thé distinctions
he draws between "valuas, inquiry skills and knowledge'" encourage one to
infer that he separates, to some degree, matters of fact from matters of
value.

Fenton is by no means unique in this TESPQCt, ‘Perhaps it is because so
many educators agree that there is a ﬂiffa:enée between factualrcansider—
ations and judgments of value that. few cantributo:s to the 1itarature
t:eat the matter explicltly. In ‘Fenton's ;ase, the 1nference that he sees:

a differenge begween fact= aﬁd valuéé seéms warranted 1f he beligves that
the results of iﬁquities intc‘questlcnsrcf value nayvne :egarded in much
-the same way one regards iﬁqulrles lntm questlcns af a strlctly emplrical . ;'
wnature, and if he bEllEVE& that sacial sciengp value questians are,‘iﬁ manf,

,manv 1nstaﬂces ﬂmpiricaL,'lagical and ijectiva (as oppased to subjective,

”preferenLial or decisional), then he would not classify valués as material
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for the affective (as opposed to cognitive) dcmaing For the two are
somewhat incansistent views. Neither wcﬁld Fenton separate values and
knowledge, if this were his view, because the outcome of an inquiry into
a question of value would carry the same authority as an inquiry in, say,
physics.

Lawson qualifies for inclusion in this category by suggesting that

"At present, the writer believes that neither
philosophy, nor science can make final statements

in the value field. One feels values, but is it
possible to apply methods that offer verification
for value statements? It appears that such state-
ments are not provable--not by logic, by mathe-
matical formula, by science or by any other available
means. As some logical positivists have pointed out,
verifiability does not lie with claims of ethical
values, moral values or aesthetical values, nor does
i seem possible to make statements of demonstrable
truth about ultimate truths." (36:91)

There is a tentativeness about Lawson's position on this questiom, and
interestingly he reports, in a following paragraph, that 'the writer
finds that he cannot escape the compelling attraction of the gquestions that
axiology offers.'" (36:91)
Green is equally explicit on the question, but gives no indfcation of
being somewhat undecided:
"The tested and intellectually responcible msth§ds ,
~ of inquiry canmnot help'gs:vefy'mugh~where the really
significant existential,prcblems{arE‘;anc3rned;"*;i37;416)
Goldmark also sees a différenﬁé‘bétWeeﬁffaﬁtsfaﬁd values: -
T"Thé laﬁgua§é wéVUEéiﬁé expreéé’VaLUéSfis”ﬁhe51anggagéipf“i
~“opinion. ‘Weuse such words as most ‘important, best, -good,
“right, and should. uThe~1anguage:af5§$sumpticnfisﬁthaf' ‘

:,. 1aﬁguagé’éf‘fét;s;f‘ASSUmﬁticg§ argﬁsta;éd@in-thégfdrmijX_,
.. isY.' Thus, if a*yalﬁgfiSfSta;éd:as*‘Ihe;fedgrglvgpvgtnment

*Gteén}ﬁéégfthafﬁé;asiﬁexisﬁeﬁtialfpfoh'éms"féﬁd,thg;watdsf?méﬁal;ﬁrébj. L
léms"*tq mean'the”éame?thiﬁg;-3f"'*' S e I - :
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should pass laws to protect the vatlng rights

of the Negroes,' the assumptlon is 'Federal laws

do protect voting rights.' The value statement
expresses Qplnlsn, the assumpt;an statement states
what is believed to be a fact. It can be seen, in
this example, that the assumption is open to doubt

and questioning and, therefore, open to reconstruction.”
(38:

There is, according to Goldmark, a language of facts and a language of values

because there is, equivalently, a world of fact and a world of wvalue.

Sanders, whose book '"Classroonm Questions" has been among the more popuiar
h 22455 L UED _ . »

recent publications, asserts that

"By values we refer to objects or situations nr
activities which are liked or desired or approved
by human beings. Facts can be determined to be
true or false, but values cannot. We endocrse
democratic values in this nation, although neither
inductive nor deductive logic can prove that they
are best." (39:143)
Unlike some educators, Sanders seems acutely aware of the claimed need for
the distinction between facts and values:
"One of the lessoas to bs learned in evaluation is
that facts and values are not the same and should
not be treated alike in reasoning. This lesson is
most difficult for the person who holds values to
be absolute and who has great confidence in the truth
sf his values. As a minimum, he must learn that...

vzlues cannot be prcvsn to be true by logical or
: s21snt1f;c pracsss, (39 143)

In the prscedlng sscclon (sss Category I1: Decisional Vsluing) I suggsstsd
that ths bslisf that studsnts must bs £rse to make the;r own. valus decis1onsg
without any klﬁd cf 1ncsrferencs is a rssponse ts the absalutlst apprcash h

'ta valuss instruct;on.» Hsrs 1ﬂ sanders ﬁcommsnt is svidsnce thst the

ﬁact>val 1e dlstinctisn is a ps:* of: that rsactisn, for, according tn
1f;Sanders, “who may ws sxpsct to rsast mast strongly tc the clslm that valussi

cspngp bsrprqug.,;“gl Ths sns Who "holds vsiuss ts bs abssluts.v(BQ 143)
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Carey argues that we need not eschew valuigg simply because science
has no business making "'pronouncements as to what 1is right or proper."
(7:181) 1If not for the reason that questions of value are not matters
of fact, why would Carey insist that "teachers should describe the
economic situétion and make people aware of the alternatives and their
consequences, but...refrain from ethical pronouncements as Lo what is

"right' or 'pfaper‘"?x (7:181)

Bauer's comment that teachers must not tell students which of ;everal
data about an event are most impartéﬂt because to do so "would be to feed
them the results of someone elsa's.value judgments as if gﬁéy were ob=

jective data’ indicates a belief in the commonly made distinction between
facts and values. (40:44) That comment is also suggestive of the extent
to which the distinction between facts and values can be pushed. rAlthaugh
none of the educators reviewed in this study carries the distinction
much farther than does Bauer, it would seem tabfgllow from the belief
that judgments about the relative 1mpartanée of sevéral data;a;%‘subjective
that even the selectlnn af problems to work on 1is subjective. So too
would be the decision to work on any problem at,all, and so on back to
" Noah's Ark. (Shavetvgomes closést to prapgsijg a limit’ta implicatigns
‘of this distinction [see Shaver' dlstlnctlan between‘valulng and evalu-
’atingTCl:117)];;ani-infa—latér sectlcn erthls Studeré shéll see whethefrthatj:
vlimit &ces hold back’ thb ‘flood of impllcatigns of ‘the belieF that valugs
"are not factual ccnsidetatigng“) j ’”: ﬁ' i

Carpenter argues’that educatars shculd v;tress values as. well as the :

”Tﬁﬁiaﬁquisition af subjectgmatter and 1ﬁ 50 - daing suggests, however vaguely,‘L,

't,that thére is a differEﬂce‘between faﬁtual considerations and judgmentsl
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of value." (41:21)

Massialas uses Krathwohl's explanation of the affective domain to
introduce a section on the measurement of attitudes and values, and
suggests that "preoccupation with imparting kngwleégéi caupléd with the
relatife difficulty of measuring growth in .the area of values, partly
accounts for the erosion or the neglect of the affecfive objectives."
(42:269)

Other gantriﬁutars to the literature have expressed this fuﬁdaﬁ%mtal
belief in the difference between facts and values in a vgriety of wayé:

""Man is not only a knowing organism; he is also a
valuing afganism_" (43:7)

moLdit is a mistaken inference to suppose that since
there are authorities in matters cf fact, there are
authorities in matters of values.' (31 54)

"There is belated awakening to the fact that know-
ledge is not ancugh.“ (44:289)

"The psychologist has to beg1n to concern himself
with...preparing him (the student) to meet con-
tingencies and crises that call for value judgments
rathet than facts or laglg." (45:145)

A statement of fact is a statement reporting actual
events and objects, telling how something actually
is; and a value judgment is a statement. telling how
the world aught to be. More simply, statements of "
fact pertain to the world of facts, and value*
»_judgments pertaln to the world of- value. (46 95)

‘ff’...any educaticnal system whlch is- built on a ,
 thEofy ‘of knowledge must’ Spvélfltally deny value - -

' as.a"prime motivating- factar, and: thls is surely an

- -absufdlty." (47 92)
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Category IV: énalytica; Valuation

Within education, proponents of the view tﬁat the commonly made
distinctions batwaan facts and values, and the 1mp11caticna of those
distinctions, are invalid are relatively few in number_ The view that
value judgments aca in many instances ampirical, logical judgments is
unpopular. Nevertheless, there are those who ccntand that even though.
value judgments are sometimes arrived at subjectively, they should not be;
that the methods of empirical and. logical analysis can be applied to
questions of value; that value conflicts can be resolved--or at least are
resolvable~-in substantially the samc.t,-;fa:'= strictly empirical claims are
settled; that excepting certain kinds of formulations involving psycholog-~
ical reports and matters of aesthetics, value judgments are vaxifiabia, even
those which, for lack of evidence, have not yet been verified; that the
distinction between facts and values can only be made in specific problem
contexts and that usual application of tﬁc factevalua-diatincticn and the
implications whiah follow ffcm those applications are invalid. This view
maintains that most valuc prcblcms 1n social science are not personal or
acbjcctiva. Rather they are prcparly aubjacc to wide~open, scientific

r,invcatlgaticn. Furthar, according to this viaw, valﬁatibc—ia not

de is‘C"alg that 1%, dctarmining the valuc of some phcncmancn nc more

: raqulrca a dccialcn chan dccs, say, summlng cumbc‘ Dnc calculates the ;
.acm cf;a“acrlca‘cfbnumbars,‘and one analyzas and a&a;uatca a valuc claim.im
"Aﬁd7tﬁil'if tfuc, acccrdlng tc at laast cna prcpcncnt of tha viaw avan
whan daallng with athlcal ccn51dcfaticnsi;, |

‘”-"Ncw the 111u51cn prcvaila in certaln quartcra, that f"*"‘
T,fthé tasks cf aubatantlva ethica arc _at. bottcm, not




intellectual but decisional. On such a view
analysis can have little or no bearing upon
substantive pr lems." (48:41)

Arnett makes roughly the same point:

"_..the process of discriminating among values

is no lessg a process of judgment than is the
predlcticn of the flight of a projectile or the
decision on how to vote in an election." (45:103)

r
o}

"And to make sure he is not misunderstood, Arnett describes the position

. Which he is opposed, and identlfies what he thinks may be one of its

¥

original sources:

"Our century has also been plagued with the notion-—-
derived, or at least promoted, from an erroneous
interpretatlcn of the theory of relativity in :
physics——that all judgment is eventually the product
of an isolated and unique individual and that con-
sequently one gudgment is ‘as good as another."
(49:106)

Beck, although he does not explicitly distinguish between decisional
ethics and analytical ethics, iskaftei the same idea:

Wthat is evaluation? - By this term is meant the
judging cf a (presumed) causal connexion betwa

- a reference and a solution of a problem. Savages
do not value witch doctors because they wish to be
absurd, believe in myths, or provide 1nterest1ng

, materlal foc visiting- scclal aﬂtherDngAEtS.
rThey value their witch doctors because they believe
in a causal connexion between his actions and the-
‘health of their communlty." CSD LZZ)

A "The fact ﬁhat causal ccnnex;ons are at’ the haart
of value gudgments is what makes tham amenﬂble o
"tha logic of sc;entific 1nqu1ry CSQ 122)

n "Qn%

."hcnesty is good" is pressed ta elabn:ate, samathing like "hcneqty:con—?-ﬁ

";ftributes tc cammunity well being" will Emerge.f:"Goad" in this exampla




translates to "well being" and the result is a causal claim:

Honesty————-———-—==~2> Well Being

Beck's case has prima facie validity, at least; if it can be shown,
as he maintains it can, that all causal claims are properly subject to
logical analysis and scientiric, empirical investigation. If one were
interested in determining whether, for example, a given emulsion promoted
the growth of rose plants, it would be sensible to conduct a controlled
experiment-in which a number of randomly selected rose plants are treated
with the emulsion. A statistical analysis of the data collected from both
treated and untreated rose plants would dictate an answer to the question,
"Does the emulsion affect the growth performance of the piants?" In this
sense, there is mo room for the experimenter to make a "decision" about
'the effect of the emulsion; the decision is dictated by the ana1y31s of
Vthé daﬁé. Dne_might say that the common phrase ’ccme to a canclu51cn'
(or decision) is mlsleading, fcr the conclusion really 'comes to us.'

Aiken is w1111ng to argue that. ethlcai prcblems dre alsc subject to
analysis, aﬁd that unless we" are w;lllng to: QQnduEt analyses,-rather than
‘make decicicns, there lsrna reason to. undertake an analysis in the flrst
rplace, fer it can have no bearing on the prcblem. _AnalYSIS, in Alken's»
iview, squeezeé énswers aut of prgblems, even ethlpal problems.

" Ezer giv ves fundamaﬂtsl support to thlS éiengthe view" that‘valuein
pfablems ére amenabla tD scientifc test.; Ezér argues that it is the.re—.
;Jspaﬁsibility af the middle and upper grade teacher tc *each chlldxen tcr

':became prnficleﬂt in suﬂh skiila as clarifying 1ssuesi‘verify1ng lnfcrmatign




the assumption that wvalue disputes can be settled by rational means...
(51:39) The key words in this sentence are ''settled" and "rational

means'': value disputes, according to Ezer, are resolvable, and their
;eéalutionzis sought through rational procedures. Ezer makes no reference
to "makiﬁg choices," "arriving at decisions, " “indicating preferences,"

or "selecting solutious."

Hannaford argues that our values should be fully open to inspection

¥
by science. Hannaford is not at all afra;d of the consequences of bringing

the methods of science to bear on value problems. Values 1nva1ldated by
scientific analysis are not worth believing in for precisely the same reasomn
. purely empirical claims invalidated by science are nét worth believing in:
the evidence indicates they are not true. Those values that are worth
“maintaining will fiﬁd support from the methods éﬁ analysis. But implied
in,tﬁis vieﬁ isAstill another view: a';engéptign of values not commonly
suggested by educators, 'a conception which treats values as beliefs, as
fully utterable assertions abaut the world and the various relations in it.
With this view in mind, the natlan that science cffers a mathad for the
analy51s af value problems is nct as gtartling as Hannafcrd suggests-

"To suggest ‘that science offers a set of. mcral valués
may seem an attempt to be startling. - We commonly
- assume that science and- scientific: methnd have nnthlng o
to do with morals or moral judgment. -We take it that
science is a quest for. facts and the relat;on betwean
facts.“ (52-¢5) ~ :

»,‘

Dewey PGSltlQn on valuas and valuing has been given, lﬂ 1ight nf his
vreputatian and statufe,'relatively 1ltt13 attentlon by ccntempmrary ccn—r

tributars to educatianal lltarature.i Amang thase th have sald ﬁ ething

4”abcut Dewey s v1ews on valulng there is, as cne mlght e, egt, nDt much

;‘agféemggtfabputjhgw tc interprét what the man‘saidygV'
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Kennedy claims there is a "hidden 1ink" in Dewey's theory of valuing
which qualifies Dewey for inclusion in the group of educators ﬁhc believe
value problems are analytically resolvable. That link, according to
Keénnedy, is the:belief that there is a conmnection between descriptive and
prescriptive statements which makes the latter properly subject to
rational examination. Kennedy sets out to sﬁow that a "set of descriptive

statements may, within the coniext of an evaluative process, become pre-

scriptive." (53:421) ~ \ *

S5mith, in an article aimed at clearing up a variety of misunderstandings
of Dewey's thinking, contends that Dewey's valuation theory has been fre-
quently misinterpreted:

"A third common mlsunderstandlng of Dewey's conception
of reflective thinking concerns the applicability of
his complete act of thought to problems of value or
soscalled p:agtlcal' judgment in cantra;t to so-called
intellectual' or 'scientific judgment. Unfortunately,
more than a knowledge of-traditional logic is needed
to correct his. misunderstanding. We noted in the case
 of approximate subject matter of logic that some may
have supposed that Dewvey's thinking was much more
revolutionary than it actually was. But in .the case
~of_ wvaluation or judgments about what is right or what
ought to be done, Dewey's. thmught really was revolu-—
tionary, so revglutlcnary that evidently many of his
followers -can't seem to believe that he meant what he
said. In a nut shell, Dewey, applying his princlpla
of the continuity of experience, held that the lagic .
.. of sound judgment or _warranted’ assertabillty was the
same - rEgardless of what the gudgment was about, o
“whethexr 'the’ Judgment was about, some common - sense gr
~ practical matter, Or ‘about what. is wcrt’y of” bélng
~ valued, or about some sc1ent1flc ‘problem; or" about some
”iju:ely lntellectual questign..iThe dlfferenca is cne Df

”that peréanal GDnVlCtlﬂn 1S“the fundamsnta ?[‘
' ,nything else
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good and bad, right and wrong, could and should

be made objectively. That is to say, that one
should carry through a complete act of thought
when in a problematic situation with respect to
values just as in any other problematic situatiom.
The difference between value problems and other
kinds of problems is, again, difference in subject
matter. More specifically, it is precisely the
conviction, the disposition or character of the
investigator that is at issue in this kind of
problem. The fact that different persons hold
different convictions about what is right or wrong,
beautiful or ugly, is no more relevant to Dewey's
theory of inguiry than is the fact that different
persons hold different beliefs abdéut what is true
or false or what is the best way to get rid cf a
common cold. Dewey'’s analysis of the complete act
of thought sets forth what he took to be the
essential characteristics of objective or ccn—
trolled inquiry regardless of subject matter."

(54 419) .

T include the above not for the purpose of classifying Dewey; rather for
the purpése cf cla ssifying Smith. . Whether the precedimg iz an accurate
interpretatlan of Dewey 1s not the central quéstian here. Thg fcregéing
does serve, héWéVéf, as more chan jﬁst a mirror éf Smith's viéws, andwit
seems apparent that amlth agrees with what he ‘elaims Dewey believed.

Ratner agrees w1th Smith tha;'the dlfference between prablems of value
and purelyVSCLentlfic pfcblems is nét fouﬂd in tha methcdglogies emplcyed
' fnr reachlﬂg judgments about thasa plDblEmS.ﬂ Ratner cbsarvas that "some.

Vschola:s argue strcngly that values and factsiehoukd be'  arply seParated “g_'
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pages 123-24 of Teaching High School Social Studies, Hunt and Metcalf

reject relativism and subjectivism, while on page 141 of that same
book, they seem to embrace it. See pige 27 of this study.) Hunt and
Metcalf reject both 'moralism' and "relativism," the former because it

" as opposed

fails to prepare students for situations in which t~~ "goods,
to a good and a bad, compete for reccgnlt ion, and the latter because

it rendere the student morally helpless. (30:123-24) With regard to

what Hunt and Metcalf call "moralism' they ask "how does one procééd when
he has a conflict between honesty and 1Gyélty, and his moral training has
uncritically. inculcated an absolute valuing of both? His moral training
has made moral responsibility impossible and razitlonalization a necessity."
(30:1.25)

Hunt and Metcalf's rejection of moralism, of setting forth general mo.al

principles to be "instilled" in the student, is'immediately followed by
" a denial of the validity, as weli as the utility, cf_logical positivism,

"a philosophy that cantinﬁes to dominate much of the thinking in social
science." (30: 127) Hunt and Metcalf DbSEfVE that one of ‘the contentions
basic to logical p051t1v15m is that iny judgments of fact are veriflable
(30 127), and then proceed to argue that certaln kinds of value clalms can
‘be praperly subgect to cbjectlve, sclentifia test, andlthat certain: klnds:"
of value stataments can be verlfied as factﬁal statements. Althaugh Hun;
 and Met f d ”d;st;ngﬁish between facts and values, the d*stlnétlmn they 1'

ﬂ,draw is more 1ike thaf of the difference between fruits and Granges than

»,fru;ts aﬁd vegetables.;:the twc categaries are nat mutually 3231u51ve-

Caftain value calims ‘are centained,i, 'h flarger categcry Factual*claims.f

IR he distincticﬁ Hunt and Metcéi ';'w ge:waen facts and values doe& nct
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serve to exclude the latter from the domain of scientific inquiry; they
do not think valid the distinctions '"commonly made between judgments
of fact and judgments of value." (30:130)
Beck, who was quoted earlier in this section, has a comment
appropriaie to the summary cf this section:
"yalues are an integral part of the social sciences.

In the domain of the social studies, what should be
is inextricably bound up with what is." (50:122)

Beck's comment should not be taken to mean that subjaétively arrived at
determinations of value carry the same authority as facts, or that subjective
values (which if indeed subjective carry a validity and authority of their
own) are bound up with facts; rather, that certain value claims are primarily
factual claims with a value aspect.

The characteristic contentions of supporters of analytical valuing, then,
are (1) value claims are factual claims in many, many social science contexts,
(2) value claims should, therefore, be the product of analysis, and not in-
dependent, subjective decision, (3) value disputes are resolvable—-that is,
the value of X is independently real, and one's inability to resolve a

dispute over the value of X does not mean the dispute is unamenabie to

scientific inquiry.
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Category V: Values ?gdgrstggdias Feelings

While those educators classified under Category 1V see valuing as
a properly cognitive process, a process which involves the intellect and
réqui:éé analysis and judgment, the following group of educators vieﬁ
valuing as an essentially affective process. ‘Far this group of contribu-
tors to the literature, valuing is an easentially personal, private
operation., Values are primarily a function of feeling, rather thap thinking;
values are indices of emotion rather than products Qf’intellectualization.
According to this view, it makes 1itftie sense to measure a value for em-—
pirical cr logical validity; rather, measuring a value amounts to assessing
the st:aﬂgth!ﬂf’a-feeliﬁg or set of feelings. |

Krathwohl is one of the original mainstays of this pecint of view. The

Taxoncmy of Edu cationsl Objectives, Affective Domain is an elaborate ex—

position of values understood as feelings, and undoubtedly a good many
educators have used that "Handbook" as a,de?arture point for subsequent
studies of the valuing process.

Fenton's discussion in "The New Social Studiég" of the development of

inquiry skllls is separated from the sactinn on values and valuing. Fenton
1ntraduces the topic on values by saylng,'All teaehers also share re-
'5pan31b1lity for what psychologists call ‘the affactive domain.~ the deveclop-
.megtbaf att;tudes:and values[, {(26: 17) Further -and- more sifw,ficaﬂt, Fenton
says | o

"y chemistry zeacher shculd fequi:e hiq students to
usea scientific method ‘rather ‘than accept canclus;ﬂns
" based on: authari’y, superstltion or faith.  The be=.:._
~havior he-demands- Eﬂdarses a value, pPIhapS the most
. ~important. value of a- sc1enti£ic scciety,‘a p&gég&gnca'
'H(itg;;;s mine)’ for ratlanal thought prccasses.iy,ﬂ

(26 17) ' SR : 2 : “
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Fenton's position Gﬂ.this question is not easily understood. Are we to
understand that the "preferanée for rational thought is affectively
derived"? The impression given éhroughout this section is that the
utility of rational methods cannot be demonstrated 'in experience, cannot
be proven. Is it Fenton's view that one cannot prove rationality because
to do so one must assume it in the first place? 1Is the decision to be
rational an emotional one? Does this mean that rationality must be based

Studies" does

on emotionality? The section on values iﬁ "The ﬁevisqcial
not clarify what Fenton thinks to be the relationship between the affective
and cognitive domains, and the reader is left with this imprecise
formulation: the value rationality (since one needs to assume it in orderxr
to prove it) must be asserted somewhat arbitrarily; one must commit himself
affectively to the value ratianalitf and pioceed from there.

Estvan also believes valuing to be an éssentially affective process:

", . .an interest is what one attends to. An attitude
is a predisposition to act in a certain way. Values
are reflected in the choices one makes among different
goals. A philosophy is expressed in consistent and
well-integrated responses to life situations. All
these terms and meanings may be subsumed under the
general term affective behavior." (17:302)

Estvan's position on the relationship between valuing and the affective
domain is clarified soméwhat in subsequent sections:

"Even though pupils are assured that there are no
'right' answers...it is not unusual for them to
resort to conventional responses or what they think
they are expected to feel, rather than thedr true
feelings." (17:321) T e

~ "The evaluation-of affective behavior.consists . .

* primarily in determining the positive or negative
‘nature’ and tiie intensity. of the feelings associated =
‘;withfcertainlidealsiﬁ‘C17;321)f"?;( Lo .
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From the first of Estvan's comments quoted here we see that values are
subsumed under the affective domain, and from the last two comments we
see that evaluating affective behavior involves measuring the direction
and strength of feelings. It would seeﬁ to follow, then, that Estvan
views values as feelings.

Although Massialas identifies strong connections between the affective
and écgnitiverdomains, he apparently views valuing as a predominantly
affective process: ’

“goeial Studies teachers have verbalized an interest
in the development of appreciations, attitudes and
values. It is indeed rare to find a statement of
objectives in this field that does not include
references to affective outcomes of teaching. For
example, among the important goals of social edu-
cation developed by a comnmittee on concepts and
values of the National Council are the following:
The intelligent use of the forces of nature; in—
telligent use by individuals and groups of
responsibility for achieving democratic social
action: the effective development of moral and
spiritual values." (56:269)

‘Massialas proceeds from here to outline Krathwohl's Taxonomy of Educational

 0b§gctives} Affective Domain, as a dgtailed,expianation of the processes
invclve&rin’valuing, énd gives examﬁiesraf very specific objectives and |
corresponding test'items for eachilevel in the taxonomy. And again, al-.
thcugh Maséialésidces réfer';o’the:"iﬁtelléctual fésksﬁ(Sé:ZéQﬁnvol%éavin
vaiﬁing;,éﬁe'mustv;gﬁclude7f£§§ his éité;siVéu#SE @f Krathwchl'snTaanéﬁy_
in éﬁplgining valuing;fﬁhatfﬁe,vMéééiaias,-dbes‘ﬁot vie€ ﬁhét prccésé,asx

'primafily'cegﬁitive~iﬁrnaﬁura; (Ma$Sialas;ﬁakesfng reference to Bloom's

_Taxonomy of Eﬂuca;icgélﬂbﬁjeéfivgggféognitiVEln&ﬁéiﬁ;»in_éxplaiﬁing valuing

; be7mékés_ﬁ6[rgféfénc¢ftéiaﬁ§;géﬁgiigm“ofiﬁatiqﬂ51; aﬁél§tic;?rcéédu;gs$£érr 3

valuing.
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Lawson contends that one ''feels values" and he doesn't believe that
it is possible to apply "methods that offer verification of wvalue
statements." (36:91)

Benjamin'’s discussion of the relation between values and feelings
is, in part, a warning of "what may happen to scholarship when it is
employed as an instrument for the attainment of certain non-cognitive
values," (57:472) According to Benjamin, patriotism is an example cf values
which are essentially non-cognitive, and although he does ot refer to the
affective domain, it does not seem excessively spacu;atéry to say that by
"non-cognitive' Benjaimin means something similar to what Krathwohl means
by "affective." ‘

While Fraenkel rejects the views of the moralist and the relativist—-—
the former because it encourages "uncritical acceptance...of values" (19:459)
and the latter because it ﬁprovides no guides whatsoever" (19:460) to the
student in search of valnes; and while he is cfitical of those who insist
there are no logical, empirical procedures for value analysis (19:459)
when it comes to propésing a strategy fcr teachlng values, he turns tg the
affeative domain for pedagagigal'aﬁd pschelegical models. He describes
the Strategy as "An Affactlve Strategy That Develops Empathy for and
Identification with Indlvlduals Placad in anfllct Sltuaticns." (19 460)
‘”One cf tle crit;cal steps in tne madel Fraenkel ‘sets fcrth——the step which
is de51gnad ta- effect empathy fcr the. 1nd1v;dual in the 51tuatiun——ask5A

the studenL to &escriba haw he wauld feel if he Were faced with the s;tuation

— ;at hand. fl9 460) Thp modelfls ﬁrganized not arcuﬂd cuesticns like "what are"

the cansequences cf this act?"f”fv"Haw should cne ga abnut ana¢y21ng this

,“
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based.

. The degree to which a number of other educators sul seribe ﬁe this
view is difficult to determine because D£ =sceming inconsistencies and
ambiguities in. their arguments. For example, Morris defines a value
as "the esteem which a person feels for an object or for am individual,
his attitudes, and his behavior" (58:224) and then suggests that "edu-
cation can be designed deliberately toward helping each child to make
better and more consistent value judgments.' (SB:EE&)‘M@rrisralso.bee
lieves that ''the judgment of esteem ie,;.e matter of compefieon and

evaluation." (58:224) On the face of it, it seems Morris has made nc

i distinction between objectivity and subjectivity, between, on the one
hand, comparing and evaluating, which is intellectual or cognitive, and

"on the other, esteeming and feeling which is emoticnei or affective.

Meek argues that value systems are "personal" and "unique' (59:224);

that value systems evolve from 'experience 'in satisfying needs' (59:224);

R L

that values are a function of one's. persanallty as opposed o his philos-—

ophy, end that peychothereuy, as eppceed to 1nqu1ry, offers a powerful

means of changing a value system. (59:228)

The relationship of the affective domain to valuing is in many books

and periedicale not clearly SpQCifled- In feet: lnanbtvene of the reﬁere

'encee on veiuing as an affect? ve preeees is any of the er;ticel questlune

answefed For eXEmple, Wetzler whc uees the Werds velues end "ettitudee
k:interehengeably,_eays thet'“to many teachere...etudente can leefn fact.,
= bkille, underetendinge, end the llke,f but deliberate attempte to chaﬁge

”‘iettitudes and values ere certein to feil (60 424\ Aze we te take it, then,

;;Lhet velues ere ﬁat und ndinge end cennet be underetngd? Are we to

uy!
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take it rhat values are, as Wetzler seems to imply, affective products
of feelings? And what sort of authorify do feelings have as the basis
f@rzdeciding social issues? If valuing is an emotiomal process with
cognitive overtones, to which parts of the total valuing process is each

r is it that we respond

o

relevant? Is it that values are feelings,
ematiknally to the judgments we make about issues that matter? Is it
that values are the products of feeling but should be the outcor=s of
analysis? 1Is thers no escape from bias and prejudice because valuing can
never be anything but a reflection of the way we Waﬁt the world to be?
None of these questions is entertained, and they are among the questions

to which we must address ourselves if we are to put together courses of

study which can be used to teach students the valuing process.

?Evmcf -

PAruitext provided by enic [N




50

Category VI: Values as Preferences

Insofar as the state of preferring something is an emotional state,
or a feeling, the views of this zroup of educators are not much different
from those who contend values Eiéa that is, consist of, feelings. But
ttis point is mot clarified by educators in this category; they are not
explicit about the reletienship‘cf "prefertieg" to either the cognitive
or affective domain. The act of Prefefring something is not eleerlg
defined, and we are left to speculate about its relatieﬁ to other mental
and emotional functions. .

What does seem clear is that members of this schoel of thought believe
that phenomenon X has value if and only if éQmEDne prefers it. The value
of phenomenon X is not to be feugd in my relation to it, or in the
phenomenon itself, but is defined gg_my.preferenee for it. Phenomenon X
Hes value, it would follow, if I prefer it. There seems to be no way of
determining whether edhe:ente to this view have in advertently reversed

the funet;cn "valuing" and '‘preferring.” That is, instead of valuing
something becausec I iiné4my3e1f preferring it; I ought to ?refer it beeanse
it:hes veiue,

Implicié in this viewgis the notion that eur prefefences ere non-—
:eegn;tlve,.whlle the d;seavery of value in an obvect, or in its relation to-
somecne (whlch mlght'werrant de51r1ng tne ebjegt) is essentlelly an in-

'tellectuel proeese, preferrlng an objeet is  an emntlenel process, an af’ieﬁive

eetete which 1nvelve feelings, One 5 preferences ere understeed eeeardingw

,tp thisuview. as closely-l;ﬂked to, Lf net the eame th1ng as,‘ene s feellngs.

ePeaks of the need for estebliehing a prefetence

fFéﬁ;en,i;hete ere;‘

 fefoetieﬁeiiﬁy;”eﬁdgeelle ;het§pge£e;enee Fg hepe the mcst impertenL value
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of a scientifie society." (26:17) The value "rationality is not to be
found in rationality itself, or in the consequence of my relatianship
with rationality (e;g., using it); rather, rati@ﬂaiity takes on value
only if I prefer it.

Brackenbury suggests that "man is not only a knowing organism; he
is also a valuing organism--he likes some things more than others, i.e.,
he has preferences." (43:7)

It is entirely possible that this category is notHing more th#n a
short extension of the system of beliefs aescribad in the preceding section
(see Category V, Values as Feelings), and has no validity as a category
' independent of the others. If for example Brackenbury means that man likes
some things more than others because of what he knows about those things,
there may be little difference, or at leést not much incongruity, between
that view and the view tﬁat val#e judgments ought to be arrived at
analyticaily. If Brackenbury means by liking nothing more or less than a
feeling that arises indePendently,«and is not tha consequence of conclusions
praduced through anaiy51s,,than this view is simply a part of tﬁat view -
which understands values as feellngs. Both these p6531bll1tles are just
that however' pcssibilities and this category is describad separately

in tha event: thare is a view here that can be analyzed apart frﬁm the athers.
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Category VIL: Values as Sub1ects for Limited Analysls

This category is a hybrid of several other categories. Members of
this school believe that students should learn how to analyze value
problems because there is a factual component in vélue issues wﬁich make
them amenable to analysis. Aéharénts to this point of view may distinguish
between facts and values and at the same time argue that the latter can
be based on the former.  According to this view values themselves cannot
be verified through logical or empirical analysis, but' that the fééts
upon which values rest are properly subjeét to such investigation. This
point of view can be understood, at least in part, as the iiddleground
between two clearly opposing positions: subjectivism, inkwhich it is
held that independent analytic p:ocgdures have no bearing on value questions,
and analytical‘ethics inrwhich it is argued that only amalytic procedures
have a baariﬁg on questions of value. Proponents of the view describad in
this section differ from those who insist that questions of value (ex—-
'cluding certain kinds of aesthetic questions) can only be resolved through
'anélysis in that the latter do mnot view vaiues as anything less than t:uth
claims. Acccrding to the view describgd‘iﬁ'thié‘sectiun, there iz a final
step in valulng which caﬁnot be aacounted for by ioglc or emplficlsm,‘
and that step is the claimed 11m1t on th% utllity gf rationallty. Ratignallty
;must be acccrding tﬂ thls v;ew,‘assuméd as a i;:st prlnclple,'a prlnclple
which must be simply accepted.,_*he authority awarded to rat;anally based
'value'claims is 1imited b?causa the.validlty af ratlgnality must be assumed.

But then prgpcnents of *w have nat explainef Why values may De

, regarded as hav1ng ;esa auhugrity than facts lf assumlng :aticnallty is a-

°‘ 5prerEquisite to accepting facts as well as values.w Still values shauld ,
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be inquired into; students should reflect on values cansciéusly; values
should be treated as stuff for the intellect, rather than the affect.
Fven though values are to be dealt with in the cognitive domain, however,
they cannot, no matter the intensity of the inquir? to which they are
subjected, be given the same status cr authority as statements of fact,
statements which in their entirety may be subjected to analysis and the
validity of which resolved. Members of this échool of thought view
valﬁing as an ébjective, logical process in the early 'stages of vélue
analysis, and become, in the latter stageé, logical positivists.
For example, Goldmark explains in great detail tha processes involved

"in an inquiry into a value problem. Goldmark stresses the importance of
identifyingband evaluating the criteria used in reaching a judgment (38:5)
of gathering e%idEﬁce which may bear on a value issue (38:5) and so on.
The "Experimemﬁaiist" ﬁefhcd put forward by Goldmark does not include
procedures fér validating values théméélves,vhgwever. Values; accordiag
to Goldmark, can be identified and‘éistinguishad frém assumptions. . But
one is not, once the values relevant to an inquiry have’been;isélaﬁed and
defined, déaliﬁg ﬁi£h;matérial';hat-can bertfgaﬁgﬂ as factual consider-—
atlions: | | 7 |
| ‘f"Tha 1angLage we use to exprass vélues isrthe';'  ‘
’ language of ‘opinion. - We use such Wcrds as most im—-
-portant, best; -good, “right ‘and should. Thé language
- of aésumptlans ‘is: the 1anguaga of facts Ascumptions

are .stated. in .the form .'X is Y.' Thus, ;f a value is-

".stated’ as " 'The federal: gcvern' 'Vshculd pass 1aws‘
€0 protect the voting rights of the Negroes, 4 the .

- "assumption is 'Federal laws do protect: vat;ng r1ghts.-;f ;’1

i 'The ‘value, sLﬁtement expréssas dpinlcn-f”,
'}stat21ent ‘states what is believed:t
”Tlaen,,in’this example, tha
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In this way, then, can the analysis of factual matters affect questions
of value. But Goldmark dcés_nct recommend that such procedures should
be applied to value claims, e.g., ''The fedéral gavergmént should pass
laws to protect Negro voting rights." And althougﬁ Goldmark claims
that there ought to be "open inquiry into all values" (38:224) it would be
more consistent for her to say that there ought to be open inquiry into
all the 'factual' considerations which bear on value questions.
Oliver and Shaver believe that value problems can 'be prcparlynsubjacted

to analysis, but deny that all nonaesthetic value conflicts are resolvable

threugh rational means. ??aa§iﬁg,?Pblig Issues in thgrﬂigh School is a
detailed account of how teachers can teagHAstudents how to inquire into
public issues. The book is not a treatment Qf how the affective domain
cperatesﬁ'cr hﬁw it could operate in face of value conflicts; values, for
Oliver aund Shaver, are subjects for the cognitive domain, and although they
do ﬁat'deny that iﬂvclvémént in value conflicts nacassaﬁily leaves emotional
tranlngs in the affect, they do agree that students ought to come to value
decisions via the intellect rather than, say, the heart.

There are, hoﬁavar, anticipatable 1imits tclinquiry into values.
According té.Dlivat and.Shévar a given value system ‘has Withiﬁit both
general and SpEleic values aﬁd thesg éfe, somewha* lcosélj, hierarghlcally

'arfanged (35 23) ' As one . gaes abaut analyzlng a Value pr@hlem he finds

".hlmself ascendlng thls hlerarchy, mov1ng frsm specif;é7ﬁq g énalgyaluas,

and from evaluations tn valuaticns.

udging whethe: gertain crit fia are met” ,,
r i -C ,ﬁIt includes
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are opposed. And_

subjectivism, relativism,
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the standards of investigation; or, at a higher
conceptual level, deciding whether a hypothesis
is to bc accepted or rejected at a given level of
probability. Making value judgments is a matter
of deciding what the criteria should be, that is,
of deciding what is right, or what is important.

“some paople...act as if all value questions were of
‘the first sort, that is, of the evaluating type,
involving only testing against criteria. To these
people, the value problem is one of testing the
consequences of an act or policy to decide whether
it is right or not. There remains, however, the
problem of deciding what criteria the act or policy
will be tested against. I maintain...that there is
no empirical procedure for such decisions unless

a value or values are assumed.' (1:117)

For Shaver, then, theré is a level at which valuing is no longer a logical
or empirical matter; higher order values**fha values which serve as
criteria for the evalﬁatiéns we make--are posited, asserted, "assumed,"
but not proven.

Chapter Three of Teaching Public Issues in the High School is a dis-

cussion of "Alternative Apprgaﬁhes to Value Conflict." O0liver and Shaver
pointedly reject what they call "The Pragmatic Position'' or, as it is

referred to in this study, "anaiytical ethies.' (35:32) _>Same half-dozen

paragraphs prior to that rejection they comment briefly on the weaknesses

- of a particular brand of relativism (35:31)and conclude the chapter with a

criticism of the-natural rights' position. (35:50) Like Hunt and Metcalf,

who are in Shaﬁer's'aﬁd Oliver's térmiﬁdlogy??ﬁfsgﬁatiétss" Dlivéf;aﬂdg*r

Shaver outline their position by dgsggibiﬁg;;aiﬁtsfQf;viEW>ta?ﬁhich;ﬁhe§

1 seem, to analytical ethics, =

they are opposed; it woul




a contradiction.

There is comnsiderable similarity among the views of Fraenkel, Oliver
and Shavetr. Fraenkel rejects exhortation as an ineffective method of
teaching values (19:459) rejects moral relaiivism because it denies that
a given value might be better than some other {(19:459) and rejects logical
pésitivism because, contrary to that theory, under certain conditions
values can be submitted to "public test': (19:459)

",..statements of value can be submitted to public

test, if we can get some agreement on the value

terms involved. TFor example, if I were to say that

Nancy is a beautiful girl, this statement is testable

enough, if all of those concerned can agree on the

meaning of beautiful. The key question seems to be:

Can the concepts in the proposition be defined in-

ways that (according to defining criteria) are clear?

Can we agree on the properties of a value concept and

state, whenever possible, such properties in behavioral

terms?' (19:459)
Fraenkel does mot explain how or whether an inquiry is to proceed if the
condition of agreement is not met. Does he mean tc say that there is no
recourse if agreement on the meaning of the terms is mot reached? Is this
the "limiting factor" in inquiry into values? Is this the point beyond
which rational inquify cannot proceed? If this is the case, then Fraenkel
differs, in-thi§’fasﬁeéti with those who support analytical ethics, because
for them agreement 1is neither a limiting factor mor a significant condition -
of inquiry.. Neﬁgrthéieés,iFraéﬁkéifabesVbslieVé.thaﬁﬂvalues eahibe,?iﬁquifed";fa

. iﬂﬁoffha;dqés1:eﬂgct;mofali5m;'aiéﬁgwﬁithfiégical,pggiﬁiviém,qrélativism, v1'
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", rational human being requires not only a 1ife study of changing
academic knowliedge but a life long commitment to an internally consistent
_and rationally based value system." (40:44) Bauer makes two significant
distinetions in that line: (1) th;t there is a difference between ona's
knowledge and ome's value system, and (2) value systems can be made in-
ternally, but not externally, consistent. An internally consistent—-—and
by this I take it Bauer means one which fits the =ssaumptions, or first
principles on which it is based~-value system is omne éf the requirements
of raional existence, accecrding to Bauer; but there is no discussion of
the need for egtefnal consistency in value syétems, not, one supposes,
because such a sys tan wauldn t contribute to a man's ratlanality, but be-
cause there is no such thlng as an externally consistent value systenm.
Value systems cannot be made, it would seem, externally consistent because
of the impossibility of verifying first principles, basic assumptions, or
premises. Ngvertheléss, it is clear that Bauer thinks value problems can
be 1nqu1red into ratlonallyi The backbone of the Bauer articlé_is a
description of a model which would 1nfluencerstudent$ to dglay maklng
"walue judgments until - EDEY have col]eated the raw data and reccgnized how
.many kiﬂds af prcblems ccé531st...; (49 44) Béuar sttcngxy adv1ses that wye:

_rghauld "let (n)éithéf the matarldls (n)cr the teacher ‘make value Judgmenté

'mfbéfare the pupils have acllegted and 213531f1ed tha data and drawn scme

gcon¢1u51cns.. (40 44)



T
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to which an inquiry can be purely factual, purely ratiomal. '"The
fathering of reélevant factual data bearing on the situation, although a
necessary procedure in arr%ving at moral judgments, cannot by itself
lead to a moral decision. An ass&ssﬁent of the values in a situation is
always needed for reaching a decision on a course of action.” (61:103)
For many-edueatars, it is the separation between facts and wvalues
(the claimed separation) which imposes the limit on rational inquiry. If Rich,
Fenton, Shaver and the rest were to begin their analyses of valuation by
defining values as truth claims, as postulates, inquiry into value problems
would be limited only by the availability of information resources, our
willingness to engage in very demanding intellectual tasks, and the power
of our minds. If valués are understood as simply truth claims, as
postulates, there is nothing inherent in value issues (excluding certain
aspects of aesthetics) thét would truncate an attempt to study them.
Stoltenberg is equally interested in promoting inquiry into values, in
treating them as ccgnltlve material suitable for the intell%ct.' Stoltenberg
reasons that "If values are 1ideas,’ there seemé ncrreasan ‘why they can t be
discussed as ather conceptual material.'" (62 25) - Further,.says Stcltenberg,
"All of the. gfeat values af our herltage can be statéd Dbjectively, and so

in thlS sense can be taught as Dthaf matérlals are . taught., (62 25)

"HGWEVEE* "tc give men’ Dn1? factual knawladge Wculd be- 1n some’ sense. to

dehumanize them, to see them as. aufcmatcns.._f; ;;¥;-; ,if’



claims:

", . reaching values can be frustrating because
of the impossibility of measuring results,” (62:24)

and

" ., .there is no widely agreed upon authority for
the values taught." (62:24)

Whether Stoltenberg ie caught in an inconsistency hére is a question saved
for a later section of this study; the point to recognize here is that while
Stoltenberg has endorsed an objective, reasoning approa;h to valueé, he has
also given indications that the outcomes of values instrﬁéticn cannot be
measured (a pésiti@n he would not take if he understood and endorsed
analytical ethics) and that there is uncertainty in the enterprise because
théra is no widely agreed upou auth@;ity for the values taught (another
position he would not takg if he supported analytical ethics). Stoltenberg

has made, or by implication is on the verge of making, the common distinction

between facts and values.
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Category VIII: Values in Hierarchical Arrangement

The belief that one's value system can be understood as a hierx-—
archically arranged set of beliefs (or feelings, attitudes, etc.) is so
common that many educators make no explicit reference to it, taking it for
granted that every@ne, on that point at least, is in accord. According
to this view, value conflicts can be resolved by (1) identifying the variocus
values involved in the conflict, and (2) locating their positions on the ~
hierarchy; issues are decided in favor of the higher réﬁking values.

Eberman believes that values, which are "a judicious mixture of fact,
common agreement, and sheer belief," are arranged hierarchically. In
fact, he suggests +hat a "hierarchy is inherent in a system of...values."
(63:195) |

Wiles believes that values are arranged vertically, and that unless we
rethink those "priorities," "all oppaftnnities for improvement of the pre-
sent situation will be lost."(64:502) Specifically, '"our first value must
be thefcantiﬂuétién of the human race." (64:502)

Axtelle, taa, 1s:1nterested in findlng a Supar‘crdinate value. While
Wiles belleves that we need to settle on a new priorlty of values‘ "if we are
to fulflli a destlny Df 1éadefshlp in helplng to ach1EVE a world culture"(54 504)
| Axtelle =) purpase 15 no lesa mcdest.~-V3 | T o

nIncr2351ng 1nterdependence of Pagples and 1nter— 3rm,
imjactien of cu]turas has made us one’ World ln fact.
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within or between individuals or groups. One simply behaves in ways
consistent with higher order values when higher and lower Drdétlvalues
conflict. .

There are a variety of ways to refer to this architectural conception
of valué systemg; Shaver refers to the difference between general and
gpecific values; others refer simply to higher and lower ?alues, and so
cen. And aithcpgh most educators described in this study make no ex?licit

mention of "hierarchies," this conception of wvalue systems is entirely

consistent with, and implicated by, what they do say about the nature of

values and valuing.
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Category IX: The Contextualists

One of the less popular, less frequently diécussed themes is the
belief that value praElemﬁ cannot be intelligently solved in the abstract.
What I have chosen to call contextualism is a kind of "anti-absolutism';
that is not to be taken as r&lagivism. This view consists, at least in

part, in the belief that values such as honesty and generosity cannot be

understood in the abstract; that is, it makes no sense to resolve an
anticipated conflict between generosity and honesty exeept in very
specific situations.

"_,.the problem with using a hierarchy of values
is that it induces a neglect of the concrete
situation in which values inhere and decisions
are made. If a religious value is in conflict
with a material value, such as the need for food,
the material wvalue would seem to take precedence
" 4n the situation. Things are valued not in the

abstract, but in relation to particular situations.
Or they are valued by appraising patterns of values-
in situations, and their meaning and import can be
grasped only within the framework of the situation.
Each situation has its own intrinsic good, which
is irreplaceable and incomparable...The weight to
be ascribed to any value cannot be known apart
from the circumstances in which it is found; and
although every situation may share certain =~
characteristics with other situations, each has
certain features which must be appraised on
their own merits." (61:103-4) - '

In other words, the relative value of X and Y cannot be determined’in the

abstract. Is emotional security to be ‘valued more highly than honesty?

‘1f is:bbediép;é1:§§th3'law”mota,imﬁéftaﬂt~th§n'kindnééé?_'The'ansﬁe;; a;gérdiﬁg‘?ffi

" to the "Contextualist" s "Sometimes: it depends upon the conditions L0f

the specific situation in which Stmilarly, moral

Z;ﬁ;hg.Jbétrégtéucdmmaﬁdé_""?

dbehaviors. . .
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"A moraliist who has no reflective sense will
teach children ‘o be honest and kind. Obviously
one can be honest in many situations without
being unkind, just as in a host of circumstances
one can be kind without being dishonest. But let
us suppose that Mr. and Mrs. Brown and their small
son, Johnny, have been invited to dinner by the
Joneses. Mrs. Jones asks Johnny how he likes the
soup. Johnny, if he is honest, will say that it is
the worst soup he has ever tagted The answer is
anything but kind, and is very likely a response
that none of the adults want him to make. If
Johnny has been taught always to be honest, and al-
ways to be kind, he is likely to be tongue tied.
Should he be honest, or klﬂd’" (30x124)

Hunt and Metcélfi like Rich, not only argue strongly in favor of in—context
analysis of values, but reject hierarchies as a solution to the problem of
resolving conflicting values:
"This is no a problem that can be solved through
a fixed hierarchy of values—-higher values in-
variably being preferable to lower ones. Any value
hierarchy would have to be flexible enough to permit
values to move up or down a scale according to
qualifying circumstances. " (30 124)
But then if the values moved up or down the Scale, the whole arrangement of
values would look less and less 11ke a hiararfny, and depending upon the
amount of maveméﬁt, more and more like a salar system, or galaxy.
Fraenkel alsc belleveq that values shauld be treated centextually, and
has spent - conslderable tlme develo g strategies whlch students can use to-
.woxk on value prcblems as. they cccur 1n spec1fic situatlons. (19 460—61)

';This ia;also true ci,many cf~hhe developers cf new” 3 ,al studles Cqulcula.




ought to adhere to in all situationms. The "Contextualist" is interested
in seeing the étudent ﬁevelép the abilit? té determine gbgg honesty is
warranted, not bring the student, through a study of specific situations,
to the conclusion that honesty is always a good paliéy! In fact, the
supporter of a contextual épprcach to value analysis would not be re-

luctant to confront the student with a situation that requires

dishonest behavior.

64
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Category X: The ESth Social Acculturation View

The principle charécteriétic of this category is the belief that
values are acquired through processes other than direct, conscious

analysis and evaluation of the values themselves. The values a person

holds, that is, his,beliefs regarding what is good, right, preferable,
etc., are acquired not, primarily, Lqrnughrreasgned eﬁaminatian of the ob-
jects of those beliefs, but through subtlé -influences in the environment.
If I value X it is probably not because I have carefully evaluated the
claim "X deserves to be valued.” Raﬁher, according to this view, I shall
have come to value X, ESPEGially if X ds an ethical, moral matter, because
I respect or admire another person who valdes X (identificatian}; or
because there are influences of such overwhelming power in my environment

that it‘simply never occurs to me to devalue X; or because there are social
inducements to believe in the value of X; or I uncanssiously'aSSéeiate X
with other th;ngs I llke, and there is leakage of desi;e from one to the

cther, and S0 On. One acqultes values then, not thrcugh the pracesses,

famlllar t@ phlloscphy,rbut rhrmugh the processes exg* ned by soclclogy

and psychclogy; 1dent1ficatlcﬂ, 1nculcat19n, nurturlng, lassaglatian,"

JAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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the identifiration process:?

W ,.we can provide the child with a realistic

model for identification and growth, a model which

is consistent with his own personality and the values
of the world of which he is a part." (66:237)

GCetzels does mot elaborate on the model of which he speaks. It is not,
however, en epistemological model, because the model is such that the child
will identify with it, emulate it, want to be like it, ascribe to himself

the qualities in the model. Neither is Getzels clear about the meaning of

¥

the word "interiorize"; apparently he means that if a child interiorizes
a value he gives more than lip-service to it.

Ekétéin, who takes much the same position taken by Getzels, gives us
a bit more detail: | |

‘NThe transmitting mechanism of value is the child's
identification with the adult generation. The
survival of values rests on available opportunity

for their fulfillment. Our school system, then,

must accept the need, provide the opportunity and

the techniques for identificatory learning, and

offer the skills and the knowledge which will main-.
tain the continuity of the individual and the society
withiﬁ“éur‘valué“syStemtwhich;guarantees life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness." (67:523)

It is clear that;Ekstain,fﬁhéﬁhéﬁvhg:is‘a@;:é of it.or not, believes in

'aisamethingAléssfthén p§ﬁa1mftéé§§ﬁi6f5;'ﬂ ry into values: ~the status quo--.
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"Children appear to learn initially by imitation,
jdentification, =xample, and contagiomn.' (8:261)

Engbretson is aware that values can be learned through "consciously
reasoned actions" but does not identify that pfccess as the one to
exploit in teaching values. (8:259)

‘Botkin believes that values are learned through psychol@gicalj rather
thén_epistem@lcgical, processes, and argues that the task is to develop
effective methods for "nurturing" values. (68:189-96) .

'
Schiavano believes that it is through "example" that we can develop
in our youth the factors which contribute "to strength of character and the
. pursuit of happiness..."” (59=90}A Indeed, unless we “implant...patriotism,
love of God, feépons’bility toward mankind, sound morals and values" (69:89-90)
society may céllapse-
Millis uses the’wcrds "absorbed" and "tranéferréd“ to refer to the ways
-in which students learn values; and'argues th§t "exposufé" is'ﬁct enough.
“iﬁ is these important éspects:of Qurldemocfatic
tradition, our system of values, which can not be
transferred by mere exposure by the teacher, but"
must be learned by our actingupon chem. T (16:244).

Lodge arggeséthat one of ﬁhéiiﬁpcftaﬁtciﬁéliééfidns ngtheﬁtaéearchnén;

"~ value acquisition is that ‘"Through the proce s of identification with

A FullToxt Provided by ERI
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values are learned, and concludes that for that reason, apparently,

models for idEﬁtifigaticn should be provided for the students. (70:239-40)
And that sort af reasoning typifies those who believe that students
should acquire values through identificatory processes. It is as though
the discovery that values are learmed through identification is the un-—
covering of an immutable principle of the universe.
Lawhead arrives at the conclusion that students ought to have
identificatory models. ‘He reasons that v
"If central emphasis is given to the theory that
students acquire their values by identification,
consideration may be made of the recles of the teacher
and other school persanalltlas in this process. Two
concerns should be paramount in the minds of the
teachers in regard to transmitting values through
,apprmpriate perconality models. First, we can ask,
who ought to provide the models for identification;
. and the second, what are the optimum conditions
for Fasterlng approprlate identlflcation?” (3: 513)
Jeffreys bel;evas t’hati amcng othar things, we nght ‘to set for
students "1nsp1r1ng examples,‘ and that the greatest cantflbutlan "the‘
teacher can make is ta ba in hlmself a persan of. stable ﬁharacter, w1th~

deep—rocted ccnv;etlons and a; ccherent System cf beliefs (27 377)

Heffernaﬂ is explicit 1n rejectlng cognitian as the important prccess

[AruiToxt Provided by
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analytical, processes.

Hemming has this to say:

"From the moment the child becomes aware of the
independent existence of others, he begins to ab-
sorb the culture through the mediation of his

parents or his pareut substitutes, and, later,
through contact with other members of his family
group. Imitation, emulation, and identification

are all a part of this process of absorption." (32:78)

Given this understanding of the valuing process, Hemming says there are

three conditions of early moral growth: "(1) genuine,,unstinted, un- : ]

demanding parental love; (2) the formation of a right evaluation of the

self in relation to others and in relation to life: and (3) Sufficient
elbow room for the uniqﬁenéss of individuality to manifest itself."
(32:80)
What Hemmiﬁé means Ey the ﬁfatmaﬁién of a right evaluation of the self
in relation to others and in felaﬁi@n to life" is unclear;' ExééssiVE
1iberality would be required to interpret that line aévany_scrtrgf réfe:enca .
to anyéﬂalytic appfnéch ta,%aluatioﬁ;baﬁé it must be’conclﬁﬁeﬁ that.Hemmiﬁg‘

does not perceive ethics as an analytic study.

‘¥Wi§péy-is-m§ré direct in his éuppoftféf;wﬁéﬁiééem§7téVEefargind‘ﬁf :

“conditioning: He proposed that "value learnis

:punisﬁmeﬁt.a
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The Educator's Views Contrasted to One Another

Most of the disagreements amang aducators should be appafant from

the foregoing. Those who support the view that values should be taught

as large generalizations which the student ﬁusﬁ acseﬁt on the authority

of the teacher, the school, or society (Cétegqry I) will find little
agreement coming from those who believe students have the right to make
their own decisions about values (Category I1), primarily because the
lattér are unwilling to- acknowledge anyone as having pfoper auth@fity

for drciding value questions: when it comes to valuing, there should e

no limits on the student's right tc‘béliava.what he wanﬁs to believe. Those
~ who support analytical eth,c - (Category IV) could be expected to disagree
rwith at least one of tha,éssumpti@nsrﬁndezl?iﬁg the principles (Categgry 1)
point of view, i.e., the beliefrthat since.tﬁere is no acccuntingjfcr

st assume the authcflty for the values taught. Further,

e

values, the schoo
thcse whc support analytlaal ethlcs are more 1ike;y to agree Wlth those whn
Eﬁdcrse a 31tuatlcnal or. cantextual apprnagh to values, than w1th those

whc believe value clalms can be understncd as. general ﬂoncepts, 74h2fe is

‘a very s;gn;flcant dlffELEHGE betwaen teaching bhe value ccncePE

[Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



71

saélety, for those who think values shauld be treated analytlcally, the
authority is the analysis and the reasons and evidence which come out of
it. | .

The disagreement between those who think values should be treated as
immutable rules (Category I) and those who  think values should be studied
in Specifie contexts is_abﬁicus: the former ﬁcdld not agree that students
should learn, for example, that honesty is not always the best policy.
Further, there is an incompatibility between Category I and Category VI
educators; the latter believe that when aﬁalysis does break down (because
the inquiry has been reduced to an argument over indisputable first prin-
ciples, or as Shaver puts it, "eriteria'), adjudication of the dispute

should be turnéé over to the student, and not the teacher, the school, or

-society.

Finally, there is slgnificant dlsagraement batween Category I and -

Categcry X,édugatﬁrs,vs1nce the latter mlght be expegfed to argue'Lnat

"values are not- acqulred th augn dlrect 1.1.15t=r:"1.u:1;ﬁ§us but thrcugh the mﬂre

-subtle processes F acgulturétipﬁ} R

o dig ngEmEn frcm (lnﬁadﬂltlgn ta Categcry I educatcrs) thcse Who bEllEVE

Thase Who suppart "“ecisicnal Valulng (Catagory II) w;ll encaunte:

ERIC
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because they reject the fact-value distinction as it is_commonly made.

Those who endorse analytical valuation are at odds with nearly every-
one else in education; the disagreement starts with a fundamental
philosophical differemce about the nature »f values and valuing. 1In
fact, with the exception of thcsa who believe val ‘ es should be treated
within very specific contexts, or situatisns, every category of views
desciibe& in this study is in some way, #nd to some extent, an extension
of the'iact—valuardistinctian; or a representative of subjectivism,
relativism, logical positivism, or absolutism, and all those philosophies
are rejected by thaée grouped in Category IV.

The belief that wulues are feelings is-easily contrasted to all those
views which hold values to be ccgniticﬂ, instead of émgtive, and the same
is true for those who ccnce;vn valueé-as s;mpiy indications of pfeference,

Those who SuppDrt Limlted Analy51s of Values areréaughtrbetween thcse
who 1n51st values cannot be analyzed at all and thase'whc believe that

nly analys;s is aPPerflatE tc the resolut#cn cf value diépﬁtééQ

The dlsagraement between thase wha suppcrt the 1dea that values are’

5arranged Ain- hléfarchlcal crdérs (Catagcry VIII) and tnase who are refalred ;Vrr .
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support from those who see valuing as an intellectual operation. Their

estimation of the view that students ought to acquire

values through
intellectual processes is simply that value acquisition does not occur
that way. Category X educators have not, however, openly dddressed

themselves to the Quéstion, Should values be acquired “ntellectually.




Chapter ITI: THE VIEWS OF THE AXIOLOGISTS

Blackham, Lewis, Moore, Scriven and Toulmin share this purpose: to

establ;sh ethics as a science. G. E. Maere sets out, in Principia Ethica,

to write ﬁ'PrDlegomena to any future Ethics that can possibly pretend to
be scientific.’ 1In other words, I have %ndeavorad to discover what are
the fundamental principles of ethical reasoning; and the establishment
of thesérpfiﬁciples, rather than any conclusions which may be attained
by their use, may be rega;dedAas my main object." (71:18)

Those who labor to uncover the pfinci?les of scientific-—or as it is
scmgﬁimes referred to, aﬂalytical=ﬂethics ére not, as axiolagists,
princigally concerned with idéntifying spaéific behaviérs,’or classes of
behaviérs, which qua1ify as ethical gﬁnduct.' Rather, they are interested
‘in'discaﬁering héﬁ one may réliébly g0 aﬁuut detérmining what right con-
rd'rt is; .hey are lnterestad 1n the prdcess‘méfe than the prgduct which
~may -come as a result af using the pragess, they are_iﬁierested in finding,
rgut how cne may usa the methads of ence, of feason, ‘to dec1de ethical

"‘questlnns.,~m  3'; C'(_j Sal

The definltlcn Mﬂore glves tc the wcrd "*thlcs is;ﬁﬁéh;broédér,thaﬁ 
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property, that is common to them and conduct; and
if we examine good conduct alone of all good things,
then we shall be in danger of mistaking for this
" property, some property which is not shared ' v those
= other things: and thus we shall have made a mistake
about ethics even in this limited sense; for we
shall not know what good conduct really is." (71:

"If, for exampley each of us were to say 'L am doing
gcad now' or 'I had a good dinner yesterday' these
statements would each of them be some sort of answer
to our question...So too, when A asks B what school
he ought to send his son to, B's answer will certaln;y
be an ethical judgment." (71 3)

v )
e

1 include the preceding passage, even thaugh it is lengthy, far two
reaséns: (1) to show that Moore is aﬂdféssing himself to a question that
encompasses much more than that which we in education customarily mean
when we réfer to "ethics'; and tbareby, to show that Moore's -discussion
of what is good is relevant to most SGClal value 1ssuesgland (2) t@ snnw
that in social scienca; which is a study of human behavicr, most con-
siderations cf value are 21ther ethical CGﬁ&ldEIathﬂS in them%elves or

. are very clearly clgsely tled tc ethical can51deratlcnsﬂz Is this a gccd

law? and Shculd .th s pollcy

adopted? andm Shguld thls constltutlcn be :

fchanged9 311 1nvolve, if they :rernnt7sugh themselves, athical judgments._gﬁfiw




discovery of Reality--—separate Realities, different
aspects of Ultimate Reality, meybe but Reellty
nevertheless. '" (72:121)

The point here is that an investigation into what constitutes ethical
conduct is no less an investigation into what is :eel,phen is a pre—
occupation with the reel colar of the eun._ Furthermore,
" ., .what we call ifully-developed moral Judgments
are concerned, mot with the things we like or the
actions we feel to be right (since we may be mislead

as to their value), but with what is really good -er-
or ﬂiht,..;" (72:121) - S

To say that something is really good is not fatuous, any more 'than: to: say

of a stick that appears LO be bent (beceuse it is din water) that it is

really etreight. Just as we confuse appearance far reellty in eeienee,

so are we suseept1ble tc that same eanfuelcn in, ethlee. Whet appeere to

berrighf'cenduet, or ‘what- I feel to be r;ght Lcnduet mey be, on elgee

1nepect10n, 3ust the Dpp ei

Sl e . 5 ;"Thevse'entlfic dlstlnctloﬁ'between appearance end
S et realdty refle cts the- function of science--'to .

' ) o ' xperiences in suc W '
' - Ceniwe now frcm an analogy
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opinion over the value of phenomena (including. actions) '"cannot be put
down to differences in 'attitude‘ or 'disposition': if one were asked,
'‘How is it that .you say this is red, and he says it's green?,’ tc‘say
we just feel differently ubout it,' would be no answer." (72:126-27)
Ethical judgments, then, are prapariy subject to the same reascned
scrutiny as scientifi judgments; similarly, ﬁfully develcped ethical

judgments" may be regazded as having no less authcrlty than Larefully

arrived at scientific conclusions, because ethics is a science. More

precisely, it is a social science.
This similarity between ethical-judgEen%S'and what all of us would

gl

mportant, bacauSE'éﬁ questions

agree are purely empirical Judgments is’

of less importance to this study, Moore and Taulmln dlsagree. Mbore
is what Taulmlg calls an "cbjectl t," and the latter regects tbat PDSlElGn

because "gaadnass“ and "rightness are nDt in his view, prapertles of ob-

'g;jggts, Thls dlsagreemEﬂt in na way alters he validlty of the;r acmmon

;purpose Whlch in Toulmln‘s words is tc giva an. aaccunt Df What is a gccd

e reasgn for an ethlﬂal judg ent; ar pravida...(a)..,staﬂdard for crltlclzing

ERI
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to assign it value, that is, to assess its value. But if the sub-
jectivist expects ug in the first moment to agfee with him, he must in
the second moment expect us to disagree (cr.ﬁice versa), because by his
own admission, he has given us an idea we cannot evaluate. We can meitlier
agreé nor disagfea; Eécause he cannot escape this implication: that it is
trivial to disagree with what is'tfiﬁial. |
Referring to the question, What k .is of actions ought we to perform?
Moore séys: | ;

", .it becomes equally plain, that any answer to it
is capable cf proof or disproof..." (71l:viii)

It is this question which bears most relevantly on the valuation strategiés

class;fied in this study, and 1t is this questian which points up the

'sharpest contrast between Toulmln, Scrlven, MogrEQ LEWlS and Blackham on
,the one hand' and scclal salence educatars, excluding thcse grauped under

;Gateg@ry iV on. tha cther., What is the p;ace af raasan 1n the wcrld aﬁ

-
=

~fvaluéo Or;*sald dlffe:ently, can- vaiue cfalms, ..... _even. ethlcal cl ai };“&)';m;"m
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of these qualities in particular empirical contexts,
and from appraisals of the objective value—quality
resident in existent things. the first of these--
direct findings of value-quality in what is presented--
are not judgments; and unless or until they become
the basis of some further preddiction, they are not
cognitive. But predictions of a goodness or badness
which will be disclosed in experience under certain
iycumstances, and on particular occasions, are
either true or false, and are capable of verification
in the same manner as other terminating judgments,
which predict accrual of other qualities than value." (73:36S

Lewis, then, agreég with Moore and Toulmin that judgments of ?alué-afa
properly subject to thé test of evidenée_and reason, because they are
causal claims, or, as Lewis pucé it, "predicficns," which are based on
knowledge of causal relatiomnships. And 1like Toulmin and Maére, Lewis re—
jécts subfectivism: |

“The contrary conception has, of course, been frequent.

It has been held that vaiue apprehensiGHSVat@,subjectiva

or relative in a sense which is incompatible with their
‘genuinely cognitive significance. Or it has been main-
‘tained that value apprehensions are not matter of fact . .
otatements st all, being merely expressions of emotion .

“and hence neither true nor false e

- “But this ‘is one of
-~ visit the mind of man..




century was one of the first to call attention to

the logical point that a proposition which states
what ought to be cannot be inferred from a pro-
position which states what is the case. Value can-
not be derived from fact. How, then, are judgments

of value and judgments of fact to be related? 'Reason
is and ought only to be' said Hume, 'the slave of the
passions.' In our century, Bertrand Russell has ex-—
plicitly reaffirmed this dictum: "It expresses. a view
to which I, like every man who attempts to be reason-—
able, fully subscribe. "Reason' has a perfectly clear
and precise meaning. It signifies the choice of the
right means to an end that you wish to achieve. It
has nothing to do with the choice of ends.'
"Here are two eminent and highly fespected philosophers
who are exemplary humanists committing themselves
‘unreservedly to an extreme position om a point of
fundamental importance to humanists as rationalists.
They are plainly wrong if what they say is tzken
literally...As to Russell, reason. that is to say
attested information, has almost everything to do

with the choice of ends, and of values." (74:36)

1Acccxding_$szglaikﬁam; eﬁdé,.as wall_as means, are ghaSEn;$ Choosiﬁg-is a
ﬁégniﬁive_behaviar;.and"Chcicé iéilogicall&aeﬁendént,ﬁpcnkﬂawlgégé_".
(estébiishedbﬁ reasoning fr@m-e#PeFién¢E)'élthoggh'it,doesjnﬂﬁjf?iléw - |

= 1ﬂg:n.c a‘f;ﬁiy.‘”fa;@a? k%;b{;lédg_é‘; . 1 " ;héa’giét->i;;a'maﬁhiﬁfg whichI “know (an lﬂferméd i

“about), I choose it by comparison with alterna

-ives about which I am also

“choice will involve as far -

JAruitoxt provided by



are, respectively, ''yves,"” "no," and "no." It is Scriven's position

that '"there is a pa?ticular conception of morality which can be shown
to be an extension of rationality." (75:230) Scriven rejects both God
and conscience as reliable guides to athical judgment, the first because
"there is no God" (75:232) and the second Eecause (1) consciences are
inconsistent both among and within persons, and if "éuppcrt by conscience
were the’ul '*ie basié for morality, both views Woul& be equally true
(i,é., there would be no objective moral trut@);" and -(2) "even if all
perscns consciences ﬁere always in agreement, this would not rule out
the possibility that 311 were in errar."(?S 233)
How, then, aﬁcardiﬂg to Strlven, hall 1nqu1ry into ethics and valuas
piéceed? Under the rules and "tatal authcrlty of facts and reascn. {75 232)
| ',"The abgectlvlty of mcral judgments, in terms of
the system just described, is exactly that of any

—:vezy complex solution of an 1mpcrtant practlcal
Lor. thearatlcal prcblem.?(?E 232) '
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is consistent with those expressed by the educators whose v'ews were
classified and described in the preceding section '




Chapter 1V: AXIDLDGISTS CONTRASTED TO SOCIAL SCIENCE EDUCATORS

é%ié195§SE3_§9?trasFed,?? Social Science Educators: Category T

It is not clear whefhét the prépcsals foﬁ teaching values faund in
Category I amount to endorsements gf‘prﬁp%gandizing, because the educators
who put forward these proposals are vague about h@ﬁgthé values they would
teach ought to be taught and learned. One educator s?eaks of '"continually
emphasiziﬁgﬁ certain values (Hefferman), anathér thiﬁks the critical |
tea;hiﬂg:pracess is “clarif?iﬂg"'(Bain), and another believes . - the young
must be "inducted" (Smith) into the values of the cultdire. Unfcrﬁﬁgately,
very little can}ﬁe raliably inferred fram these térms——théy simply encaﬁpass.
too many possibilities. Perhaps iﬁ i%,significant‘that none suggests that
two lists gf;values.be drawn.uﬁ fcf étudeﬁté to study, one list consisting
of dlrect ccntfad cti is af the ather; Thié mﬁéh does SEemvclear; héweﬁeré
the prccess by whlch students shall 1earn the spaglfled values is deductlve'
(if it is at all analytlc),‘rather than 1nduct1VE;  Instead of examining
sets Gf aliérﬁathé53 whlhh could be 1nquirad 1ntc,‘the S£udéﬁtlls‘té be£ €4  ;
glvenia céﬁa1u51cn abcut theAvalue cf égme phanamanén and 1f it 15 1;;L;!

trateglc ta da sg, the arguments ln Suppcrt cf lt-» The canclus;oﬁs are'f*
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teaching values found in Gatega:y 1 are not so much axiological (no
explicit reference ié made to the nature or function of values or valuing)
as they are ethical, legal and educational. Some mightlwell argue that it
is unethical to teach values by the persuasive force of énything other than
reason; that it is upathical to put fgrth a conclusion and then repc:tvanly
the evidence which seems t@’suppgrt it. Some might, cansequently; even

argue that it is illegal to do that in a public institution, even if thé
?rabahility of persuading a court of same is small. Sé 11 others mlght
argue that these educators have offered a method of teéchlng values which
is, both in the short and long run, 51mply 1neffect1ve, that sugh values—
kinstructlon, 11keba poorly admlnistérgﬁ vaé;lne; will not "take.
- The axiolag selected for this. study, however, mlght have sgmethlng

to’ say about the seuréeé Df-thlS‘V1EW,‘aﬂd be hlghly crltlcal Qf the
éssumptigng underlyi g it. It‘may be—=and admlttedly, this is sgmewhat
"{sppculatary==that thls Vlew of hcw vaiﬁes ought to. be taught pfﬁaeeds ffoﬁ

'the aSSumpthn that values cannct be analyzed that they ara slmply lmmune to

*aﬂy attempt at ratinnal axamlnatlc ’l But nct cne aducator grcupEd 1n

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




value X, two criteria must be met: (1) X must be true, a d (2) why X
is true must be understood. No amount of "emphasis,'" "clarifying" or

Table

the second criterion.

"jnducting' would be enough to satisfy
' pounding has nothing to do with proof processes. .




Axis}agiststaﬂtfastad to Social Science Educators: Category Il

The axiologists selected for this study are in sharp disagreement
lwith the,educatais Whése views are described in Category 1T (Decisional
Valuatiéﬁ). The ccmmcn;:haracteristig of the Categcrj ITI views is the
belief that students must be free to make their own dec ians about values.
From the axiological point of view described earliér, there are no
"decisions" to be made.- The axiological position derlves dlreétly from
the notion that values are properly subject tg\lcgicalﬁampirical test;
consequently, making.a decision aﬁput a value issue is na:mare‘pertinent
than making a decisian about a hypéthésis.tasted in a chém15t:§ labcratﬁtys
eithef!the.éVideécé'supports- the hypothe51s or nct.‘ Thekfinai écugt_gf
.‘appeal is not one's . ccnscience whe ‘it gmea ta determlning whather; farr

example, chemical sclutlon A is-a. eatalyst of evant B‘ :ather, certaln

emplrlcal tests w;ll "dictaté théfénsﬁér;:i5jifA;'>*

‘If the ev;dence lndlcates that A is not a catlyst cf B, the e is: ne-f7”itrv

'justlflcatlan fer belleving Ehat A 1s a catalyst cf B.? It may be, af

JAFuiToxt Provided by ERl




that the belief that students must be left free to make their own value
decisions is the‘pradu;t of two other beliefs: one, that valuation is a
squEctlve pfacess, ci relativistic process, and that there is no way to
demonstrate the laglcal or empirical validlty (or ;nvalidity) of any given
valuation. Given thls view, it makes no sense——and 15 futhermore
fyranniéal——fcr anﬁane to tell, let alane caerce,"anyéna elsa what to
believe, especially when lt comes to ethics d mcrallty. Therefore, the
teacher must prov;dé students w;th the freedom to believe what they chacse
to balieve{ Frém the view af thase axlalagists who .endorse ana,y iv°1 |
ethics, no one need tell anyone elsé what to believe,abgutivalue claim X;

indeed, nq one need tell hlmself what to believe. 1Tharévidéﬁceffr§mvthg

analys;s w111 11' cne what ta belleve, what is chth belie ; g in.  With

fegard tg value disputes, than, tha quastian, WhD Wlll dehide? is not - R

_:élevaﬁt.~ Rather the questlan 13, What Will decide? And Lhe answer

QO

ERIC
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need to even begin an analysis.

Decisions éﬁeempt analyses. Lf a decision is to be made, there is no
need to undertake any time—consuming study,-far either the decision will
confirm what is indicated by ﬁhé fgsﬁlts Dﬁ,the anaiysis—ﬁin which Qése
the decision is superfluous and redundantaﬂor the decision will deny the
evidence p:gduced in which case the inquirer has behaved, by definition,
irrationally. One of two conclusions may be drawn, then, abaut Category II
educatﬂrs=> aitber they are subjectlv;sts (or relativists), and reject the
authority of reason in settling value prablems (in which case there is
clear dlsagreement between th&m and the axiologists selected for this
study), or they do in sam3~sense b%lleve that values can be treated
analytiéally,,iﬁ ﬁhich;gase there are 1nternal cgntradinticns in th21r
7‘§931ticn., |

A wcrd“cr twc needs to be said abcuﬁ same af the speclflc clalms madalf-'~ 
by Category IL educatars.ﬂ There is a s;;eable cﬁntfadlcticn bullt into" 

: Fenton s distlnction between aubstantiVa and prccedural values.; (Whether

g the dlstinctlcn 1tself is. a useiul ane—sllke,t" d1stinct1Dn ietween
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on your multlplica on problems you must adhere-to these rule of course
whatever numerigal products you come up with are fine-—that's up to you

as long as you follow these procedures."

'Now, such an approach is either

(1) ﬁantradictcry, or (2) a clumsy attempt at decapticnl("l'm going to let

you think yau’afe an iﬁdépeﬁdemt:intellectual agent when in fact you are

rengnsiblé to reason."). For if the student does use mathematical

ﬁrinciples correctly in doing mﬁitiplicati@n problems, he cannot help but

‘ _ _ .

come up with correct answers. And_sa it is with the methods of analysis

and valuét%oni If we are. Just;fied "as Fenton says we are, in requiring

studénts to 1earn and use the méthads of ratlcnal analys;s, then we are not

justlfled in glvlng them licaﬂserté dlsregard the cutccmes of analyées,
Further, it wculd follcw from Lhe premlse students cught tc use‘the

' methcds of scléncé in thélr studles of value 1ssues thatjtheyﬂgaul&'arrivg,

~justlfiablf, at the same canclus;an. Unlesé we lntentlanally want some

_»Df,oqr.students_tc hcld ungustlfled beliefs, we Wculd want them to use aﬁalytj

,processes carrectly and herefcre, ccme to- substantially the samé;'

:ﬁ'cbn21u519n. This excludég certaln aspects of aesthetlcs gf course.




éxialagiatgﬁﬁpn;;astedﬂtQWS¢gial,Seign;a Educators: Category IIT

It was suggested in the ﬁracediﬁg section that the thémé decisional
valuation &efives from a subjectivist Dr-:eiaﬁivistic outloock on wvalue
judging. In varieus placas.in‘this study refaréncé is made to a‘beliéf
which may be the prlﬂClpal prEmlsé upon which subjectivism restsé the
idea that'value claims are not faétual'claims; the notion that the class
of ésserticns known as '‘value ﬁlaimé“‘is parallel to, rather than a sub-—
set of, the class of asse:tians known ‘as factual clalms, that the aughﬁ
cannot be derived from the 1is. Tha disag:aement between educators and
axlclgg15ts on this pai, is buth sharp and apparent. According'ta
Scriven, Lewis, et. al., there are many, many assertions WhlGh are both

value clalms and factual clalms. Szrlven has argued that.

f"Gne of the main sources of confusion in the social
"studies curriculum, particularly those which: get the
students to deal with wvalues, is a fundamental
‘logical hangaup about the nature of the differerice
“between facts and values, between describing: and
L;prescribing....l d be inclined to start of f with-
something like .this: thera is absclutely no intrins o
- sic dlstlnct;cn batween fac*s ‘and. values; the dls—ff- '
 tinction-can:be" fMade only ‘in a SPEc"fLG ‘context -
- whe;e speclfic claims~are:b21ng made. - For: éhample,'
dr's. jugﬂ a; fact ’vl : Vches araflcusy -
ﬂ:tlme val o
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good form of government, and they were, says the
study, completely confused. They couldn't under-
stand that when they sadd democracy is a good
form of government, they wexe expressﬁng an attitude
that 'has no cognitive content.' Well, that's a lot
of crap. If there. isn't good . evidence that democracy
is a good form Df gova:nment what in God's name have
we got it for? ~If it's really an arbitrary matter,
how tyrannical it is of us to penalize people for
attacking this American system by revolutionary means.
Caopid If it! s really arbitrary, we should simply divide up
' into th% two graups, those who like democracy and
those who don't, put the Mississippi between us and go
our separate ways. But ncbody really thinks it's an
arbitrary matter, and they're right. There are very
good reasons for democracy, and if it's our metho-
dologists, social sclentists, and curriculum. developars
who think that you can't give good, objective reasons.
in. support of democracy, then educational reform is
" going to have to start with them, not wiich the- teachers,
W he.' ,
ha are rig o o ‘ o ) §£3é

(From the unpublished transcripts of the Marin Con-
ference held at ‘the Hotel ClarEmcnt ﬁovember, 1969)

o Of the axlaloglsts sklected for thls study, Scrlven brings iﬂtD sharpéstrb'
fccus the dlsagreement batween axi@loglsts and aducatars, and althaugh

hls aritl ism is po;nted dlrectly at educatlcn, he 1: hy no meanq'alone in .

':&IEjEQtlﬂg the bpllef that the Wgrid cf fact is separatad fram the warld Qﬁ}

7;value LEWiS GDmment that the bellef th ’;value apprehensions are nc, N
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of fact and value are separated; to argue that there are no value claims
which may be cénsiderédxgroger material for logical and empirical in-
vestigation, is to argue that vaiue»claiﬁs are deficient in a way purely
empirical claims are not. And‘thaﬁ is éﬁaiaggusg iﬁ structure at least,
to arguing thatrthe:e are no intelligent life forms outside this solar
system. The two are similar in that tEEy fequira similar strategies for
nspegtioﬁ. The surest way to resolve the question, 1s there intelligent
life elsewhere? is tﬂlgﬁfiﬂ search of it. Now, one might not be éble to
conclude, having;cema uP’emptyéhénded, thdt there is no intelligent life
outside this systém,IUﬂ;gsgfhe were confident that his observations had
taken in the entire universe. Dn the cther hand, discovery of some
rpﬁenamencn which fit the various deiinitians with which he undertaok the
inégiryiééuldksutelf be mﬂrE»than sufficieﬁt g,périeﬁca-to answer the
questicn-affirﬁativalv, S o
A nearly 1dent1¢aL strategy may be uged fDr,aﬁswering the quéStiQni

Are  same value cla:ms also factual clalms7v“0ne 51mp1y searches fér a

zistatement which saflsfies bath criterla. That 13; cne mlght search for aigi

:3,‘va1ue claim Wthh is alsa a £actual claim (oi_:a cllneh lt a valua claim 'ffﬁ]:3*
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according to its abii;ty to keep time.. The assertion, "a watch ought to
be judged by its ability to keep time," fits Shaver's definitieﬁ of val-
uing: .

."Maklng value judgments is a matter of deciding

what the criteria should be, that is of deciding what

is right or is lmpcrtant. (1:117)
The next Questicn, then, is whether the aSSErtan, "the set of criterié
used to judgértimepieces ought to include time-keeping ability," is equally
subject to logical-empirical test. It could be arguedthat any cléim to
the cppésite is Simﬁly an open contradiction, because to begin with the
'assérﬁiag, "the set of criteria ﬁsed in 5udging watéhes ought to include
time-keapiﬁg ability," is so tightly coﬁsttucted that iﬁ is very nearly
taptelcgicalg In this,case;,any argument to éx;lude-time—keeping ability

as a crlterlcn béccmes ncﬁsensical, baffling,;absurde Dne:néed nct reiy,‘

however, ‘on this sert of analy51s in Qrder to understand the two arguments.

"VSuch reaacﬁing 13 simply an attempt to shart—cut experience aﬂyway, “and

jthe acid test lS to be found in: the cansequences the twa points Of VlEW

,have for our llves.~w5upposa wa,set QutrtD(PquﬂgSE a watgh.‘ Suppase also

ce:which, amanngtherlthings,.w111 keep
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means to lead us back to Noah's Ark. That poses no real problem for
Scriven,. hcwever, because it can be shown that Noah's Ark is nat an
untestable assumption; rather, Noah's Ark is a set of facts, e.g.,

I want té live. In any event, the important point is that in most dis-
putes of this kind we need not go far atvall before the real differences
(iﬂ opinion d;s%slve. 1f one serlously wanted to press the guestion, Why
keep time at 2l1ll? the strategy for thinking about it is much the same:
what are the consequences, in terms of our lives, of n;t keeping time?

The argument becomes a bit more c¢mplic§ted simply because although it

may be desifablgrfar ali watéhes purchased to keep accurate time; it.may
not be desirable for all those who Eculé wear Watchés to be time kéepers.f'
Tha question may be ccn51dered as a general one, however, that is, should

- "tlme be kapt by anzane? -The prccf then, is fcund in EXPEELEHEE-_,WhétV

would happen if no one kept time? Thé ccurse’of the argument fram thls'
?Dint'an,is clear; »the ngéctloné te the clalm'"the value of a watch

Laé ai;" keeéing 1nstrumént may he emplrlcally kngwn" bcxder cn and anadeiif

”tEQium;:and'became, far an’ane 5 LlVlng purposes, 1nane.h

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.
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Axiélagis;§7CGn£rasﬁed to Social .science Edugata:SE,,Gg;egg;yrIV,

There is little tg contrast between the educators grouped in Category
IV and the ax1cléglsts selected for th;s study because the two are in
agreement about the nature and function of valuing. The bellef that
the tasks of substantive ethics are not decisional (48 41) aﬂd the belief
that "causal connexions are ‘at the heart,af'value judgments" and, thefEE
fore, "amenable to the logic of scientific inguiry,' are quite §cmpatible
with the views of the axiologists. It is true that Axtelle did ncé, in
~the article gited, distingﬁish, as .ces Moore, between #alue judgnments af
a causal nature an& valug:judgments which assert that some thing-(sic) is
good in itself (71:23); nevertheless, they both reject sﬁbjeﬁtivism,
rélativ1sm,and nthe: brands of nenanalytlcal athics, and they both endarse

the view that valuas are amenable tc the 1cg1¢ gf sc;entlflc 1nqulry. o
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Axiclogists Contrasted to Social Science Educators: Category V

Whiie Toulmin has argued that the function of ethics is to change
our feelings, th: educators grouped in Categ@ry A support the view that
it is the fungtlenrof feellng to decide questicns of value. The dis-
agreement between the educators and the axiologists on the relation of
feelings to values is not easily understgod; paftlf-bagause th&‘axiélogists
have not answered the specific claims put forward by educators (there is
very little commun on between the two fields), and, partly because the
positions held by educators are not always clear. If it is held that
values gEE_feeliﬁgs,-theﬁ one of the difféfencés is that axiélcgistg claim
a distiﬁctiug bétwegn feelings and valués,,a distincticn th-ﬁade”bj
Category V educators.‘ Dr 1f the educators mean to say that it is our
‘feelings, our EthiQnS, e, g;, anx;et&, 1cva, hate, etc., that play ‘the
”fmajar IOlE in sha ”g rt we believe abcut values, Ecrlven, Lewis, and

the rest might, if they we:e in a pess;mistlc mgcd agree.v They W@uld be

quiﬁk tg observe, hnwever, that even thcugh Gne mlght 1et hls feeLingsA

:‘determlne what he belleves r’gfyéiﬁéﬁlé;,he w1ll nDt have faund a :ellableij  

;?%ié?blé; s ply becau ,gthe,feellngs_ppg ﬁw, 3
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example, we are (it is said) doing no more, from
the logician's point of view, than if we cried
'Stealing!' in a peculiarly horrified tone."
(72:46) -

in the imperative approach, Toulmin concludes:

"Sometimes when we make ethical judgments, we are
not just ejaculating. When we say that so-and-so

is good, or that I ought to do such-and-such, we

do so sometimes for good reasons and sometimes for
bad ones. The imperative approach does not help

us in the slightest to distinguish the one from the
other——in fact, by saying that to talk of reasons

in this context is nonsense, it dismisses our
question altogether., However, the doctrine is not
only false but innocuous, for it draws its own fangs.
If, as we must, we still refuse to treat ethical
judgmcnts as cjaculaticns, its advocate can produce
no further reasons for his view, By his own account,
all he can do is to evince disapproval of our proce-
dure, and urge us to give it up, it would be in-

_consistent of him to advance 'reascmns' at this stage.

And if, instead, he retorts, 'Very well; but nothing
else Wlll get you anywhere,' that is a challcngc"
worth-accepting, a- prcdlctlcn wcrth fal51fy1ng.w
(72 SD)

Tculmln s argumcnt is very persuaslvcs especially thc sncticns which

L

fcllcw his acceptance cf the hypcthctlcal challengc ‘so- pcrsuasivc, in

"fact, that tc dc ctber tha
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to consider in detail. I shall show that any
theory based on the subjective doctrine must have
one fatal weakness; that the concept of ‘attitudes’
(or whatever concept the new theory relies on in
place of 'feelings') dannot, as long as it retains
a special reference to the speaker, do what is
required of it-——for no subjective theory can give
any account of what is a good reason for an ethical
judgment, or provide any standard for criticizing
-ethical reasoning.'" (72:29) '

The Imperativists treat ethical questions in ways tﬁat afe pafhaps
more appropriate to the cgnsidéfatian of aéSthetic questions. Emotive
responses are appropriate whenzdealiﬁg with certain kinds of aestﬁatical
questions, but Dniy in a much more limiﬁed and entirely different way
when dealing with eéhics;, Interestingly, the distinction between questions
of ethical value and of aesthetical value és not made by any of the

educators reviewed er'this study.* .

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.
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- Axiologists Contrasted to _Social Science Educators: Category V1

Closely allied to the belief that values are feelings, or derived from
feelings, is the notion that - .lues are simply indications of preference.
As I mentioned earlier, this group of educators may not be distinguish-

able from those classified in Category V3 it is not clear whether the views

put forward by Category VI educators are simply inéignifi;ant'deviatimns

away from the 1arger thame, that values are feelings. In any event, the

disagreement between the axial@gists and these educators, regardless of

their properx grcup placement, is’ qulte sharp: if values are simply in-
dicatianlef prefgrégce, then any inqulry into values canﬂat be scientific
iﬁ the least: ,If-tha’wgrld’cf values is simply the WDIld_Of preference

manifgst, hen all questlons of valua must bé}decidéd by individual test,

he world of value is ‘a world gt_subjactive relatlgns.

°CJusL as lmp@r“aﬂt, if questlcns cf other—than—aesthetic value are to be

de ided by praference, ane wculd never kncw Whether tc believe that thay

Q

ERIC

AFulToxt Provided by ERIC




100

7Axiglcgistslgon§raste§:to chéglgScience Eéucatq;s: GatggatyﬁVII
The view that values have a factual écmpcnéﬁt, that there are factual
considerations involved in many value issues, but tﬁat the value issue
:itself i{s "a matter of opinion'" (Goldmark); the view that any attempt
to analyze a ?alue claim must eventually wind down to a subjective
question is not explicitly dealt with by the axiologists selected for
rthis study, becauge it is not a popular argument in philosophy. rﬁe
axlolcglsts discussed here have ccnslderable to say abcut subjectivism,
_and considerable to say about analytical ethlcs, but they have only by
implication something to say about those who declare themselves ob-
jectivists du§iﬂg the first three guarters of play and subjectivists
" (when the going gets rough) during the last quarter of play. .
Ngvertheléss, therebié at least clear, if not ezplicit,'disagIEEment
between the educators and the 331clcglsts on this PQlﬂt, and it may be
' understgad. The Dbjectlcﬂ ra1sed tD dec1Sanal valuatlan apprcprlate
here; that is, if any 1nqu1ry 1ntc %alues must,rwhether 1t is undertaken_
'analytica;ly to begin w1th disgalve, 1nbthe end int§ subjectiv1sm, there
is no reascn to begln the 1nqu1ry in the flISt place.v If the results cf -
ian analysisﬂcf a value questl o d <5;A“1fiéﬂi; 1ear1y Whai shauld be

o valued there is no need to undertake thefanaly51s'at all, unless 1t isf[ 
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profit in it. But even here there is sharp disagreement betwean the
educators and the axiologists: Toulwin, Lewis, Scriven and the rest
all contend that value questions are fully amenable to scientific

inquiry, and that analytical treatment of a value question will in-

dicate what ought to be believed about it.
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Category VIII

Axiologists Contrasted to Social Science Educators:
Of the axiologists referred to in this study, Scriven is most direct
in objecting to the idea that one's values are arranged in a vertical

hierarchy. This is not to say that some values are not more or less im—

portant than others; rather, it means that if one set out to diagram

his value system, the schematic would look more like a constellation of

T 0y

stars than readings of a thermometer, or as Scriven puts it, more like
k 1

a "net':

B S R

"The system of a man's values is a net and not a
knotted string. Tt is a web that stretches across
our lives and actions and connects them with the
threads of .reason. It.-may be that a net only ties
holes together, but it still has to have some points
of attachment. The rational tension in the cords
often makes it necessary to adjust these points of
‘attachment, as we add new connections or the old
holding points move around, but this internal tension
is not self-supporting. There must be palnts of
"attachment, and they should be secure ones. No
point of attachment is immune to these adjustments;
so there are no ultimate values, in the sense of
~ unquestionable ox’ indefensible ones. But certainly
‘some values are more impartant than others; that is,
more numerous thfeads run from them." (76)

T

It may- well be *hat it is lmp9551ble to arrange in any manner values -
lilke "it is bad to 1ie, "klll ng ls Wrcng conduct,‘ or: lt is gcad to

traat gtherﬂ equally,k; Those judgments can - surely be shown tc ba wrorg

Vfiﬂ smme 1nstanges; anﬁ theréfcreg lf taken l;terally,_campletely Wrcng.

o tall the truth and

Sure;y thela are 51tuatlcna 1n which it is wrong;

rignv'tﬁ treat cthers unequal y,. But propon"nts of such views do

'*maan fgr thnse Expr2551ans ta be taken as anythlng mare than 1ndicaticns o

valulntent they are sc amblgucusj,

As indlcatigﬁs Qf%ge”

M%i vf ganeral inLent.

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
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integrity, énd respect. Concerning lying, theg, one might be said to 2
have many vaiuas, e.g., that in some situations 1ying is wroug, in others é
right, and in still others irrelevant. The ﬁétien that one can hier- : i
archically stack hisrvalues, one on top of the other, is closely connected
to fhe belief that values are principles, universals, massive general- 3
izations that should be followed to ﬁhe letter regardless of the situation. :
But this is the surest way to make unethical behavior inevitable. é
. :
3
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Axiologists Contrasted ;9 $q¢ia17S§iencé Educators: Qategg;y!lx

The belief that valueé should be analyzed in specific contexts is
very much consistent with the aﬁiqlcgical views described in this study.
At the Marin Conference, Scriven argued that massive generalizations
lika, "killing is wrong,' should be taken as first place indicators, as
staftiﬁg places for analyses of very specific claims about very specific
situations. The assertion, "Killing is Qrong," must be accepted as an
initial indication of one's general attitude toward kiiliﬂg, or it must
be rejected as literally false. The "prima facie equality of rights
rule,‘ for example, reads "paéple,should be treated equally uﬁless there
is good reason for treating them unequally .it is naﬁ an unqualified
endarsament Df aqual;ty ‘;. (

What is just as important is the fact that Quf—cf -context generallzatlans
do not lend thémsél$ES to,analysis. The bést one can do if asked to respénﬂ
to a questioﬁrlikE— Is it wrong tafsteal?'is to say, "sometimes," becéusé -
the claim, It is wrong to steal, 1s~-asrmcst pecple mean 1t, many, many
separate assertions amblguously wrépped up into Gﬂe; Either it is that,’
or it is the easiest question to answer ever . askéd To ask'students,ta
Vaccept as 11té:ally true such masslvelgenerallzafions as. "It 1srwraﬁgvtoi :'v'

steal"-ls to paralyze them, render them halpless when lt comes tQ real

wprld«ptqblems_;;f}Tf _1“
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Axjioclogists Contrasted ¢o Social Science Educators: Category X

The view that students do acquire values through such processes as
"jdentification,”" and that it is, therefore, the job of the educational
system to discover efficacious ways of assisting those processes has at
least one very serious defect: the conclusion does not follow from the
premise; It does not follow from thé observation that students do ac—
quire values through nonanalytical processes that they ought to acquire
values through nonanalytical processes. Indeed, the opposite conélusicn
seems more raasanablé, It is as though once having discovered that
students are being made the victims of subtle 1nfluancés, educators con—
lcluded that we ought to make the influences 1n51dicus as weli as subtle,
and the students vulnerable as well as receptive.

From one angle, noﬁe of the theories put forward by educators is more
antithetical to scientific ethics than the "Psycho-Social Acculturatiﬁn"
1iﬁe-.for it is precisely that which analysis resists; it is pracisely'
because we are candlticned and Subjected to varicus,iﬁfluences W% da,n@t
fully understand thét we aught to - learn th ta ccn521ou51y, and dellber=,'

ately analyze and evaluata the variaus bellef candldates put before us.

::Aﬂything lESS,‘L e., 1denti£1¢atcry 1eazﬂ1ng, 15 ncthlng 1ess thaﬂ‘_:f

&cphistlcated technique far bralnwasnlng.r Ic taa&h studants to value X

. _by ident;fying with respected "cthers" whc valua X is tc set them up llke

 _’c1ay plgecns- f@r the thousands of ccmmercla'vadvertisements whichﬂfely Qn :”L



Chapter V: ANALYSIS OF CURRICULUM MATERIALS

This chapter is an analysis of seven secondary soclal stu

dies curricula
which ara

=

described in the Marin Social Studies Project'"Directory of Research

and Curriculum Develoupment Projects.' The purpose of this analysis is to determine ’
the extent to which these materials incorporate valuation theories which are
axiologically unsound, 1

.e,, the extent to which these materials contain valuation

theories which are inconsistent with the fundamental purposes of inquiry and

¥
sitions endorsed by the axiologists selected for this study.

the po
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Curriculum: The Amherst Project
Director: Brown, Richa. . H.
Materials:

1. Collegtive Security in the 1930's {student text and
. teacher's guide)

2. Korea and the Limits of Limited War (student text and
teacher's guide)

3. Hi?cshima (student text and teacher's guide)

4. Communism in America (student text and teacher's guide)

5. Freedom and Authcrity in Puritan New England (student text
and teacher's guide)

6. What Happened on Lexington Green? (student text and teacher's
- guide)
These materials areiﬁctieaable léckiﬁg in reference to values and

valuing. The questions in the materials are analytic rather than evaluative.
There seems to be nothing built into the materials which would either

discourageor assist 31ther .an @bgectlve or subjective apprcach to using

them. The teacher‘s 'uides make no ex 1iclt reference to values or Valulﬁ
] , gul P




- _ 108

Curriculum: Asian Studies Curriculum Project
- Director: Michaelis, John and Robin McKeown

Materials: 20th Century Asia: An Anthology

This anthology is a collection of short readings from a variety of

sources. The authors make no recommendations regarding valuing

strategies.
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Curriculum: Sgciolcgical>Rgsour;es for the Social Studies
Director: Angell, Robert
Materials:

1. The Incidence and Effects of Poverty in the United
States (teacher's guide)

2. TImages of Pecpla_(teacher's-guide)
3. Leadership in American Society (teacher's guide)

4. Testing for Truth (teacher's guide) -

The following statement appears in the preface of each of the above
titles, as part of the author's introduction to the material:

"It may be wise to palnt out to students that SRSS materials
are concerned prlmarily with the way things are, not the way
they ought to be. SR3S episodes are concerned with facts
of social l1life, with the concepts and -methods which these
facts can best be uncovered and analyzed, and with general
statements of the relationships and processes that flow from -
such analyses. Occasionally students are encouraged to
examine and critically weigh action alternatives that may
be potential solutions to social problems.- This is what
they will have to do as citizens. But SRSS takes .no stand
on preferred solutions. Careful study of this episocode
should help the students in analyzing action alternatives
since the episode is designed to deter discussion based
*solely on oplnlon." (p- 1)

, This paragraph 15 suggestlve cf the chmDnly maae dlstlnctlan batween-i

fa t and values' that statements cf what "aught to be" are scmehow sharply,

' separated fr@m the "facts Df soclal 11fe. Dne Wculd expect ta flnd in’

'the ma terlals, given thl’ﬁlntrcductcri'reference to the dlfferenee batween
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objective of the lesson:

"%To have students use their knowledge of poverty gained
from the study of this episode to assess the relative
merits of the two types of poverty programs——those
providing cash benefits and those providing goods and
services." (p. 74) Co

' that

The authors recommend, as a ''suggested teaching procedure,’
"Before any discussion takes place of this question, have
the students indicate which type of program they are swup=—
porting. Record the results of this vote on the board
under the appropriate headings--cash or goods and services.
{rhe results of this vote will be compared with the results
from & second vote to be taken during Lesson 12, after
students have been exposed to conflicting viewpoints on
this quastion.) Following the vote, have those students
supporting cash benefits move to one side of the room and
those supporting goods and services to the other. Then
place the following headings-on the board.

ARGUMENTS FOR : ARGUMENTS FOR GOODS
CASH BENEFITS . : . AND SERVICES

"Starting with one side of the room, have a student present
an argument in favor of the program he is supporting and
write the key points of this argument on the board. Then’
move to the other side of the room and see if you can get
‘a counterargument. This kind of argument—counterargument
discussion should result in a lively debate between
supporters of the two kinds of programs. - :

"Keep in mind that there are no firm answers. -Students should
be allowed to discuss freely and should feel free to challenge
-the statements of their classmates.’ Your job as discussion -

sader is simply to elicit as many and as full responses as
;yéu'can'frém,;he;étﬁdgnts,3fThisfléésdn;should‘EQdiwith_many
“loose ends as far as positions are concerned:' (p. 74) -

Aside,frém,thé7m§tt§t_afithe'éisérépéﬁgy“bstwaenfthéireccmmendatipgathati
"Béfofe'anj-dgéeuséign:takes}p;éﬁéfQﬁfﬁﬁisfqués;iéﬁ;fhé#e,tthstﬁdéntsfinf,‘;

;diéate:whi¢h;typg;affﬁfégtamxtheﬁ;gie:éppﬁéttihé*qaﬁdftﬁe-éfieﬁtéfiéﬁ*ﬂf‘

" gtatement in the Moverview! (.. .the episode is designed to deter discussion

':épiniaﬁ?l;;théréjgfeja}ﬁumbéf*bfw¢ﬁséréagiqﬁs}thacﬁ¢an:bev
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1. The statement, ''Keep in mind that there are no firm
answers,'" is suggestive of a relativistic or sub-
Jectivistic (but more likely the former) view. If

we itake the avthors literally, that there are no

firm answers, then it can be said that they have

given us a very powerful reason for not using the
mate~ials, (The word "firm" is somewhat laciing in
precise meaning, but it doesn't seem unreasonable to
4nfer that they mean something like ''reliable" or
factual' or "right ") because if all the materials
hold out is a promise of an answer which cannot. be
relied(hn; why ﬁndertake the inquiry? The 1mpre551cn
one gats fram this 1%55@3 is that ‘the authors believe
that twa pecple can Be equally entltled to hold con—
-tradlctary viewsi “S8criven argued at the Marin Con-—
fereﬂge:that‘
'5“;..the trcuble W1th that pQSltlon is that it's"
1nhér3ﬂt1y cgntradlctory.f You cannot- both teach
gthat they are entitled to alternative-~
and that'they are not’ entltled to. alternatlve
'*Youkcan't teach hem that they: are justlf;ed
SR are equally entltled O
'not ‘entitled  to- them,v

Oflcaurse I'm- right-
~to” this v1ew;f :




,are appropriate t@ thiéipéiﬁt;’ In an@thar plare cn the
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‘defend their views as opposed to analyzing and evaluating

variaus points of view they cguld adopt. And that leads

me to the second point:

By asking students to takea a pgsitigﬁ’and then hear other
views and argﬁments (which is what this lesson calls for),
one increases the probability that when they hear the
opposing views théy won't understand them. Because there is
something contradictory, and unfair, about asking a-studént
to both defend his existing views and analyze and evaluate
cpp031ng argumenﬁs, it is unreasonable to ask a student to

simultaneously show why he is right and at the same tlme find

out whether he is Qng-

The comment, "'This 1e§sgﬁ should end with many loose ends as
far as pcsitions are céncaxned,“ caﬁ be Eaken’as'aﬁ endorse=
ment éf eithér subjectiv15m or relar;vlsm,'gg_tﬁe authars
mean there Ehculd bé no concerted attempt to resolve the
wvarious. dlsputes whlch arlseﬁ But this looks mﬂre like
inteliéétua; nihil;sm than a tolerant. attitude tcward dis—

cussiun, and; rivan g3 camments about aqual entitlement

ame page, th@ authcr comments,*"Both v1ews can be defended

o as the students willrsee 1n th31r néxt hcmework assignment

T ) ottt T Bt 1 i

.
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for not uéing thg materials. For on what basis will
~ the student come to a decision about what he believes?
- 1If he examines thoroughly the merits of the opposing
views, he will, according to the author, discover that
both sides are justified. Would we then be guilty of
playing games with the students mind?

The other guides produced by this project have some of the szne

o -
I

characteristics as this one, and users should be alert- to the sorts

difficulties described abcuve.
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Curriculum: Your Rights and Responsibilities as an American Citizen from
the Committee on Civic Education

Director: Quigley, Charles and Richard Longaker

Materials: Yéuerights and Responsibilities as an American Citizen, A
Civics Casebock. Student Text and Teacher's Guide

The student materials consist of "'situations and cases involving most
of the important principles of constitutional democracy, and those concepts
in the Constitution and Bill of Rights that are design%d to preserve the
essential values of American democracy.' (p. 1, teacher's guide) Quigley's
cgnceptién of the pfopef way to treat the materials is set forth in the
first several pages of the teacher's guide:

"These units deal with controversial issues. A particular
philosophic position concerning the proper role of teachers

in the public schools in a free society underlies the develop-
ment of the teaching methods and materials presented in this
guide and in the Civics Casebook. According to this position,
instruction concerning issues about which there is a wide
range of learned opinion: should not be a teaching of the truth
or falsehocd of opinions, but should be concerned with an o
jdentification of issues and of the walues involved, an under- -
standing of considerations relevant to the issues, and a dis-
cussion of the probable consequences of different solutions

to issues. ’ : - -

"This position is based upon & beliefl in the dignity of man and .
a faith in his intelligence.. That is to say, a belief that in
a free society 4t is the right of each individual to use and
interpret experience in his own way, and a faith that, given
the opportunities to gain knowledge and the freedom to choose
between alternative coursea of action, most men will choose . ' - o
‘wisely most of the: time through the use of their own intelligence.

»“Ihus,»it,is-ﬁqt_thé,praper;:glg ofvihé,teachar.when,presenting,a
'fCGnthverSiél iSsue—tQ attémPE.té;make éh6icéS<fér tﬁa'Stdd&hts
" or to teach in such a manner. that choices are not open to them. '~
Wlhgﬂggaéher‘shgﬁld*ggg;tryitcfdéﬁélﬁﬁlaéébnSépsﬁsiQEpriﬁiQn' -
“‘on the many issues ;q%éréd;ip%;héSé”pﬁitsgfJStude;tSbéhoﬁld;; o o
.. leave the cliss with ‘differing opinions. However, as a result . . - -
-of ;hésggﬁpits;ftheif:éi‘ﬁiéh§7shcul&ft2fle§§jafméfefﬁréfgund‘
. understanding of the issues ‘than ‘they‘did when ‘the students ' °
7., entered the class. The ‘teacher -can and:should play-the in—. ..
“'“'yaluable role of helping students ‘deapen this understanding -




in a manner that promotes freedom of lnqulry, c 1] 7
reflection, and rational choice.'"(teacher's guide, p. 1-2) oo

There are three major points in the foregoing with which the axiologists Co

reported in this study take exceptiomn:

1.

»’éxpegtatiqn_;s to truncate “th

If Quigley mea:- by the comment there "should not be a

g e e

teaching of the truth or falsehood of opinions' that teachers
should not dictate conclusions to the students, then there
is, on that point at least, no inconsistency between

Quigley's position and the axiclogical position set forth
in this study. If, on the other hand, Quigley means that
the purpose of {nstruction should not be to teach students

how to resolve ithose disputes, that there should be no con-—

clusions, that there shouid be no teaching of the truth or

falsehood of opinions because cpinicns cannot be said to be

true or false, he has pLaced himself in direct nppas*tion

z

to the view that ethics is a's@1ence, From the axiological views re-

_ported earlier it is futile to "be cancerned with an identi- -

fication of issuas’aﬂd Gf the‘values 4involved, an understandlng
of consideratlans relevant to the issues, 'and a discusslon,af‘

the prcbable LQﬂSéquEﬂQes of: dlfféféﬂt sclutlons to’ lssueb.-

uﬁléss -one’ has some expeﬁtat;on cf resclv1nf’ hose 15 ues,

some expectatlcn of: shawing that same ccnclusians are .

—unwarrantable, and athérs valid. Tc d@ny the validlty of such

nqulry process and make it,'

pgiﬁﬁiéégjifitﬂ urpose tc bulld inte

'i""th2°gufriéﬁlﬁm protection against indoctrlnatycn;‘ Ana well

Ehis}scrt GL"Ef
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insurance emasculates the process altogether
and destroys whatever rationale one might have for engaging %
in it. Why should a student undertake an examination of

a controversial issue if he knows at the outset that there
is né way to teil whether one épinian is any more pr less

valid than another?

2. 1In the second paragraph, Quigley saﬁs that ""this position
is based upon a bellef._.that in a frée society it is the !

right of each individuai to use and interpret experience

e—-—"

in b°> own way....'  From the axiologists' point of view,
man is not and should nct be free to interpret experience

“"in his own way."

Rather, the inquirer must be responsible
_+o the dictates of the scientific method, to the rules of
_reason, and not, for example, to his conscience. A word

here about the source'af this view is appropriate: Quigley,

like many scgial sr;ence Pdu:atgrs, is fightly concerned

with-preventing,indgctrinaticni»wThe view that students must
be free to maka their own decisiéns derives frDm a faulty

~'ccnclu51on,.i

ea;,that 1f it'is udged imprapar for someone
ta tell another the ri?ht and true conclus;on ta a prehlem

_'then lt must fdllav that éach persan must ba free ‘to make

up hls own mind.- The pcssiblllty that thare is another

[Arutex: providea by enic [




course, 1is reason.

3. The third point that needs examination is Quigle?'s
remark in the third paragraph that "Students should leave
the class with differing opinions." One need have little
doubt that if the teacher follows Quigley's advice in the

two preceding paragraphs, students will leave the class

ﬁith a great variety of opinions. ‘But it:féllQﬁS from the é
¢claim that 4if ethics is a science, that ‘students shguld no ;
more leave the classroom with differing opinions about an é
ethical issue than they should leave a biology classroom g
with different opinions about thé effeét of carcinogens oun §<
the regeneration of lung t;ssué. fossibly they will, of %
course, but not because the prablem in biology is a zecientific §
protlem aﬁdrthe chér not. If they leave the classrcam with - é

differing pGSltlQnS, each positisn valid relative to the
person who takes it,. very little ‘has been galﬂed.. Further—

more, it likely that ‘the students have not learnéd hcw

to analyze value issues
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Curriculum: Holt Social Studies Curriculum
Director: Fenton, Edwin, general editor

Materials: Comparative Political Systems. Student Text and Teacher's Guide.

Comparative Political Systems, the student text, makes no reference to
value analysis, values, value judging, value problems, etc. The teacher's
guide contains but a single paragraph description of the underlying con-

ception of the valuing process. None of the recommended discussion questions

¥

in the teacher's guide requires valuing. Each. of the six sections in that
guidz is preceded by a list of some ﬁhzeé or four specific value judgments
which the student is expected to acquire.

Consequently, %ery 1ittle can be said about the ways in which the valuing
processes in this curriculum contrast to the valuing processes employed by

axiologists. It is not that the valuing strategies are implicit; rather,

they are missing. There is, however, the one paragraph:

"The good citizen also has a set of values consisccnt with a
democratic creea. The Holt Social Studies Curriculum presents
controversial issues which challenge the student's values and

.~ which encourage him to reflect upon. his values and to resolve.
value conflicts in the ;ightvaffavidence.l The goal is reflection,
not consensus. If a student emerges from the curriculum with the
same values he held at the beginning of his study, he still will
have learned how to support his values intelligently. If, on

~ ‘the other hand, he .finds that some of the values he has held have

_failed to pass the test of evidence, he can abandon - them for
others. In either case, he will gain a better knowledge of
himself and the world around-him. ‘' S

There are a ﬂmear;of'pcints in therabdﬁefwhich.éogﬁrgstrtovthe position

takenaby;thg:axiélogisggJSElectgaufén'thié]stgégz

é;gsisfismﬁéitheﬁﬁréflg;ﬁibﬁﬁﬁpfjcdné-;f]ﬂ_“

1.  The goal of value ar

it is resolution.’ Reflection is a means . -

y that the goal is reflection is to say that

’gﬁﬁéféiis‘ﬁb'@réddéﬁégf?tﬁé”ﬁigceSsfééhér»

than engagement in




:teillgently.

the process itself. There is no reason to begin an

analysis of value problems if the only anticipated outcome

js the knowledge that one has engaged in the analysis. One
unéertakesaan analysis»éf a value problem with the reasonable
expectation of wa;king Eqward the resclution of a préblem;
and one does that in order to know how to act. Now it may
be that one will not be able to resolve satisfactorily the
question asked; butvthat is certainly what must be hoped

for if the analysis, the inquiry; is to have other than
recreatiaﬂa¢ value. It may be that there is a contradiction
in that paragraph. Fenton declares reflection as the goal
and at the same time claims tha~qut Sacialrstudies Curriculum
will "éncourage" the student "to resolve value conflicts in
the light of evidence." If resélutiaﬁ is the central aim,
then reflection is simply a megns'to that end, and not a
goal in ifselfa" |

The" secﬁnd polnt ghat needs to be looked at is found in

VFEﬂton s claim. that "1£ a student .emex from the curriculum -
ge m

with tha same values he hﬁld at the beginn;ng pf his study,

‘,*he still will have 1earned hcw to support th values iﬂ*

'1 There is an iﬁterestlngs'and highly suspéct

‘premiﬂe underlylng thls claim, i e., tbat such a student

' ?wQu1d have been rlght in all his ccnelu51ons from thﬁ.

ivf-beginnlng,

and simply lacklﬁg the nécaSngy 'ppart far thcse




I

matters mot which conclusions the student comes to so
long as he is able to "argue' in support of those con—
clusions.

There is some reason to believe, given the tone of - the
paragraph statement on values, that the statement is not so
much intended as a descriptién of a basic anceptian.éf
values, as it is to reassure potential buyers of the Holt
Social Studiés Curricﬁlum that the materials would ﬁot be
used to influence improperly the values of the students.
Equivocation appears ghiéughgut the paragraph: the purpose
_éfiany study of values is one mngﬁt resolution and the next
simply reflection; ié one moment to encourage étudents to
egpagé their wvalues to the test of evidence and the next to
provide the student wiﬁh room to believe_ﬁhatgver he waﬁ;s,'
"Such purposes are incémpétiblé: if one is willing to submit

his values ta_the‘ﬁest of reason, he must abandon altogether -

license to Leiieve what he wants to. believe.”




Curriculum: The Public Issues Series; Harvard Social Studies Project
Director: Oliver, Donald and Fred Newmann -

Materials: . ;

1. “Cases and Controversy,' a guide to teaching the
series.

2. "Taking A Stand," a student booklet.

3. Various student pamphlets from the series.

"pPeople often believe that matters of 'opinién' on such topics
as religion or politics, have no right answers and cannot be
resolved through rational discussion. This assumption,
strengthened by contact with people of strong opinion, leads
to the tolerant notion that each is entitled to his opinion,
with the 1mp11catlcn that all opinions are equally valid.

"We d1 sagree. Oplnlcn issues can.be resolved through rational
discourse. There are objective standards for judging the
rationality and validity of. positions and -thereby showing that
some opinions are better than others...Briefly, a position or
opinion that is s supported by reliable evidence, that is con-
sistent, that takes into account analogous situations, and that
offers useful definitions of vague terms is more valid than a
positlon that is unsupported by evidence, 1n;cnslstent, in—
sensitive to analogies, and uses ambigucus language.'" (p. 7,
“Cases and Controversy,' the teacher's guide) :

Taken at face value, this statement of pes;tlcn wauld Eﬁaourége one to
cgnclude that Oliver and Newmag; érp051tlan on value analy31s is largely
vcansisteﬁt with thé°views of the’axialogists Séléctéd for this studyi‘ It
is. not, hcwever,lan expllc1t refereﬁce to valuL treatmént aﬁd'a‘cafefui
reader has difflculty unde:staﬁdlng‘p;éclsely the PDSitan 01+ver and

Newmann take on the questiaﬁ Qf the relatlan af facts to valuas._

Thare are. a number af pdssages Ln Ehe Teachar s Guide and ln tha Student

fh;;; Phﬁ paPagraph

':follcwing the abnve quotation,

77."The_assumptien that
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'factual' information and for deciding at what points more
information is needed. Second, we would argue that it is
humanly impcssible; for the student as well as the citizen,

to gather all relevant information before making most
decisions. We are inevitably forced to decide before we can
muster enough information. Discussion can make our 'uninformed’
decisions more ratiomal. Finally, even assuming that it would
be possible to settle factual issues through the accumulation
of evidence, there still remain ultimate questions of value and

meaning. -Such questions cannot be resolved simply by gathering

inf»rmation. What we consider to be valid evidence is itself

largely determined by our positions on nonfactual issues."

(p. 7, "Cases and Controversy, Guide to Teaching")

There are a number of points in this paragraph” which c;ntrast sharply
to the position taken by axiologists éelectéd for this study:

1. Discussion is nét, as Oliver and Newmann parenthetically
imply, a tool of analysis and valuation. There is nothing
inherent in the methods of group éiscéufse:apprcpriate to
the analysis and valuation of value issues. Discussiéns are
useful in value analysis only indirectly; that is, the
interactians'may prampt‘an analysis of a previauéiy unconsid-
ered point of Giew, or the interactions may resuit,éﬁ,tbe
evaluation of new evidence not previously b;cught‘;c the
attention of the Qartiéipantégféritha interaégiDnS'ﬁay,causa
one tczdetéét a!baé analogy whiaﬁ'ntherwise'wguld havé_écﬁe'
hnnqticéd.”’But»the ;ntetactién{isjggg'théJanéiyéis,‘is 22;7
thévgvéluatiéﬂ; is not the'aeteérign.-'At.beét, iﬁ can be

’as_sgid,tﬁat]di$cﬁ$si@g%+éﬁﬂ“this‘i;self'is open to debéteéé

L eventes an_gqvifdnmént:"5Which*énef;an_@quiciently]géij"

'stx-;~“gii&zinéfaﬁﬂ-évéluétiﬁg agfiS§ﬁé;'aihégiﬁﬁiiéétidﬁjfﬁéf

* " aiscussion, gé“bﬁﬁﬁgéajgafiéfafmatign*aéﬁuisi;ien;féan;ngaﬁcé‘“

* ‘setflements of issues
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not true at all. Tt is true in the sense that dis-

cussions may produce agaaapantf But agreement is neither
aquiﬁalaﬂt ao nor tantamount to resolution. The degree

to consensus one gets on an issue is a weak indicator of the
validity of the conclusion reauhad.. And agreement, which
may be one of the aimaicf group discussion; 1s not one of
the aims of the inquirer gua inquirer {because it is not a
reliable test of validity). The comment then, that>"diaé
cussion can make our unlnfa;mad decisions more rational"
is true only in the same sense that readimg will make onc a
baﬁtar cook" is truaﬁ the connection is indirect (reading

makes it pcaalbla to understand ‘many more racipaa,'which in

hY

turn makes it passibia to prepare a greater varlatq of”
dlshaa), and the two. are dlstlnct (reading is nat aacking)
Dlivar‘a‘acmmant that iaauaa cannot be aatt]ad by acquiring
factual 1nfurmatlgn is auppartabla only 1F one ascribes to
thé'térms "fa:tual infarmatlan he moat 1imited of maanangs.a

In an equally l;mited aaﬁaa, 1t can ba aaid that 1aauas can

s

1_ba aatLlag i Ly by refaranca to factual 1nfarmat1an, that 15,

gaad reaacna. And hafa dt-is. that Oliver and’ Nawmann argua a .

'p nt that cont:aats aharply tc tha axi;;bgi l pOSi

. rapaftad 1n thla atudv,w?”

=5

of EVidaﬁca,ﬂthara

o' T achlng")

'""Finally,'avan aaaunlng hat lt\wauld ba pa851b]a to. aattla_'

7aﬁnat»ba rasalﬁed aimplv by gatfar;_g anfcrmaﬂi 7’

B WS e

ChSEE D i e D &
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beyond the reach of logical, empirical analysis. And that
view is antithetical to the view that ethics is a science.
Tf Oliver and Newmann mean to say that value questions cannot

be resolwved by the tools of lcgical, empirical analysi then

they have taken a position which is directly antithetical to
the position taken by Sériven, lLewis, Toulmin, Etc. Equally
strong will be the axiologists' objection to thie claim that
"What we consider to be value evidence 1s itself la?gely
determined by our positions on nonfactual issues.' Because
if that point of view is accepted as a starting Ppr ise,
evetythingﬂthat:prcéaeds frém it under the ﬁame cf_aﬁalysis
is nSnSEﬂSEs If valid evidence is only that which I dEEm
valid, if valid evldence is Qﬂly that which fits the pos éi on

I inltially take, there can- ba no analysis, 1et alone d;s—

cusslcﬁ. Bcth angly51s and dlscu551én presume @bjét*lve

~¢tandards fcr the evaluatlcn af av;dénﬂe. 1n fa;rness, hcwevefg

 it’ﬁayﬂbe,t at Dllver and Newmann Slmply mean to. g;ve us: 1n‘

'that statement C"What wa ccnsider ta be vali& ev;dance;..nsn=

'.factual.;ssues'

Lﬁi;but shéuldﬁnct,

o TR Y i £

')_a Briaf dascrlptlﬁn of. tha wayfsem  §§6?ié"dc,.
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to get about the business of strengthening students'
ability to gather and evaluate evidence objectively.

The third point, that "it is humanly impossible...to gather
all relevant information before making dec isions" and that
''we are inevitably forced to decide before we can muster
enough information' is either a truism or it is false. 1£
Oliver and Newmann mean to argue that cﬁe needs all the in-
formation before a reliable conclusion één_be raaahéd, then
they have argued a point of view which rums counter to the
experience of scien;eg"The history of statistics is good
evi&encerthat-iﬂ MAany , ﬁany instances, one ﬁeeds-less.than
one percent of the,“eyidence“ in.crdar to arrive at a con-—
clusion which has a QQZ'pfabability of being right. If
liver and Newmann da not mean ‘to atgue this p01nt of view

as an ijeat;on to the utll;ty of evidence—éallecting, then

thay have 51mply set fcrth a trulsm. All the ev1dence 15,;Q;

'.:u‘:’

,'Is tha earth spnerical in ahape?

'It is nct 1nccnceivablé that man w;ll ana day dl”CGVET that

he ha§_beeﬁwth3*yict1m;pf:appﬁgxghffjffé}7

“: massiveihallu



available?"

The view that certain value problems are immune to scientific analysis
is found again in the student booklet '"'Taking & Stand." The section
"Types of Issues’ is subdivided into four parts: (a) Moral or Value
Issues, {b) Issues of Definition, (c) Issu s of Fact and Explanation, and
(d) Two Broader Kinds of Issues. The separation of parts (a) and (c) is
i%sélf an indication that the authors believe the world of value to be
apart from as opposed to a part of the Wcrld.af fact. lE’I‘hat separation is
not precisely described, however; nowhere do Oliver and Newmann explicitly
.say, for example, that value problems cannot: be re lved thraugh 1oglcal

empirical analysis. The closest they come to maklng an explicit declaration .
to that effect is in 'Cages and Controversy,'" the teacher's guide.

"Flnally, even assuming that it would be p5551b1e to settle

factual issues through the accumulation of evidence, thera

still remaln ultlmate questlcns of wvalue and meanlng. (;bld;)f
,Par; (a) Sétb farth the bas;c valuatian mcdel whlch Studants are to use in

th31r stuﬁy cf controvers i 1 ssues.;_ he madel ﬂcnsists of f1Va majar_

tégles Whlchfstudents are encauraged ta use ta Suppart cr challenge valuaﬁ

Vﬁstétamentsz,-
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at all inconsistent with the views set forth by Scriven, Lewis, et. al.

If they mean to say that one ought to "use.:.value-laden terms' as a

technique for '"'reminding people that they have important value cémmitments“
then they have recommended a device that has more to do with the dynamics

. of group interactiéﬂs than inquiry. That is, using terms which register

has done the same has very little, if anything, to do with the analysis and

valuation of controversial issues. I am inclined to put little faith in that
interpretaticn of the line, "The use of value-laden terms is a shorthand way

of reminding people that they have important value commitments," hawever,

=

because emplayment of that strategy will not likely help clarlfy an issue;
indeed, one might expect to arouse iﬂareased hcstlllty frcm thé cppn51t10nn

"2.. Use of a a respected or venerable source. Value statements
" "may be Justifiéd by showing that they are supported by
" a source that most people consider sacred, respected, or
Plvenerableij the Bible, the Canstltutlcn, the Declaration
" of Independenee, or the words of a hlghly respected public

’flgure.

Frcm the view Qf the axiélaglsts sélected f@r *his study, the use of

VEﬁerable sources is largely 1rrelevant ta thé prccéss Qf iustlfying

' value claims.A Thé prqcessrcf flﬂdlﬂé agreement among autharitles is net a_‘**
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The impefteeee of this point cannot be underestimated. TFailure to
recognize the difference between "queting authorities" and proof processes
results i T the same effect whlch accrues te subjectivism: any attempt to
analyze and evaluate an issue is preempted by the underetending that uny
position can be justified by simply finding a respected someone wino takes
a position on it. It must be obvious that the impartial observer to an
argument in which authorities are marshalled first in support of one
position and then in support of another ie}parelyeed:"Whem is he ec be-
lieve? As Scriven remarked at the Merin-Cenferenee (in reference to a
position taken by another participant), '"the fact that you ceﬁ produce one
bright guy who denies it is nethingi'li can produce ten who assert it."
(from the unpublished transcripts)

The use of authorities, then, is not a 1egitimete,ethet'ie, analytic,
epprceeh to velue‘enelyeie_ And to sey that one eenriuetifgre point of view
~aby merehelling eutnerlt;ee who eeeer it is a eeeleee dev1etien from the

4methede of value enalysis set forth by the ex:clogiets 1neluded 1n thlE

' f}etudy.:

"3., Predlct;on ef a velued eeneequenee.sfPeliey”peeitiene7""”
_ T_;and velue judgmence are often used together. to show that .
'“L[suppett Df e pa leripolle’iW1ll 1eed to ‘a geéd end——mj-

this strategy
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conflict w7gh one another. We could outline the value -’
conflict in '"'"The Mutiny act" as follows:

Policy Stand: Billy Budd should be hanged.

Supporting Value: Obeying rhe law is good.

Opposite Policy Stand: Billy Budd should not be hanged.

Supparting Value: It is wrong to take a2 man's life.
-hach policy stand is supported by a value statement. But
which do we choose? 1f we choose to obey the law (and hang
Billy), we violate the value of "Thou shalt not kill.," If

we accept the value of "Theu shalt not kill" (and excuse

Billy), we viclate the law."

It is certainly true that identification of values is important if
analysis af value prablems is to praceed. .In the egample above, hawever,
the authors failed to do preclsely that which they recommend themselvesg
and 1nstéad dc precisely that which Scriven has reccmmended agaimst.

- The Statemeng‘ﬁllly Budd shauld be hange&‘ls 51mp4y shorthand for the
statemen;,'"lt would be ggad to nang Billy Budd." ‘For that is what is .
meant by the llne, "Billy Budd shauld be hanged. - So p01nt,ane is that

in the abDVE what 15 Leferrad tc as a pollcy stand 55 alsn é va1ué judgment;

: 'And the EGﬂfllCt in: the 1ssue abcut Billy Budd LE to be icund 1n the‘i;wg;:7

‘fcpposimg clalms;'"Bllly Budd shculd beahanged ",and "Billy Budd shaald ﬂDt

The 1ssue_is rét,betWeen tha'general valuesgf

"cbeylng the 1aw ,:f 
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sort of genezal intention imbedded in that imperative.

Wie shouldn't feel that. In physics, for example, the
general gas laws are known to have many, many exceptions.
They are valuable because they are useful as beglnnlng
peints, as first-place approximations. Okay, that's what
Thou shalt.not kill is. It tells you that the score for
killing on the moral scales is, at first blush, on the
negative side of the ledger. But it doesn’'t tell you
what the fﬁnal score is for particular acts of killing
until you've added up the other side of the ledger,
which may contain overwhelming reasons for actually
killing in some particular case. Weive got to stop try-
ing to teach general value judgments and begin analyzing
context—located problems." (Erom the Marin Conference
Transcrlpts) -

The Wéakness in the sitrategy reccmmendad.by Oliver and Newmann is that
it suggests the student remove a value problem from a context, and re-
construct it as ‘a problem in ;onfliéting universal généralizatisné. ,Unlasé.
the student concludes that killing is'wroﬂg in every instance or that
obeying the law is rlght in avery 1nstanca, the prablem, as refcfmulated,
is 1nscluble. The ecnflict between the two values cannot be fgsolvad out-

- side a speclflc ccntext, uuless he is Wllling to accapt“one of tha two
%alug, Wlthaut any qualificatlcn.- There i cert” nly no way the prablem

‘ caﬁ be aﬂalyzad Dutside a,ccntext, and it wauld saem that Oliver and

V‘Nananﬂ have set fartn a stratagy Which WilL 1ike]y fetafd analy31s 1nstead

”fof advance 1t.,f'"“*"*l”

7 “"5. .Empatheticrappaal., Ancther Way sf suppcrtlng ‘a PDllcy R
“stand 1is to 11nk'1tvnat w1th a: gener'r‘value, Such;aSj ,Z@”“”"

arﬁfeellngs ; T
A Quld yau 11kei:,A;
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"We have to take more than the feelings of ane
person into account. His feelings may go against the
wishes of society. Someomne with opposite feelings
may have a legitimate case."

From the axiologists view, this strategy for analyzing value problems
is altogether irrelevant, unless the value in question 1S aesthetic.
Effecting empathy in the opposition may be an effective technique of
persuasion, but it is not a legitimate approach to value analysis, The
intensity of feeling one has for Billy Budd in no way lends weight to the

. : :
claim that Billy Budd should not be hanged. Any approach to ethics which
claims to be scientific must reject at the very beginning, the use of
EmDﬁiDnal appeals, not cnly bacauae motlanal appeals may weall be immoral

(interféring with the QppG51tlans attampt to deal rat;anally w;th tha'

problem) but alsc bgcause.lt is the very purpose of the analytic approach

to make emotional appeals unnecessary.
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Contra Costa County Social Studies Curriculum

Curriculum:
Revised 19270. (The Taba Currlculum)

Director: Wallen, Norman E.

Grade Eight: United States: Change, Problems and Promises.

Materials: ) 7
(a teacher's guide)

The introduction (see Key Concepts in this Curriculum) includes

following definition of values:

"“Thoee objects, behaviors, ideas, or institutions
which a society or an individual considers important
and desires constitute values." (p. vi )

Aside from the peculiar notion, implicated by that definition, that

phenomena are values, rather than have value; that values are those ob-

jects,behaviars,_atc,, which an individual desires and considers im-—

pcrtant, there is but one signific nt pﬁint to be made about that

defi ;tion.’ lf the authars are taken 11terally, nothlng has value in-

dependenL of ane s desire for it. Tt is not encugh for some phengmenén'

tc be impcrtant' it must be des1red as Well And'thls is not'a minor

fpalﬂt if 1t is true that there are impcrtant thiﬂgs in thls wnrld thlngs

The 1mplicat1on af tha o

'deflﬂitlan offered is’ that 1f phenamencn X is. nét d351red 1tghas ng f"‘*i7

the wcrds Df the authars, is ﬂDt a value) Fcr the

i usﬂtraps of subjecleism,_this;ﬁf.,*

; &§fin tiDn 15 an unsuitable pclnt gf'departure VFa 1ure tcrrecogniza f'-

ymmmmmmw;ﬁmmm‘mmthWmmwmwmwm
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values should be, as well as are, the cutcome of nonrational prccesses?
Is the teacher to infer from that comment that nonrational valuing
should not be discouraged? There is no doubt that a great many values
have been arrived at nonrationally. The question which needs to be
confronted is should teachers and courses of study, given that values

are frequently.afrived at noenrationally, accept that process as & |
natural and inevitable part of the scheme of things? Or should we attend

| 3

to the question how may we teach students to rely on reason as the sole
authority for adjﬁcatiug value disputes? Nowheré in the materials is
that qyéstiaﬂ considered.

The body of the guide, which sets out £he topics; questions and
ideas for stgdents to study, makes»réferance to the ﬁaed for justifying

responses to value questions,. and the user is encouraged to require

students to treat value issues rationally. There are insufficient -

subjectivistic approach to the value issues recommended for student study.
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: ‘ 'l
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .FOR FURTHER STUDY

This study was an attempt to determine whether and if so to what extent '
(1) thzre is disagreement among educators about the nature and function of values
and valuing, (2) there is diségreement between social science educators and a
well known group of axiologists about the nature and function of values and valu-
ing, (3) social science educators endorse valuation theories which are internally
inconsistent and/or antithetical to the purposes of inquiry, and (4) séciai
studies curricula incorporate valuation theories, models or strategies which are

axiologically unsound.,

The periodical and book literature which teflects and influences the think-
ing and practices of social science educators was examined for references to the
nature and. function of values and valuiné.- These views waré then claSsified!faf

- -purposes. of £1nd1ng pcpﬁlar themes about va1u1ng.._Ihe ‘themes-were contrasted to
one another and to the v1ews of the selected atlclc ts__ New social studies
currlculum materléls were ﬁﬁen Examlned for ev1dence Df valuat 4'on ﬁheorianﬁhiQh‘

._a:e Lﬁternally 1ncans;stent inccn31stent with the v1ewa Qf the selected ax IDnglstS.

ﬁiDr antithet cal. to the fundamantal puTPDS%S Oi lnquiry.j_£ ﬁ

A ruiToxt provided by
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disagreements reach ~ even to basic conceptions and definitions
of the term "value."

2. There is a fundamental philosophical disagreement between most educators
and the axiologists selected for this'study about the nature of the
relationship between facts and values.

Because this disagreem. = is basic, the theories of valuing popular

L2

‘among educators are, in nearly all important respects, rejected by
the axiologists selected for this study. " ’

4. There are significant ambiguities, contradictions and inconsistencies
in most of the conceptions of valuing found in the social science
book and periodical literature.

5. With two exceptiéﬁs, the curricula reviewed for this study reflect
the beiief in a fundémentaildiffefange between facts and values.

6. The purpeses of inquiry are mot served by th@sé ccncepﬁicng Qf valuing
which prcceed fram the bel;ef that therc is an 1nherent dlfferencg

,between facts and values. Any lnqulry Whlch is based on - the ﬂQtLDn

fthat the Warlds af fact and valua are mutualiy axclus1ve 15 pa;ntless..

“f_ﬂqnélé%iéns{lﬁ ‘

A FullToxt Provided by ERI
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build an emotional fence around it, and resist invasions as violations of
basic God-given democratic vights). 1f we continue to treat the study of values
as a subjective, relative process in which yeasom has, at best, but a preliminary

function (e.g., getting the "facts" of the matter stralght, or

clarifying"
the value conflicts in an issue); if we give to reason anything less than
total authority for adjudicating value disputes, on what other-than-tyrannical

bases shall the issues which beset us be decided?

Recommendations for further Study

This study can be understood as an examination of certain philoscphiéal
issues, the resolution of Which is prerequisité to gettiﬁg on with the main
business at hand: developlng curchula which teach students the méthpdolcgy for
analyzing and evaluatingfsgcial issues. Any future success we have in teachlng
'students how To ratlcnaLly examine issues, hawever, shall gﬁnfcr naﬁght if that.
instruction rests on the currently popular ccnceptlans Df the rglatiéﬁship betweer
valges-and.raaséng For’;hase c§n¢eptiQﬁs&are, as Scriveg a:gued»ét tha;Marinv
:Céﬁferenéé, builté#iéénd, | | | |
Iﬁere até§' tudiesﬁﬁhi;hzgeé§~t§'bg_undértékéﬁ:f

.thé,il; 3 numbej: .‘V_:éf'f 8

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC
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(3

ﬁ(a)

The job of organizing these processes into models for value analysis
which are suitable for incorporation into curricula is an enormous

task about which we know very little. Nevertheless, the effort must

be attempted if future approaches to value analysis in the classroom

‘are to be systematic. And even though identifying the processes is

pre-requisite to organizing them, this second step need not be delayed
until a definitive list of processes has been cﬁmpilEd. Organization
of the processes should be undertaken early inkthe going, even if the
lists available are primitive.

There is need to find out what kinds of issues are most appropriate
for student inquiry. It is not enough to say that students must at=

tend to the most "pressing' socilal yalue issues, not only because

there are many more "pressing" issues than one could hope to investi-

»gata in a llfet;ma, but also because some value prablems may serve

better. than others the central pu:pase- 1aarn1ng the methmds of

‘analySis and valuation.

Reaearch almed atnldEﬂtlfy ng the apprcpriaté age and gradpﬁlevels

far beglnﬂlng lnstructlcn in value analySLS must alsa Be started.

N
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e

example, are essentially analytic, and would be consistently so

a number of mechanically minor adjustments were made. This task is

not at all beyond our reach, and offers a number of possibilities
for dissertation research.
(6) It is not too early (even thcughjcémprehensive lists of processes
appropriate to value analy51s havée not yet been compiled) tc begin

develcoping micro units aimed at teaching students what is known

about analysis and valuation of value issues. Such units could at

L

" least pave the way for the construction of entire courses on value

alysis.

The analysis of value issues 7s one of the most difficult tasks we can put
in ffﬂﬂt of the child, and §Et it is not t@@,muéh to say that tﬁere iS‘ﬁD more
1mpcrtant aSpect éf the social studies curriculum than ﬁhat ﬁhiéh affects the
'develapment of.. the student v values. The deficleﬁciés in ggi§;ipg ggrticu;a 

are very serious, and a significant increase in tha’at;entian we give'ta the

3

problams Df davalcp;ng defen51b1e Strategles ﬁar analyzlng valua is uas is fully

z'Wart'anted
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ABSTRACT

An Analysis of Valuation Strategles
in Social Science Education Materials

David J. Bond

Summary

This study was an attempt to determine whether and if so to what extent
(1) there is disagreement among educators about the nature and function of values
and valuing, (2) thére is diéagreemenﬁ betweég social sgi;nce eduéators and a
well known group of axiologists about the nature and function éf.values énd valu~-
ing, (3) sccial'science educators endorse wvaluation thegriés which are internally
Alnccn51stent and/cr antlthét;cal to the pufpases of 1qqu1r",'and (4)_sq¢ial
studies curricula lﬂcorporata valuatlaﬂ thecrles, maﬂels or. straﬁggies Wﬁich afe{

axlglcglcally '@,nd"

The Paflﬂdlcdl and bcck llterature whlch reflects and influences tha think—

—-

f:ing and pr ﬁ"tes of sgcial sc1ence educatars was examf ed fcr refereaces to-thei,,




facts and values. Aside from that, there is little agreement among
educators about the nature and functignlgf values and valuing. The
disagreements reach even to basic conceptions and definitions

of the term "value.,"

2. There is a fundamental philosophical disagreement‘betWeen most edu~
cators and the axiologists selected for this study about the nature
of the relationship between facts and values.

3., Because this disagreement is basic, the theorieg of valuing popular
among educators are; . in nearly all-important respects, jegtéd by
the axiologists selected for this study.

4, There are significant ambiguities; c@ﬂtfad;ct;ons and incons ténéies
-in most of the ¢§ﬁéeptiéﬂs of valuiﬁg»foundzin thé sgcia1'sciéncer
,book and periodlcal l;terature. |

5, - With two exceptions, the currlcula rev;ewad for this study reflect o

 the bellaf in 3 fundamental dlffEtemce between facts and values.v_l_ﬁjfibl_

.whlch prnceed from the beli

_between fact"'aﬂd;val§25'*'

Conclusion!




implications of this confusion are very serious. If we continue to treat the

study of values as a subjective, relative process in which reason has,'at best; '
but a preliminary function (e!g;, getting the "facts™ of the ﬁaﬁter‘stfaigﬁtg
or "clarifying 'théfvalﬁa génflicts‘in—an issue); if we give to reason ényfhing
less than total authority far gdjudicatlng value disputes, on ﬁhétrcthéf!théﬂ—
.~ tyrannical bases shall the issues which beset us be dgcided?l |
' + ! :




