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A Look at Elementary School Teachers' Values
Chapter I

Introduction

When a person falls in love, votes, or ﬁicks a vocation he
docs so according to an inner set of values. Those values re-
present what that person feels is most important in life, and they
influence everyday behavior as well as life long decisions. A
teacher cannot engage in teaching without bringing certain convictions
or valués into the classroom. These values may or may not be
specifically communicated to the student, but they underlie the
teachers' attitudes, questions, comménts, discipline, and goals
throughout cach day. A student cagnot go through a day at school
without becoming implicitly or explicitly ékposed to a teacliers’
value system.

The Problem

The purpose of this study therefore was to identify those valucs
most characteristic of elementary school teachers, and to see if
those values could be changed through a brief in-service workshop.
The final question was to ask if such value change would effect the
teacher's classroom behavior.

A ieview of the literaturc concerning Qalucs and education

indicated a general agreement that scihools are an influence on



a student's life, and that teacher's values are an inevitable part of
that influence. But a gap in the literature was apparent as to what
elementary school teachers value and if teacher classroom behavior.
could be changed by changing a teacher's valucs.

Tﬁerc has been some concern voiced in the ppblic media about
liow American values are shifting; fading and even being lost. Parents,
teachers, pastors and the general public appear to.be very uncertain
as to the causes and effects of. this change. Such confusion is itself
perhaps rooted in the awareness that past traditional, "proper' values,
good and true as they have been, werc in their conception a radical
shift from earlier traditional values. Hence, values continue to
change to meet cmerging needs of individuals and societies. The great-
est shift ofd confusion in societal values teday arc perhaps cxpressad
in value deprivations such as Watergate, spiraling inflation, the
energy crisis, envirommental pollution, drug abusq, assasinations,
Vietnam, and civil rignts. Value conflicts are at the root of most of
these problems.

Values represent the reasons people do what they do, their basic
ains, objccti?cs, aspiraticns and ideals. People who have not clarified
-for themselves what they value cannot have clear, consistent goals;
not can they hnow what they are for or against, where they are going

and why. They lack the seclf-awareness necessary to evaluate
Yy

alternatives fer clear cholces. American values are shifting. The




altemnatives are hard to evaluate. The choices are not clear. Tae
- future of America may be determined by the value characteristics of
today's elemenfary school tca;hers as they influence American youth
in today's value changes. |

Conflicts between schools and between the school administration
and community leaders could perhaps be better understood if valuing
influences and differences were better understood. Teachers them-
selves could better understand their individual conflicts with the
administration, other tcachers and students if the respective value
differences were understood and discussed,

The importance, and the purpose of this study thereby becomes
all the more important whon seen in the perspective of current

societal value conflicts and school valuing influences.

Puipose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to identify the value hierarchy
uniquely characteristic of elementary school teachers in a university
comunity of middle class America in 1974. An additional purposc was
to determine if an inservice workshop in value clarification sig-
nificantly changed the value characteristics of teachers, according
to their rank ordering on the Rokeach Value Survey,

Statement of the Hypotheses
In order to scck a solution to the preblem stated above, the

general questions were asked concerning:
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1. What do elementary scheol teachers value?

2. Can elementary school teacher's valucs and behavior be changed
through a brief in-service workshop on valuing?

The following null hypotheses were ;dnstrﬁcted to test those
questions:

.. Question 1 - Is there a difference in the valves of elementary
school teachers between schools?

Hypothesis 1.01 There will be no significant difference in the
value hierarchy of elcementary school teachers in four desegregated Tempe
schools, Frank, loldcman, Evans and Ritter schools using the Rokeach
Values Survey. (Partial replication Sikula and Jurs, 1972).

Hypothesis 1.02 Therc will be no significant difference in the
vaiue lilerdarcly OI W€ elementary sciool teachers 1n tour desegregated
Tempe schools and the valuc hierarchy of elementary school tcachers in
the Washington School District in Phoenix, Arizona, using the Rokeach
Value Survey.

Hypothesis 1.03 There will be no significant difference in the valuc
hierarchy of the elementary school tcachers in four descgregated Tempe
schools and the values of community leaders of Tempe attending a
leadership retreat discussing cducation in Tempe using the Rokeach Value
Survey.

estion 2 - Can teacher's values and behavior be changed through
g

a bricef in-service workshop on valuing?
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Hypotheses 2.01, 2,02, 2.03, 2.04 There will be no sig-
_nificant difference in the elamentary school teachers' ranking of
the value "Freedom', according to the Rekeach Value Survey, after a
brief in-service workshop on valuing in the following four schools:
Hypothesis 2.01 teachers in Frank School
Hypothesis 2.02 teachers in lioldeman School
Hypothcsile.OB teachers in Evans School
Hypothesi512.04 teachers in Ritter School .
n Hypotheses 2.05, 2.06, 2.07, 2.08 There will be no sig-
nificant difference in tﬁe elementary school teachers' ranking of
the value "Equality," according to the Rokeach Value Survey, after a
brief in-service workshop on valuing in the following four Tempe
>0V
Hypothesis 2.05 teachers in Frank School
Hypothesis 2.06 teachers in floldeman School

Hypothesis 2.07 teachers in Evans School

Hypothesis 2.08 teachers in Ritter School

Assurptions of the Study
The major assumption was teacher's values arc identifiable in .
hierarchical order using the Rokeaclh Value Survey. |
A sccond assumption was consistency and congruity of values
influence behavior and the selection of a vocation, such as teaching.

(Rokeach, 1970)
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A third assumption was the attitudes of teachers are the re-
sult of many factors, including values, and therefore, provide /f“"
a measurable key to the uniqueness of the hierarchy of elementary /

school teacher's values. (Cook, Leeds, and Callis, 1951)

Definition of Terms

Attitude - predisposition to behave in a particular way that
results from the organization -of inte;~related beliefs focused
on a specific object or situation. "Attitudes depend on pre-
existing values.' (Allport, 1961, p. 802)

Belief - A state of mind in which trust is placed.

Behavior - A response represented by an act of doing.

Dissonance - A state of imbalance, inconsistency, incongruity,
where values, beliefs, or attitudes vary from onc situation to another.
Dissonance can lead to dissatisfaction with one's self.

Instrumc.atal Values - Idealized modes of behavior.

Need - A lack of something vital, desirable or useful. An ex-
pression of an unstable equilibrium in behavior.
Self-realizing - The capability of being the major influence

+a

or controlling force in one's own destiny, characterized by the

ability to identify options and make decliberatc choices.

Terminal Values - Ideualized ond—sfatcs of existence.

Values - The fundamental components within a person's make-
up that are determinants of attitude and bechavior. The temm value
specifically refers to either an end-state (terminal valuc) or a
means-state (instrumental value) idealized modes of behavior.

A value is an enduring Ypelicf that a snecific mode of behavior

.
14
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or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable
to an opposite mode of behavior or end-siate of existence.

Value System - A valuc system is an enduring organization of

beliefs concerning preferable modes of behavior ov end-states
of existence, along a continuum of rexative importance.

Value Survey - Refers tc the rank ordering of selected values

fram the most important to the least important to be determined with
the Rokeach Value Survey.
Limitations of the Study

In any study concerning values, two factors enter which may
limit the study. First, there are no respected reference points to which
newer measures can be compared in the area of values, And, secondly,
there are no hypothetical constructs giving some direction to the
establishment of construct validity for tests in the value's area.

In addition, this particular study was limited to the values
indicated in the rank ordering of the Rokeach Value Survey during the
winter and spring of 1973-74 by clementary school teachers.

There is little knowledge base in the literature with reference
to value characteristics of teachers. In addition, a middle class
university community may be considcrod a limiting factor for its
suburban nature and educational importance. It is also largely a

Caucasian cormunity withcut extreme socio-economic families at either
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end of the economic scale, cxcept for 18 percent Spanish American and
tour percent other minority cnrollment in the clementary schools.
It should, therefore, be noted that the results of this s tudy
cannot be generalized beyond the suburban population of the schools
involved in Tempe, Arizona. o

This study was prompted Dy a pilot survey of clementary school teachers

]

values in the Tenpe, Arizona Elcmentary School District in the spring of
1973. The results of this pilot survey were compared with a study by
Holst (1972), wherecin remarkable similarities were noted in the elementary
teacher's value hierarchics between the communities. Similar hierarchies

were anticipated in this study.




Chapter II

Selected Review of the Literature

Philosophy of Values
A1l over the world value changes have created anxiety and fear
as people constantly deal with conflicting value systems. Konopka (1973)
asserts that the outstanding change for modern man is the:
asscrtion of the individuals or the group's right
to change his, tier or its own fate has not only
become desirable but has taken the formi of an ' Com
injunction - a duty. (p. 87j
She also maintains two basic absolute values: the importance of the

dignity of each individual and the responsibility of men for each other.

For the dignity of the individual to be maintained Maslow (1959)

n

uggests that there are basic needs (valﬁes) which must be affirmed
and fulfilled. Maslow suggests that basic needs and basic values

are one and the same. His personality E?cory lists six values,
physiological needs, safety needs, belongingness, love needs, self-
esteem needs, self-actualization needs. Each builds upon the other.

Maslow would also contend that while a child's nceds nmust be fulfilled

he also leams to recognize the limitations the physical world puts
upon his gratification, and this requires control, delay limits,
frustation and discipline.

Throughout history, values have been thought of as a dichotomy

between the real and ideal world. If the distance for an individual
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between his real and ideal set of values is too great he can live
with greut uncertainty and emotional distress. Rogers (1904)
in his c¢ffort to {ree people to be themselves said:

I believe thot when the human being is inwardly
frec to choose whatever he deeply values, he

tends to value those objects, expericnces, and
goals which make for his own survival, growth

and development and for the survival and develop-
ment of others. I hvpothesize that it is char-
acteristic of the human organism to prefer such
actualizing and socialized goals when he is exposed
to a growth promoting climate.

In any culturc, given a climate of respect and
freedon in wiich he is valued as a person, the
mature individual would tend to ciicose and prefer
these sanc valuce directions. (p. 160)

John Dewey postulated that the real and ideal world of values must
be reconciled. The actual world. according to Dewev is full of
chance and dhange, impertect, unpredictable and full of doing and
coping. The idcal world on the other side of the coin is perfect,
orderly, certain, and immortal and never shall the two meet. Frecedom
with values reconciled for liewey is expressed in this way:

Freedom is an actuality when the recognition of
relations, the stable element, is combined with the
uncertain clement, in the knowledge which makes fore-
sight possible and sccure intentional preparation for
probable conscquences. We arc {ree in the degree in
which we act knowing what we are about. (Ackerknechit,
1964, p. 11)

Dyer (1972) intcrpreting Piaget suggests that until a child is.

seven or eight years of age he reflects the moral values of his parents.

At this time the home is in a position of exerting the most influcnces
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in the formation of moral valucs. llowever, as the child continues to
grow he has this basic moral value pattern which is either strengthened
or weakened througheut the child's life as environmental influences
posc decision-makhing situations. He no longer obeys the commnands
given him by the adult but obeys the rule itself, generalized and
applied in an original way. He begins to feel from within the dgsirc
to treat otiicrs us he himself would wish to be treated. As the child
enters adolescence peer groups exert pressure which changes value
patterns and this continues into young adulthood.

This moral development, Piaget holds, parallels the

intellectual development. In a certain sense

logical nor moral noms are innate in the individual

min. {(Ackerknechit, 1964, p. 16)

Kohlberg's (1909) stages of moral development are also built
upon Piaget's developmental theory. Kohloberg's stage sequence
points toward a goal of maturc decision making found at level five.

The child typically proceeds from a self-centered, amoral state
to an expedient, situationally oriented state, then to an other person
orientation, and finally to an autonomous position as indicated in
Table 1. However, the exact decision reached is not the determinant
of the stage of moral judgment.

An examination of level five indicates the person treasures cach
individual and insists that all people be accorded the respect that
is their inslicnable rignt. Since cach person is of cqual value, one
person's rights do not exceed those of nﬁothcr and cvery person is

freated equaliy, that is, with justice.



Table I
Development and Lecision !aking

Kohlberg's Stage Scquence

Prechool O. AMORAL: ¢hild responds in terms of specific
conditioning in apcc1f1c situations. He docs
not appear to comprehend the cthical question.

1. FEARFUL-DEPENDENT: ‘the child's major concern is
with the pos:lulo pun1s“mcnf follou1nﬂ any -
transgression. e considers issues onlv from

his point of view and defers to superior power
or prestige.

2. OPPORTUNISTIC: This is the naively cgoistic
orientation of tic unonllghtencd thOﬂlbt
Right action is that which benefits tiie actor.
He resnonds to sanctions in situations but not
10 moral hrinciples.

3. CONFORNIST: Person-oriented. The person's
concern is with approval, and with pleasing
and helping otiiers. The concern is often
generalized so that tiic conformity to sterco-
typical images of tiic majority's opinion
occurs.

4. COVPOF“IST' Rule-oriented. Lssentially, the
"other person'' of stage 3 is ruplacou h» an

authoritative source of rules and rCUU11tIOls
These are often interpreted ng&llSth&llV

\( 5. PRINCIPLLDL AUTONOTY:  Pecognizing tiie re-
lativity of autiiority systems, tic stage tirce
person has a social contract/social ut111tv
approach to cthical issues. ‘The stage five
person appcals to principles of choice stressing
logical universality and consistency, with

Jiature values of )ust1kc mutual respect, and trust
Ycung dominating his decisions.
Adult _ (Konlberg, 1969)

p. 376
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Major rescarch in the arca of the development of maturity in
ethical decision making has generally agreed that stages of deveiopment
could be identified across the years in the Western culture. (Piaget,
1932; Havighurst, 1960; Kohlberg, 1969; and Bull, 1969.)

There are adults who are fixed at stage three or four being
conformists to an institutional rule book or administrator. This
study proposcs to move such controlling-conformist tecachers toward
stage five where all people, including students, can be accorded more
equal frecdom.

It has been found by Haan, Smith and Block (1968) that youth at
stage two, ''‘opportunistic and hedonistic,'" come from families that did
not secm to cncourage their children to develop a sense of responsibility
and autcnozy. Vol ol Lol wuaduand iy siiages, three and four, des-
cribe their parents as rclating to them in a manner consistent with
the stfategics generally recommended by social learning theory for
the development of morality. The highest stage, principled autonony,
nunber five viewed their pareats as ontering into moral dilemmas in
a more involved way; decisions were less black and white and differences
of view were obvious. It would scem teachers could help pupils pro-
gress througn tiese stages oy encouraging decision making appropriate
to their age.

When a child is presented with a moral choice he will tend to
choose in the direction of a sligitly morc mature level than nis

previous level according to studices by Turiel (1966) and LeFurgy



|2
\n‘\\‘p\B\-
WS

and holoshin (1969). ‘This may indicate that open discussion of a moral
issue by a pcer group tends to shift the less mature person towards
the more maturc. Teaching children how to improve their decision
making would be like tecaching them how to sclve mathematical .problems
compared to tcaching a sct of rote facts. However, imany teaclhiers
are more inclined to seftlc matters of moral decision making
unilaterally, as the authority, instcad of challenging children to
experience appropriate decision making shills. Such teachers can them-
sclves perhiaps Le moved from a controliing conformism to morc open
decision muking represented in stage five, principled autonomy.

Konopka (1973) speaks of the developmental process in tie foming of
values as the individual interacts witihh his culture. It is a constant,

ever-ending

1
s H Siov s

valuing process with a peak 1n the adolescent period.
Foming valuecs is an cmotional, as well as an intcllectual process.
Valuc development is tien scen as a fluid process, not a static onc.
(Jonas, 1961) Values arc dchIOpcd from family background,
modificd as peers influence, and arc incorporated into cveryday
decision making.

In 1948, Lasswell listed a representative list of universal
values, which has been quite widely accepted and subjected to a wide
range of cmpirical cxperimentation. tie listed cigit values and the
institutions which usually arc associated with enhancing cach

particular valuc.

14
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Power : Well-being
Affection Skill

Respect Enlightenment
Rectitude Wealth

(Lasswell, 1948, p. 17)

Obviously, much cverlapping would occur in the enhancement of the
eight values. These eight values have provided the framework for
many of the rccent authors of the valuing process. Rath (1957),
Rucker (1669), Carney (1971), Higgins (1970) have all uysed this
framework as a way of meeting human needs, wants, and goals through
values,

Rokeach (1968) took thousands of values and through testing
developed an instrument with 18 terminal values (end-goals) and 18
inctrumontal valuos (dialiccd wmodes uf venaviorj. 10 Rdxeacn, a value
system was defined as:

A hierarchial arrangement of valucs, rank-ordering of
values along a continuum of importance. . .the function
of a person's value system is to help him choose between
alternatives and to resolve conflicts between alternatives
in everyday life. (P. 551)

A teacher's value system therefore influences that teacher's
choices, attitudes, and behavior. Schodl conflicts could be better
understoed if the hierarchial arrangement of the values of teachers,
students, and commnity lecaders was studied to keep communication open.

It is theorized that value clarification plays a central role in

a person's cognitive-affective system&\/ﬁggording to studies by
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Rokeach, pcople do not differ so much as to what values they
possess, but in hov they rank them in order of importance. This
study alsc assumes that a person's values have social conscquences.
As Rokcach (1971} wrote: |
From a phenomenological standpoint, cverything a person
does and all that he believes is capable of being
justified, defended, explained and rationalized in
value terms; that is, justified in terms  of modes of
behavior that arc personally and socially worth
striving for. (p. 22)

Rokeach (19°8) has shiown with his value survey that various
combinations of teminal and instrumental values significantly
differentiate men from women, hippies from non-hippies, hawks from
doves, policemen from unciployed kegrocé, good students from poor
students, fifth-graders from scventh, ninth, and cleventh graders,
retail merchants from sales clerks, Jews from Catholics, Democrats
from Republicans, and so forth. ( p. 555)

If such groups can be distinguished by significantly different
values we could ask if clementary school teachers could Lie so dis-
tinguisiicd. This 1s especially important when onc thinks of the
valuing influence teachers have on cach generation. There was a
surprising gan in the literaturc concerning the valuc of clementary

school teachers. But there was sufficient data to suggest the

possibility that elementary schiool tecacaers ranked values as a unique

group.
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Parental and Tcacher Value Influence
The growing child, to gain or hold love, approval or seclf-estecm,
may give up or learn to have a basic distrust of Lis own cxpericnce as
a guide to his bchavior. So he obscrves and adopts a large part of
his values from others. This causes the maturing child to losc
contact with thc potential wisdom of hiis own decision making and lose
self-confidence. The teacher should be aware of this, namely, the
possibility of children adopting their values from the tcacher for
good, or for ill,because the student distrusts his own valuc judgment.
(Frankl, 1963)
Eric Fromm (1959) writes:
Values are rooted in the very conditions of numan
eX1STCNCe. .. Lills 1CUUS US TO esTavllsil values
which have oojective validity; tihis validity cxists,
only with regard to the existence of 1ran; outside
him there arc no values. (p. 53)
Combs (1964) speaks of youth's cormitmeit as a matter of discovery. »
Youth's commitment cannot be given. It camnot be
taught. [t has to be learned. It 1s a personal
matter. It is a personal discovery that somc 1dea,
scme person, sone thing is enhancing and fulfilling.
One thing we know about comnritment is that it cones
through rclationsinips wita significant people,
especially people who carc. (p. 107)
Teachers are frequently such “'significant people' passing on
tieir values by virtuc of their position, wisdom and closcness to

children. ‘llost children arce not able to analyze the values they

wish to develop.  ‘They copy behavior and values from tnosc with

17
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« Vhom they identify, namely those people who scem to them to have
attributes and \"al'ucs significant to them. These values could
be considered the fulfillment of significant neceds in the childr
Thus the teacher's function is to fulfill the significant neceds
of their students which incluces the valuing influence.

Who influences children's values the nost, parents or tcachers?
In 12 value clusters representing 36 different values Foster (1966)
tound tecaciers and pupils differed most frequently; parents and pupils
differed almost as much; and parents and tcachers disagreed the lcast.(Pé.Sl, 202,
Stratified random samles were chosen from cach school with 12
boys and 12 girls in cach sample. Those pupil's parents were the
parent sarples. There were 29 teachers in cach school chosen at
faiaonme Gu1lulvic Gignasioed Uie playful goais. ruran; ana teadiers
emphasized the cognitive and fearful goals, und tecachers alone sig-
nificd the social goals; vhile parents alone emphasized the egotistic
standards ofr}udgmcnts. (hildren in the two scihwols correlated highest
of all.

The differences indicate tihat parental values are shared by children
and that both differ from the teaciers. Ve can assume that parents
influence their children's values more than teaciers do, but according
to Frodriékson (1967) parent influence on their children's values is
diminishing., ile also found that S$2¢% of his parents wvanted school

involvenent in the valuing process for their children.
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Foster (1906) suggested that teachers might be assigned to
particular schools because they possess value emphases needed in
a particular scheol. Also, school officials could consider inservice
education for teaciiers to adjust to value differences which school
officials considered crucial. Such inservice training might take Jhe

L

form of acquainting teachers with the valu¢ orientation of the parents
and discussing it {ﬁ terms of how it atfects children, tcaching and
teacher-parent relations. Teachers would hopefully consider the impact
of their teaching on the children and parents before making changes.
School officials may also use a knowledge of value orientations for

appraising the valuc status of their teaching staff. Such efforts for

evaluating and applying value considerations by the school officials

oot ) . _
mnatible relaticnshins for all con
rd

1T 2Vii 3n cmmmmsed Tievre wm -
Nl 1 provialiig nicrc CGHpa

shouliu
cerncd. A teacher who does not share somewitat similar values with
the community in which she tecachies will find a higher incidence of con-
flict both with the pupils and the parents in that pupils share
tieir parent's values.

Teachers may also notice value inconsistencies withi certain
pupils having difficulties and may want to cvolve teaching plans
that would help develop certain values, modify others or de-emphasize
still others. lhis asswaes that tegchers are soncwhat dvle to modify

pupil's values and they should do so in a responsible manner. Toster

woent on to sav the tcacher should know herself and her motivations, lier
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vq]ues and understand why certain behaviors of the children, parents,

or other tecachers affect her in certain ways.

The teacher who is familiar with the yaluo orientations in her
comminity should be able to anticipate certain reactions on the part ¢
of her pupils and their parents. This would also help the teacher
and school officials ccrmunicate more effectively with parents, children,
and other teachers by knowing their various value oricntations. If
the total community could be involved in sudh value considerations
differences could be more understandable and could do much to improve
interpersonal relations in community life. Valuing considerations
may also serve to detect changes within the community that would
affect pressures for educational change. All school officials and
teaciers, in regard to value changes, could do much to avoid cducationai
upheaval in the comaunity. Thus knowledge of the value orientation of
the cormunity can serve as a tiiermometer to suggest changes in
policy, program or curriculum as well as the nature, amount, quality
and timing of such changc.

Comaunity values were investigated in this study of clenentary
teacherts values in Tempe by 41 community leaders taking tie lokeach
Value Surver during a three day leadersiip retreat on the topic of
education.

Emans (196Y) using 14 schools found that 318 tcachers with

extrome progressive and oxtrene traditional cducational walucs
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displayed more approval of school practices than teachers in the
middle (=.01). lle found that teachérs with more formal cducation
held more progressive educational values. llc concluded from the
results of his four hypotheses that the wider the diffcrcnccé in
cducational valucs among teachers the less approval of school practices
will be expressed by them. He stated teachers appear to be more
influcnced by other tecacher's educational values than by tiecir own
gencral values. Teachers in the nmiddle of the contingum between traditional
and progressive scem less surc of their own classroon practices and
more awarc of the conflict in valucélwithin the staff. He went on to
say teachers approved school pfacticcs nore while serving under
principals with progressive values.

The majority of adolescents studied by Fredrickson (1967)
indicated they have identified highly with the value systems cf their
parents, however he pointed out the inability of many parents to
function meaningfully or consistently in terms of their values.

In this rapidly changing modern world many parents through
confusion or despair just do not know what valucs to share with their
children. This confusion of values could well increase, even at a
much {aster rate, if socictal life styles continuc to shift and change.

Fredrickson (1907) rcported 93.4% of his adolescent respondents

ind.cated the family is the greatest stablizing influence in our socicty.
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And 87.9% said parents must set standards and limitations and enforce
them consistently. In the valuing work to date’in the Tempe Elementary
School District it was found adolescents consider family security
to be high on their list of values.

Twenty percent of Fredrickson's respondents indicated they did
not value parental advice or desires. Such independence suggests that
an adolescent must sense there are values in his home worthy of
his identifying with, but he rejects them when they deny him individuality.
A delicated bal;nce indeced. |

Fredrickson (1967) found forty-two percent of his 415 adolescent
respondents recognized the importance of in-service training events for
teachers to increase emphasis on the psychological role of the teacher.

-~

Only 26 peicent disagreed, while 31 percent were neutral,

Tet

It would be hoped that teachers can be helped to develop valuing
practices which would enable them to realize more fully their potentials
as teachers. As Rucker (1969) wrote, 'When teachers identify and
relate to the valuing concerns of each student in their c}assroom,
they really begin to teach." (P. 10)

If teachers acknowledge that the clarification of values is
essential for the full development of the children they teach, and
if teachers would make every effort to sce that children's values

are enhanced and shared, they will do a better job of teaching.
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Teachers will become less autocratic and will transform the classroom
into an enviromment conducive to democratic living and learning.
"Democratic teachers, then, are interested in the process by which
children learn how to live in a democracy--how to share values.
s ¢
(Rucker, 1969, p. 105) In this way the tcacher becomes a "director"
of learning, an cnabler, instecad of a 'dictator."
e tools of thinking with values, when applied to
the value conflicts of children, will illumine the
impact of actual or threatened value deprivations
upon the emerging personalities of children.
Incapaciting value deprivations can just as scriously
blight the lcarning process as the existence of a
debilitating diseasc or otiier disabling threat to the
well-being of the child. (Rucker, 19069, p. 255)
Elementary School Teacner Values
Do teachers differ in their values? Sikula and Jurs (1972)
report that, "elementary versus sccondary tcachers differ markedly
in their value system profiles wihile suburban versus inner-city
tcachers have very similar value constitutions.'" (p. 459)
This study involved 48 teachers as respondents on the Rokeach Value
Survey Fom U. The teachers were similar in age and nostly female.
They had been classified as effective or successf{ul by their students
and culleagues or supervisors. The clementary teachers taught grades
onc through six, and the sccondary tecachers taugi:it grades nine

through twelve. The nost significant findings rcgarding the

uniqueness of clementary teacher's values showed clementary school

23



teachers ranked values similarly but different than secondary

teachers as reported in Table 2 and 3. As is usually the case with
value data, the terminal valucé secm more important than do instrumental
values, as differentiating among various groups. Within the teminal
value scale, six individual values scemed to distinguisia between the
groups, whereas only two distinguishing values werc found within the
instruncntal valuc scale. It is significant that one value "cquality"
differentiated significantly between inner-city and suburban teachers.
Elementary tecachers significantly ranked the values of "A World at
Peace," "Salvation," "Forgiving,'" and"Loving," higher and significantly
ranked the values of "An Exciting Life," 'tlaturc Love," "Wisdom,"

and "Independent” lower than did the sccondary school teachers.

.
- -~ e

Note the comparative rankings in iables

2 oand 3.

The value profiles that cmerged in this study by Sikula and
Jurs suggest that clementary school tcachers appear to relatively
valuc characteristics often attributavle to young childrea - "Forgiving,™
concern for "Peace," and ''Loving,'" while sccondary teachers appear to
value relatively thosc characteristics that voung adults often strive
for - "Independence,"” 'Mlature Love," 'Wisdom,' and an "Ixciting Life."
One might speculate such results indicate wiiat goes through tie mind
of a teacher when considering which grade level to teach. They

probably go into the grade level wherein their values arc compatible,

Thus if a potential teacher held "loving and Forgiving™ in high regard,

24



Table 2

Tenainal Valucs

Value Rankings between Llementary and Sccondary Teachers

Elementary

N=25

1. Equality

2. Sclf-respect

3. Fanily Sccurity
*4. A World at TPecace
5. Frecedom

6. Inner llannony

7. Wisdom

8. Happiness

9. Sen<e Accoriplishment

*¥10. Salvation

11. Maturc Love

12. True Fricendship
13. VWorld of Bcauty
14. National Sccurity
15. An Exciting Life
16. Comfortable Life
17. Social Recognition
18. Pleasurc

higher than did sccondary teacners.

15.

(2]

.6

8K}

0

Secondary

N=23

1. Wisdom

2. Sclf-respect

3. Family Security

4. Sensc .Accomplishment
5. Happiness

6. Mature Love

7. FErecdom

8. Inner ilamony

9. Truec Friendsaip
10. An Ixciting Life
11. Equality

12, VWorld of Beauty
13. Comfortable Life
14, World at Peace
15. Social Recognition
16. Plecasurce

17. National Sccurity
18. Salvation

16.

17.

Table 2 gives Terminal (Rekeach Survey page 1) Value rankings of
48 clcmentary and sccondary school teachers in Toledo, hio 1972,
* indicates those values clementary scheol teachors ranked significantly

The

8

(93]
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Table 3 Bt
Instrumental Values

Value Rankings Between Elementary and Secondary Teachers

v

10.
10.
10.
11.
11.
13.
15,
15.

o W o,

Elementary Secondary
N=25 Mean N=23
1. Honest 2.0 1. Honest
*2. Forgiving 4.3 2. Independent
3. Responsible 5.0 3. Broadminded
4. Broadminded 5.5 4. Capable
*5. Loving 5.8 5. Responsiblc
6. Helpful 7.0 6. Intellectual
7. Ambitious 7.8 7. Self-controlled
8. (apable 8.0 8. Heipful
9. Intellectual 9.9 9. Ambitious
10. Cheerful 10.9 10. Courageous
11. Couragecous 11.0 11. Imaginative
12. Sclf-controlled 11.1 12. Logical
13. Imaginative 11.5 13. Forgiving
14, Independent 12.3 14. Loving
15. Dolite 13.5 15.  Cheerful
16. logical 14.9 16. Polite
17. Obedient 15.6 17. Clean
18. C(lean 15.7 18. Obedient

17.

Table 3 gives Instrurental - (Rokeach Survey page 2) Value rankines

48 elcomentary and secondary sciool teaciers 1n joledo, «nio 1972,

the

6
of

* indicates those values clementary school teachers ranked significantly

higher than did sccondary tecachers.

20
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she would be more camfortable with younger children who have learned
to value being "Loving" and 'Forgiving', but the teacher would be
uncomfortable in sccondary cducation where ''Forgiving' scems to have
been replaced by "Independence.' The secondary teacher would be
discouraged in the elementary grades because she wouldn't see
sufficient "Independent' thought and behavior. Note these value

differences in Tables 2 and 3.

Teacher Value Changes

Holst (1972) using a consistency theory approach found no
significant change in the values of teachers who had surveyed
their terminal values for inconsistenciecs in an inservice workshop
for 44 teuchers in Chandler, Arizona. Holst's teacher groups
numbered ten or less which greatly limited the study. The work-
shop was designed for the purpose of training teachers to usec the
IOTA instrunent which iray have insulated the group to further change.
The value survey was given as a brief interruption in the IOTA
program. This rescarcher would therefore sce the lack of significance in
the study duc to the small sample sizec (lecss thaa. 1) and the possible
confounding effect from the IOTA program. EI}olst may nave established
a "we-ness'' as suggested by Lewin (1954), but he cvidently failed to
shift the group to a necw position by not introducing a force sufficient

to break the exirsting growp attitude.
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Kurt Lewin (1954) wrote, ''Values influence behavior but don't
manifest the character of a goal. For example, a person doesn't try
to rcach the goal faimess, but faimess guides his beliavior." (p.40)
He goes on to indicate values determinc the positive or negative
valence for an individual in a given situation. Such positive or negative
valence is pertinent to Festingers Cognitive Dissonance Theory in that
if values influence valence thiey can influence the cognitive dissonance
uscd.in bchavior change in Festinger's theory.

To Lewin values arc not "force ficlds"; instead tiley induce
force ficlds. Any bchavior is thercfore dependent upon the total field
at a given moment. Values line up thosc positive and negative valences
to induce the force ficld. So any change in behavior can be explained
when tihie change is linked to the conditions of the total {ield at
that moment in time.

Lewin suggests it is casier to cﬁangc an individual in a group
sctting compared to changing him separately. If the group changes, the
individual will change. Lewin concerning groip change refers to the
work of Lippitt and Wiite involving intermember aggression of boys in a
democratic and an autocratic sctting. They found that if you strengtien
control and power you correspondingly increase conflict. tension, and
aggression. But when you remeve the autocratic atmosphere there is

open agiression. A "boiling over”, occurs when autocratic atmosphere is
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shifted to a democratic atnosphere. Such increased tension and
conflict would be anticipated in over-controlled classrooms.

Cronkhite (1966) evaluated three studics purported to test
Festinger's Cognitive vissonance Tigory. lHe states Festinger failed
to specify the mecans by which the baghc premise of the theory could be
tested. Festinger says that when two cognitions are in a dissonant
relation, being psychologically uncomfortable, they will motivate the
person to try to reduce dissonance and achieve consonance Ly moving one
or botii cognitions into a compatible relationship. (p. 172) Cronkhite
found attitude change did accompany 'dissonance' in two of the three
experiments, and this must be explained somchow. But the theory of
cognitive dissonance was not, and has not, as yet been proven or dis-
proven,

Holst.(1972) uscd the same consistency theory pointing out dissonance
in respondent's value rankings of "Frecdom' and "Equality' with the
Rokecach Value Survcey.

Rokecach (1973) did three such studies with university students with
99 men and women in cach group. After the pre-test their dissonance
was pointed out by noting the distance in rankings between where they
placed the value term "Freedom'' and the term, "iquality.” Indicating
they favored frecdom for themselves if freedom was highest, but werc
unwilling to share that freedom with others if cquality was coasiderably
Tower. Because granting freedon to others is cquality. TPost-tests
3 weeks, 5 wonths, and 17 ronths after showed increasced rankings for both
cquality and frecdom in all experimental groups, statistically sig-

nificant at the .01 level or better by analysis of covariance. It was
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also noted that cqualltv 1ncrcascd more and d1d not dissipate with
.subscqucnt post- tests as frcedom did. 1In fact, two-thirds of
the expcr1mcnt11 subjects increased thclr equality rankings. All
subjects changed in a dircction of greater consistency with self-
conccptioﬁs. Behavioral change was tested with NMAR membership
solicitations mailed to all subjects, and it was found that two and
onc-half times as many, experimental subjects responded to the
membership solicitation, statistically significant at the .002 level.
It should be noted this was at a time when civil right;s causes were
highly newsworthy, but that should have affected the control group as
much as the experimental group. It was also noted that more experimental
subjects enrolled in cthnic courses at their college, -(P=.02) cven
as BULN s Lhelily “ulie Ui afius whe cwpoTimontal trcotment,

Pokeach also asked the respondents to note if they were satisfied
or dissatisfied with their rankings. It was found that when frcedom or
equality were cither onc ranled low tliere was significantly more
dissatisfaction with their rgnkings (P=.001). And if they were dis-
satisficd with their rankings they showed more increasc in the post-
testings, in fact cven after 17 monnths. The greatest change in
rankings was noted after five nonths. (Rokeach, 1973, p. 243) These
findings would suggest possivle beheavioral changes by teachers in a

consistency (dissonance) theory inservice training cvent on values.
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In a study involving 52 Bridgeport, Connecticut e_lcmcntary and
secondary tcachers Hamilton (1969) found that tcachers are concerned
with social justice and maintain we should climinate the incquality
that exists in our society. If this is so an inservice workshop with
teachers wherein dissonance was pointed out (as to how far apart‘thcy
placed freedom and equality) should move them to wanting to grant more
frecedom to other people if equality was much lower than frcedom as Rokeach
(1973) did with university students, and llolst (1972) did with-teachers.
In the Bridgeport study cach teacher was given a questionnaire with
six propositions and was asked whether he agreed, disagreed or was un-
decided. After tabulation the Chitsquarcd test of the divergence was
made. The results showed 42 respondents agreed, onc disagreed, and nine
~ were undecided that we saould try to eliminate inequality in our socicty.
The test was significant at the f:.Ol level so the null hypothesis was
rejected, and we conclude these teachers were concerncd with social |
justice and want to climinate inequality in our socicty.

Gagon (1965) examined a teaching mcthodology with clementary
school teachers of fiftin and sixth grade lovels that assisted pupils
in leamning how to think and clarify their valuing in science and
social studies classes. It vas an attempt to reduce tiie gap between
the objectives of teaching children how to think and of clarifying valuing
within classroom practice.

e found significance at the P=.05 level in his operational

hypothesis that the experinental teachers who took part in an inservice
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experience concerned with the teaching of thinking asked more than
five-and-onc-half clarifying questions for ecach one asked by the
comparison teachers. ile concluded that tecachers can be taught to use
clarifying questions in a short, inservice workshop.
Pupils in the experimental classes exhibited a significantly
larger mmber of thinking indicators in thcir oral remarks than did
comparison classes. It can be inferred, according to Gagon, that work-
shop teachers tended to ask more and tell less as they-.concentrated upon
the thinking indicator clues. This allowed pupils morc opportunitics
to interact in the classroom and reveal clues to their thinking and valuing.
Gagon, in quoting Raths, said:
when we help others to sce more clearly what they prize
and cherisn, what they abhor, what thev belicve and what
they reject as talse; what they vorry about, how they
arc thinking and planning, what they are doing, tlien
teacning is going on. (p. 224)
This study proposcs to ask if a valuing workshop with teachers
dissonance between their ranking of freedom and cquality being pointed

out, will move the tcachers to more open and less controlling classroon

statements.,
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Philosopﬁy of Values

Values are rclated to the {ulfillment of basic nceds. (iaslow, 1959)
In any culturc, given frecdom where the individual is valued as a
person, the mature individual will be free to choose what aie deccply
values {or his own and other's growth and development. (Rogers, 1904)
Piaget tells us that until a child is scven or cight he reflects the
valucs of his parents. (vyer, 1972) lRokeacli- (1971) suggests that
people do not difter so nuch in what they value, but in how they ranl
then in order of importance. le ‘also found that groups can be dis-
tinguished by significantly different values. If we can assune that
reaciers have an 1nriucnce on cnildren's values, but wiat uiey arc
not awarc of their pupil's values (Liigeins, 1568) then it would be well

to begin some studics directed at clementary school tecacher's values.

Teacners' Values

Sikula and Jurs, (1972) have shown tiat clementary sciool tcachiers
do have separate and uniyue values, wirich arce different than secondery
school teuchers, :ﬁui that cach have value characteristics similar to
the pupils they teaca.

Sanford (1979) tfound inscrvice training for tecachers in valuing
worthy of more consideration, even though he found no significant

chance in children after their teachers had experienced an
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inservice trainipg workshop in valuing. Gagon (1965) found sig-
nificance in teacher inscrvicé training in that tcaciiers used
clarifying questions (valuing) and did less '"telling" in the
classroom. Rucker (1969) suggests that teachers usc the tools of
thinking with values and sec how incapacitating value deprivations are
in the learning process. le concludes it would be helpful for
teachers to become "democratic teachers' instead of autocratic
‘Dictators.” llence, it cén perhaps be assuned that if .tcachers with

a value dissonance between where they place freedom and equality an
awarcness of this dissonance should move them to frying to grant more

freedom for others and be less controlling in the classroom.

(hanging Teacner's Values

Even though the dissonance theory has yet to be proven or dis-
proven, there is evidence to suggest teacher inservice training work-
shops based on dissonance reduction regarding cognitive dissonance in
teacher's velues may change teacher behavior. (Rokeach, 1973; Holst,
1972) This judgment is based on the three experimental groups of
university students who sioved significant behavioral change after

dissonance was pointed out regarding tie values freedom and equality,
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Chapter 111

Procedures

The purpose of this study was ﬁo identify the similarities in the
value hicrarchies of elementary school teachers in four desegregated schools.
An additional purpose was to determine if an in-service workshop in value
clarification significantly changed the value characteristics of
teachers, according to their rank ordering on the Rokeach Value Survey.

The Rokeach Value Survey was administered to 61 teachers in four
Tempe, Ariéona elementary sciiools, 30 elementary school teachers attending
a workshop in Washington School bistrict, Phoenix, and 41 Tempe community
leaders attending a lecadership conference on education. The purpose
was accomplished Ly procedures that included the sequence of cvents and

sarpling plan, instrumentation, hypotheses, and treatment of the data.

Sequence of Fvents and Sampling Plan

The four Tempe schools held three 45 minutc in-service workshops after
school for three ccnsccutive weeks. There were 24 teachers at Frank and
Holdeman. 13 at Pvans, and 13 at Frank for the pre-test the first part
of the first mecting. This was followed by several brief value clarificaticn
activities and discussion to form a 'we-ness'' group feeling. The first
part of the second workshop the *iséonance was pointed out, whereby
individuals reviewed their own pre-test and compared it with the group

hierarchy which had been computed by a Cormat program on the ASU
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Univac 1110 computer. The teachers were asked to note how far -
apart they had put the value terms, freedom and cquality. This dissonance
was then discussed by the total group to understand how one could
desire frcedom for themselves but deny that same freedom to others,
especially students who are discipline problems. The final workshop
was more value clarification activity and small groups were fomed to
write consensus statements re: how freedom could be encouraged in the
classroom by the teacher. The workshop leader noted high anxiety in
each workshop during the discussion of the dissonance from their rankings
of the two terms. The post- test was administered a week later during
school time. |

The Washington District teachers were attending a workshop on values
anda vandalism. 1hey were paid a part days pay for attending the work-
shop over a weekend. They were given the survey as the first item their
first meeting. The community leaders from Tempe were given the survey
toward the end of the conference. They had been discussingthe problems of
Tempe schools. The difference of attitude between the community leaders and
the elementary tcachers attending the conference was apparent to school
administrators who attended the conference. The survey was given to
measurc that difference. There were 22 men and 19 women respondents, all

menbers of the Tempe Chamber of Commerce. None were elementary teachers,

most were business and professional pecople.

’
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Description of Instrument Used

The theory of valuc surveying as developed by Rokeach (1958) rested
on the assumptions that: | | |

1. . . .men do not differ from one another so much in whether or not
they possess certain values, but rather in how they rank them in
order of importance.

2. . . .variations in value systems are, broadly specaking, a function

of antecedent, cultural and social experience, on the one hand,

and personality factors on the other.

3. . . .aperson's valucs have social conscquences.

The Rokeach Value Survey consists of two scts of cighteen terminal

and cighteen instrumental values, cach set arranged in alphabetical

order. Each valuc, along with its defining phrase, is printed on

a separate gumned label that can be easily moved about from one

position to another. The respondent's task is to rearrange cach

set of eightecn values in order of importance as 'guiding principles

in your daily life' by moving the eighteen alphabetically arranged

values from the rigiit-hand side of the page to boxes nuabered one to

ciguteen uvin e ledt-nand side of the page.  Ine average tine

necessary to camplete tiie ranking is about fiftcen minutes. (98-99)
Reliability

Form D ¢f the Value Survey has been successfully used with respondents
from 11 to 80 years of age. Reliability of the total value systom for
eacn subject vas obtained by correlating tie rankings obtained from test
and rctest data. In onc instance tie test was administered to students
in introductory psychology courses with the interval from test to retest

anywhere from three to scven wechs. The median reliabilities were from

.70 to .72 {for the instrumental values.
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o Validity
| The eighteen terminal values in the Rokcach Survey were selected
by Rokeach because scales containing fewer than cighteen omitted too
many irportant values and *'. . .it was felt to be too burdensome for
respondents to rank order morc than 18." (Rokeach, 1971 p. 23)
Rokeach states: _ ’

A somewhat different procedure was employed in sclecting the
18 instrumental values. Our point of departure was a list of
555 personality trait words from which positive and negative
evaluative ratings have been made available by Anderson.

. This list was taken from a larger list of about 18,000
trait names originally compiled by Allport and Odbert.
Since we were interested only in values that were, gencrally
speaking positively evaluated, so that they would be
suitable for self-descriptive purposes, we were immediately
able to reduce Anderson's list to about 200 positively
evaluated trait names. (Rokeach, 1971, p. 23-24)

Tac final scalc of Listiwicnial valdes was seiected from e iist of

200 by picking a representative value from a group of SYNomyTIS ,
Rokeacii also says:

We find that various combinations of these teminal and
instrunental values significantly differentiate men from
women, hippies from non-hippies, hawl:s from doves, policemen
fron unemployed Negroes, good students from poor students,
fifth graders from seventi, ninth, and sales clerks from
retail merchants, Jews from Catholics, lemocrats from
Republicans, and so forth. (Rokeach, 1967, p. 555)

Obijectivity

Objectivity was achieved by requesting the subjects to simply read
the instructicns on tae front of the survey and respond accordingly.

They were instructed to answer as they werc feeling that day, not how they
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ideally wanted to be sometime later. No other directions were
offered. No questions were answered. They were told to do the best

they could and not share with others if same were seen talking.

Sensitivity is the ability of an inétrument to make the discriminatién
required for answering the question. (Fox, 1969) This was assured through
the design and usejof the Rokeach Value Survey as per noted in the review

of the literatu.< and the precceding statements in the formulation of

the survey.

Appropriateness

The Rokeach Valuc Survey was selected after a review of the
literature directly related to values as a discriminator for particular
occupational groups, political groups, church groups and age groups.
The instrument was short and presented an appcaliﬁg challenge to most

adults.

Hypotheses

In order, to achieve the purpose of this study it was necessary to
answer the following questions:

Question 1 Is there a difference in the values of eiementary school
teachers in four desegregated schools?

Hypothesis 1.01 There will be no significant difference in the value

hierarchy of elecmentary school teachers in four descgregated Tempe schools,
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Frank, Holdcman, Lvans and Ritter, using the Rokeach Values Survey.
(Partial replication Sikula and Jurs, 1972.)

llypothesis 1.02 There will be no significant difference in the
value hierarchy of the elementary school teachers in four descgregated
Tempe schools and the valuc hicrarchy of elementary school teachers in
“the Washington School District in Phoenix, using the Rokeach Value Survey.

tlypothesis 1.03 ‘There will be no significant differcnce in the
value hicrarchy of the clementary school teachers in four desegregated
Tempe sciiools and the yalues of comunity leaders of Tempe attending a
leadership retreat discussing education in Tempe using the Rokeach

Value Survey.

Question < Can teacners' values and behavior ve changed titrougi
a brief in-service workshop on valuing?

Hypotheses 2.01, 2.02, 2.03, 2.04 There will be no significant
difference in thie elementary school teachers' ranking of tihe value freedon
according to the Rolicach Value Survey, after a brief in-service work-
shop on valuing in the following four schools:

Ifypothiesis 2.01 teachers in Frank School

Hypotliesis 2.0Z tcachers in lloldeman School

Hypotiiesis 2,03 teachers in Lvans School

Hypothesis 2.04 tecachers in Ritter School

40
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Hypothescs- 2.05, 2.00, 2.07, 2.08 There will be no significant
difference in the clementary school teachers! ranking of the value
equality according to the Rokeach Value Survey, after a brief in-service
workshop on valuing in the following four Tempe schools:

Hypothesis 2,05 teachiers in Frank School

Hypothesis 2,006 teachers in Holdeman School

Hypothesis 2,07 teachers in Evans School

Hypothesis 2.08 teachers in Ritter School

~ Treatnent of the iata

All responscs on the Rokeach Value Survey were made directly on
the test booklet by taking the gummed labels (valuc terms) from the
alphabetized original list on one side and placed in the resnondent's
own order of importance. Tae tests were immediately collected
and key punciied by the Tempe Elementary vistrict staff. The value terms
were ldentified by two and three letter codes and transferred to a
nunieric code for statistical analysis later.

The individual group hicrarchies were obtained by running a Cormat
prograr on the Arizona State Lniversity univac 1110 computer. Analysis

of variance was run with a llanova program fcr between group variance.

Sumrary of Procedures

The purpose was to identify and analy:ze the values of clementary scinol

teachers, between schools, between districts, and between teachers and
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conmunity leaders. The Rokeach Valuc Survey was used due to its simplicity,
high validity, and reliability for the purpose of this study. The

subjects were those teachers or leaders attending workshops for better
education through valuing. The data werc run through Cormat and Manova
programs on the Arizona State University Univac 1110 computer for

individual group hierarchy comparison and between group ccmparisons.



Chapter IV

Analysis of the Data

Introduction

The descriptive results of the 61 tcachers in the four desegregated
Tempe elementary schools who responded to the Rokeach Values Survey are
herein reported to answer the question in Chapter I as to what elementary
school tcachers value. Comparisons were established between 61 elementary
school teachers in Tempe, 30 clementary schocl teachers in the Washingten
Sch-ol District and 41 comunity leaders in Tempe interestcd in

Tempe schools,.

bDescription of the Samples

The 61 Tempe clamentary school teachiers were these teachiers in
attendance tic days of the in-scrvice workshops for tac four desegresated
schools, Frank, lloldeman, Ivans, and Ritter. Tacy were mostly women
with five to ten ycars teaching cxpericnce. The 30 elementary school
teachcrs in the Washington listrict were voluntarily a‘tending a paid
weckend workshop on values and vandalism. They, too, were nostly women
with five to ten years tcaching experience. The 41 community leaders
were attending a tarec day Tempe leadership retreat in Flagstaff sponscred
by the Tempe Giarber of Commerce to discuss the cducaticnal necds of
Tempe schools., The Tompe leadership group responding to the survey was
split cyually between men and women, and were approxinmately tilc sane age

group as the teachers in the Washington and Tempe groups.
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Tests of the Null Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were constructed with the intention
of answering particular questions. Tests of these null hypotheses
resulted in statistics which were used to infer answers to the following
~ questions posed in Chapter I.
Question 1:

Is there a difference in the values of elementary school teachers in.
four desegregated scl.ools?

Question one was answered by testing tbe null hypotheses:

lypothesis 1.01 There will be no significant difference. in the values
hierarchy of elémentary school teache¥s in Frank, Holdeman, Evans.
and Ritter Schools in Tempe, Arizona, using the Rokeach Value Survey. »

The analysis of variance, (MANOVA), using the Wilks Lambda Criterion
showed there was no significant difference (P=.56) between the values
hierarchy of the clementary teachers in Frank, Holdeman, Evans, and
Ritter Schools as noted in Table 4. Therefore the null hypothesis was
accepted. Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 represent the value hicrarchy of cach
school. The extent of similarity in the top six and the last six values
between the schools is perhaps surprising.

Hypothesis 1.02 There will be no significant difference in the
values hierarchy of the elementary school teachers in the four Tempe
descgregated schools and the values of 30 elementary school teachers in

the Washington School District in Phocnix, using the Rokeach Value Survey.
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The analysis of variance, (MANOVA), using thc-WiIks Lambda Critcrion
showed there was no significant differcnce between the values of the
teachcrs in the four Tempe Schools and the teachers in the Washington
School District (P§.195) cs noted.in Table 9. Therefore the null hypothesis
was accepted. Again the similarity of the top six and the last six values
with those of thg four Tempe schooli is surprising. A visual
comparison of the values hierarchy for the Washington teachers with the Tempe
teachers as seen in Tables 5, 6, 7, &, and 10 will poiut out the
similarity.

Hypothesis 1;03 There will be no significant difference in the values

 hierarchy of the elementary school teachers in four Tempe schools
and the values of community leaders of Tempe attending a lecadership .
retreat digluesing education in Tempe, using the Rokeach Value Survey.

The analysis of variance, (MANOVA), using the Wilks Lambda Criterion
showed a significant difference between the values of clementary school
teachers in four Tempe descgregated schools and the values of community
leaders of Tempe attending!a leadership retreat on education, (P=.001)
as noted in Table 11. Thercfore the null hypothesis was rejected.

Question 2 Will teacher's values and behavior be changed through
a brief in-service workshop cn valuing?

Hypotheses 2.01, 2.02, 2.03, 2.04 There will be no significant

difference in the clementary school teachers ranking of the valuc freedom

according to the Rokeach Value Survey after a bricf in-scrvice workshep
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on valuing in the following four schools;

Hypothesis 2.01 Teachers ranking of the value term freedom at
Frank School after a brlef in-service workshop on valuing showing no
significant difference (P=.298) ;according to an analysis of MANOVA, using"
the Wilks Lambda Criterion. Note Table 12.

Hypothesis 2.02 Teachers '-ranking of the valuc term freedom at toldeman
School after a brief in-service workshop on valuing showed a significant
difference at the (P=.001) level therefore the null hypothesis was
rejected using HANOVA. Note Table 13.

Hypothesis 2.03 Teachers ranking of the value term frcedom at Evans
School after a brief in-service workshiop on valuing.v> showed a significant
di Fforenecn at the (P=.007) level therefore the null hvnothesis was
rejected using the MANOVA., Note Table 14.

Hypothesis 2.04 Teachers ranking the value term freedom at Ritter
School: showed no significant difference (P=1.00) using MANOVA therciore
the null hypothesis was accepted. This was the control group. Note
Table 15.-

Hypotheses 2.05, 2.06, 2.07, 2.08 There will be no significant
difference in the clementary school tcachersranking of the value equality
according to the Rokeach Value Survey after a brief in-service workshop
on valuing in the following four Tempe scliools.

Hypothesis 2.05 Teachers at Frank Schoel in ranking the value temm
cquality showed no significant differcnce after a brief in-service

workshop (p=.07) using MUNOVA. The null hypotiesis was accepted, but
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a possible trend was indicated. Note Table 12.
llypothesis 2.06 Teachers at Holdeman School in ranking the value
tem cquality showed a significant difference at the (P=.03) level using

MWNOVA after a brief in-service workshop on valuing. The null hypothesis

was rcjected. Note Table 13.

liypothesis 2.07 Teachers at Lvans Schoel in ranking the value tcim
equality showed no significant difference (P=.65) using MANOVA
‘after a brief in-service workshop on valuing. Tac null Lypothesis was
acceptcd.. note Table 14.

Hypothesis 2.08 Teachers at Ritter School in ranking the value
term cquality showed no significant Jifference (P=27) using LIAOVA
after a brief in-service workshop on valuing, and the null hypothesis was
accepted. Note Table 15. This was the control group and did not rcceive
treatment during the workshop.

Table 16 shows the teminal and instrunental values for Terpe Comrunity”

leadership and can give visual comparison with the four ‘lempc cicmentary

school teachers composite value hicrarchy in Table 17.

ﬂcasurcmcgpug{_]ggghgxﬂﬁohavior

\ measurcnent of teacier classroom verbal behavior was taken through
observation by a rater experienced in tie Flanders Scale of Interaction.
The rater obscrved threc randomly sclected teachiers three tines 3 week for
seven weeks. The rater tallicd teacher corments that were '‘controlling”
(no choices), nalternatives' (es-no or limited choices) and Hopen-cnded

choices." The raterhad hoen observing childrenr in these classrooms for
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the past four ycars. She did the teacher ratings for ten minute periods

at random times when the class was having discussion, after observing
children in the same room for testing purposes. This was on Monday, Tuesday
and Wednesday. Two other schools were programned for similar observation
but one rater moved haif-way through the program and the other rater
neglected to obtain accurate baseline information so both schools were
dropped. In spite of only observing three teachers the results seem

worthy of note in the following graph.

13 X

12° )(-/
11
10 "X

Verbal Bchavior (Comments)
(@)
>

(N ~
——-1REQE§E?T

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Wecks (threc observations per weck)

x Controlling comments by tcachers

o Non-controlling ccrments by teachers
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As noted in the graph the teacher's classroom controlling comments
diminished and alternatives or choices were offered more frequently. The
observations were totaled for the threé teachers and piotted each week.
"The baseline data indicates a high level of controlling comments and a
low level of non-centrolling comments., Folldﬁing the treatment, an
introduction of cognitive dissonance in the individual's value system,
immediate behavioral changes are obvious. The controlling comments
decrease rapidly and non-controlling comments increase slowly. This
result suggest the possibility that cognitive dissonancCe can induce

classcoom behavioral change in teachers.
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Analysis of Variance Between
Teachers in Four Tempe Elementary Schools
Rokeach Values Survey

N-61

—— s o 2=t s e o .—........__—_————--——--——-—-—-——-——--—-——_—-———-———-—--._.-..,-_...——..————_—-.-—-———--..——-—-——-—_.—
——--—---—-...—..-....—---——-————---—-—-—.——————.._.—-—-—--—-———-n-———-——.-..—..---——-———-o...——-———-—

Multivariate Test of Significance Using Wilks Lambda Criterion

Test of Roots F DRIYP DFERR P "R

1 through 3 = .97 108.00 66.79 .559 .84
Terminal Values F M SQ P Stand Discrim. Coef.
Comfortable Lirfec 2.44 45.09 07 -4.94
Exciting Life 1.13 23.18 .34 -7.24
Sense of Accomplisiment .16 3.18 .02 -6.65
Werld ot Donce . 3R 9.81 .76 -6.58
World of Beauty 2.67 41.61 .056 ~4,80
Equality .31 7.76 .81 -5.68
Family Security .97 11.00 .41 -4,23
Freedom | 1.39 21.83 .25 -5.08
Happiness 3.57 68.53 .019 -5.46
Inner larmony 57 13.55 .63 -6.13
Hature love : .40 10.02 .74 -5.74
National 3ecurity 1.90 32.47 .14 -5.45
Pleasurc 2.41 34.18 .07 -4.81
Salvation 1.20 53.29 .2 -8.40
Self-Respect 2.48 23.27 07 -3.73
Social lccognition .78 9.42 .51 -5.21
Truc Friendship 3.97 42,85 012 -3.05

Wisdom 1.19 24.01 .32 -5.02




Table 5
Frank Elementary School Teachers
Rokeach Valuc Survey
Hierarchy of Terninal and Instrumental Values

Pre-Test N-24

Terminal Values M Sb Instrumental Values M SDh

1. Inner llarmony 4.63 3.26 1. Honest 5.20 3.73
2. Self-Respect 5.75 4.16 2. Responsible 6.13 3.81
3. Family Sccurity 5.79 3.19 3. lelpful 6.92 4.80
4. Wisdom €.54 3.56 4, Loving 7.13 5.06
5. Happiness 6.92 4.38 S. Forgiving 7.63 4.17
.6. Sense of Accomplishment 7.42 4.95 6. Broadminded 7.96. 4.48
7, Matura Lave R.25 5.16 7. Independent 8.42 4.99
8. True Friendship 8.46 3.21 8. Capable 8.63 4.57
9. World at Peace 8.63 5.06 9. Cheerful 8.67 4.88
10. Freedom 9.08 4.7 10. Couragcous  8.96 4.74
11. Equality 9.33 4,71 11. Ambitious 10.17 4.54
12. World of Beauty 11.67 3.60 12. Sclf-Controlled 10.29 5.49
13. Comfortable Life 11.92 4,55 13. Intcllectual 10.63 4.87
14. Ixciting Lifc 12.63 3.33 14. Politc 11.37 4.76
15. Salvation 12.71 6.29 15. Clean 11.75 4.61
16. Social Recognition 13.08 3.97 1lu. lLogical 11.83 3.76
17. FPlecasurc 13.83 3.54 17. Imaginative 12.92 4.81

|92}
t9
Lou

18. National Sccurity 14.38 3.01 18. Ubedicnt 15.58




Table 6
Holdeman Elementary School Teachers
Rokeach Value Survey
Hierarchy of Temninal and Instrumental Values

Pre-lest N-24

Terminal Valucs M SD Instrumental Values ! Sb

1. Family Sccurity 5.00 3.74 1. Responsible 5.25 3.39
2. Wisdom 6.18 4.50 2. Loving 5.91 3.66
3. Inner ilamony 6.24 4.53 3. Honest 6.20 3.26
4. Sclf-Respect | 7.02 2.99 4. Helpful 6.72 3.75
5. Freedom 7.91 4.48 5. Capable 7.69 4.43
6. Truec Friendsnip 8.16 2.81 6. Checrful 8.03 4.54
7. odaturs Lot R 48 511 7. Foroivine 8.24 4.53
8. Sense of Accomplisbment 8.71 3.75 §. Broadminded 9.22 4.70
9. World at Pecace 8.80 5.94 9. Independent 9.68 5.05
10. lappiness 9.15 4.11 10. Intellectual 10.26 5.12
11. Equality 9.42 4.86 11. Ambitious 10.45‘ 5.01]
12. World of Beauty 10.28 3.56 12. Polite 1 10.44  4.84
13. Salvation 10.32 6.69 13, Sclf-Controlled 10.80 5.26
14. Confortable Life 11.80 4.56  14. Courageous 11.62 5.35
15. Exciting Life 12.39 4.79 15, Imaginative 11.78 4.80
16. National Security 12.43 5.21 16. Clean 12.87 4.18
17. Social hecognition 13.81 3.35 17. Logical 12.95 5.19

18. Obedient 13.42 3.60

[
(A
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1S. Plcasure
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Table 7 S5 Va A\GA\\ABlE
Evans Elementary School Tcachers
Rokeach Valuc Survey
Hierarchy of Terminal and Instrumental Values

Pre-Test N-13

Terminal Values M SD Instrumental Values I SD
1. ilappiness 4.62 4.07 1. Loving 4.46 4.48
2. Self-Respect 5.31 2.72 2. llonest 4.54 3.63
3. Family Sccurity 5.69 2.92 3. Nesponsible 5.92 4.89
4. Wisdom 6.38 4.45 4. Cheerful 7.15 3.61
5. lnner llarmony 6.54 5.14 5. Forgiving 7.77 4.85
6. True Friendship 7.70 4.05 6. Helpful 8.07 2.75
7. Sense of Accomplishment 8.62 4.09 7. Broadminded 9.31 5.01
8. Maturc love 9.46 4.01 8. Capable 9.38 3.34
9. Freedon 9.54 3.20 9, Clean 9.54 5.02
10. Comfortable Life 9,61 5.23 10. Logical 10.23 6.05
11. Exciting Lifc 9.77 4.51 11. Ambitious 10.54 3.453
12. World at Peace 10.23 4.71 12. Indcpendent 10.85 4.17
13. Equality 10.85 4.97 13. Imaginative 11.08 5.49
14. Salvation 12.00 5.80 14. Sclf-Controlled 11.15 4,24
15. Social Recoznition 12.77 2.89 15. Intellectual 11.46 4.27
16. Wworld of Beauty 13.08 4.55 16, Polite 12.08 3.87
17. Pleasurc " 13.15 4.16 17. Couragcous 12.85 4.20
18. National Sccurity 15.69 3.07 18, Obedient 14.62 5.31
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Table 8 ot AR
Ritter Elcmentary School Tcachers st
Rokeach Value Survey
Hierarchy of Terminal and Instrumental Values

Pre-Test i-12

Terminal Values M Sh Instrumental Values & SU
1. True Frienaship 4,08 2.39 1. Honest 5.58 3.50
2. Self-Respect 4.08 3.03 2. Broadminded 5.92 3.15
3. Happiness - 5.92 4.81 3. Loving 7.00 5.26
4. Family Sccurity 6.67 3.39 4. Independent 7.42 5.78
5. Freedom 6.92 3.32 5. Forgiving 7.67 3.94
6. Inner liarmony 7.08 5.62 6. Helpful 7.83 4.82
7. Equality 8.42 .85 7. Ceouragcous 8.17 4.041
8. Wisdom 5.60 4.31 8. Responsible 8.25 4.84
9. Maturc Love . 9.08 4.12 9. Cheerful 8.42 5.33
'10. Sense of Accormlisiment 9.33 4.69  10. Capable - 9.08 4.62
11. Comfortable Lifc 10.08 3.99 11. Intellc;tual 9.75 4.75
12. World at Feace 10.25 3.65 12. Logical 9.83 5.25
15. ixciting Lifc 10.42 4.08 13. Sclf-Controlled 10.92 4.69
14, Pleasure 11.67 5.i7 14. Irmaginative 10.92 5.76
15. world of Beauty 13.75 3.42 " 15. Clean ‘ 12.00 5.95
16. Social Recagnition 14.42 3.45 16. /mbitious 13.67 4.33
17. national Security 14.75 3.62 17. Obcedient 15.33 3.37

18. Salvation 15.53 4.3)  18. Polite 19.75 5.4
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Table 9
Analysis of Values Variance Between
Four Tempe Elcmentary Schqols and oS! oM KQMAhﬂlf
30 Teachers in Washington Elementary District

lokeach Values Survey

———--——.—.——.———_.——_.—.——_—_.—_....___—-—.___—_c-—-—..-_—-_—_———_—_.—_—...—-——.———_—-_——._—_—......—._.._......-
_.--..—_—___.———.———-———-_———.———.———_—————..——-.—_—_—..—-_———_——..—-.-....._——__——_—.-_—._—.-_.-—

Test of Roots F DRIYP DFERR P R

1 through 4 1013 144,00 237.66 195 72
e b Stand. biscrin. Coof.
Comfortable Lifc : 1.62 29,99 .17 -.15
Exciting Lifc 1.01 20,77 .40 -.560
Sense of Accomplishment .94 16.60 .43 -.26
WUlld ul 10adll 2,34 RR.73 060 - .07
world of Beauty 1.95 27.068 ..10 -.78
Equality 1.02 23.71 .39 -.08
Family Security 1.57 20.30 .18 -.38
Freedon 1.02 15.906 .40 -.31
Happiness ' 4.34 70 . 34 .00 .41
Inner Harmony .ol 10.71 .72 -.23
Mature Love 1.93 40.03 11 - .47
National Sccurity 2.12 29,52 .08 -.09
Plcasure 1.94 29.25 .10 ..07
Salvation .86 38.53 .48 -.71
Sclf-Respect 3.08 32.47 02 .28
Social Recognition .07 8.00 .60 -.15
True Friendsitip 3.82 41.52 .00 .00

Wisdon 1.08 235.42 .37 -.50
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Table 10
Washington School Listrict Teachers BEST LOFY AINLABLE

1

Rokeach Value Survey
Hicrarchy of Temminal and Instrumental Values

Pre-Test X-30

Terminal Values M Sh Instrumental Values M SD

1. Self-Respect 4.07 2.54 1. Honest 5.30 3.23
/2. Happiness 4.87 3.01 2. Responsible 5.40 3.21
3. Inner tlarmony 5.93 4.39 3. loving 5.53 4.18°
4. Maturc Love 6.20 3.61 4. Helpful 7.47 3.50
5. Sensc of Accomplishment 6.83 3.03 5. Capable ©7.57 421
6. Family Security 7.13 4.07 6. Independent 8.53 5.26
7. Ircedan 7,47 3,56 7. Foreiving R.53 4.22
8. Wisdom 7.97 5.17 8. Broadninded 8.73 5.22
9. Truc Friendship 8.00 3.5l 9. Cheerful 9.27 5.09
10. Equality 11.27 4.38 10. Couragrous 9.37 4.28
11. Fxciting Life 11.57 4.85 11. Self-Controlled 9.77 5.19
12. World at Pcace 12.07 4.60 12. logical 10.57 5.zl
13. Salvation 12.10 7.99 13. Imaginative 10.03 5.35
14. Pleasurc 12.57 3.95 14 Intellectual 11.07 4.76
15. World of Beauty 12.57 3.30 15. Ambitious i1.33 3.93
16. Contortable life 12.67 3.73 106. Polite 12.67 3.79
17. Sociél Recognition 12.87 3.16 17. Clean 13.07 4.88
18. National Security 14.87 2.90 18. Obedicent 15.90 2.57
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Table 11
Analysis of Variance Between -
Tempe Llcmentar,’ Teachers and Conmunity Leaders wESt COmY NN\AB‘-E

Ro'.cach Values Survey

- e o v e B e T s s e e em wr s Tm ET R SR ISR T MR EEEEER —_.-...-...—...--o-—-———-o-.-...-.——-.——-——---———.————--—- - ot oo o G o
—-.——-.-.—.-.--——......-.--—-——-—-----.—--——-——.———_—.-....-——-.—.-——-—._—--——--——-—-———————-—n-—.—-.-.-.....-...

Multivariate Test of Significance Using Wilks Lambda Criterion

Test of Roots F . DRHYP DFERR P R

1 through 5  1.47 180.00 456.77 .0ul .72

Teﬁninal Values F - M 8Q P Stand. Discrim. Coef.
Comfortable Lifc 1.85 32.17 .10 -2.31 .26
Exciting Lifec .60 14.56 .09 -2.65 .79
Sense of Accomplishment  2.06 40.83 .025 -2.54 .77
WOL1u @i 1 eave 1.54 3418 1R -2.21 1.00
World of Beauty 1.95 29.02 .09 -2.03 .51
Equality 1.40 28.58 .22 -2.21 .74
Family Sccurity 1.41 19.89 .22 -2;47 .30
Treedon 1.86 23.69 .10 -1.61 - 1.21
Happiness 4.33 78.51 .001 -2.07 - 1.18
Inner larnony 1.36 28.63 .24 -1.90 1.08
»aturc love 2.20 45.57 058 -2.48 .50
National Sccurity 1.95 31.25 .09 -2.55 .16 )
Pleasure 1.92 29.20 .09 -1.71 1.12
Salvation 1.38 02.43 .23 -4.10 .71
Self-Respect 3.40 28.11 0006 -1.09 1.30
Social Recogn:ition 06 S.09 .05 -1.96 02
Truc Friendship 4.03 54.1. 032 -1.87 .19

Wisda 1.14 21,54 54 -2.19 .85




Table 12
Frank Elementary School Teachers
Rokeach Value Survey

Hicrarchy of Temminal Values

N-12

Pre-Test M Sb Post-Test

1. Family Security 4.58 2.43 1. Inner llarmony

2. Inner lannony 4.58 4.12 2. Sclf-Respect

3. §elf-Rcspect 5.00 3.46 3. Family Sccurity

4, Wisdom 6.67 3.70 4. Equality

5. Maturc Love 7.67 5.37 5. Wisdom

6. True Friendship 8.08 3.61 6. Freedom

7. Sensc Accamplishment 8.50 5.20 7. True Friendship

8. Happincss 8.83 4.71 8. llappincss

9. Freedon 9.00 4.41 9. Maturc love
10. Equality 9.25 4.63 10. Sensc Accomplislmcnt
11. World at Pcace 9.25 4.94 11. World at Peace
12. World of Beauty 10.67 3.75 12. Salvation
13. Salvation 11.42 7.48 13. VWorld of Beauty
14. An Ixciting life 12.58 4.03 14. Social ecognition
15. Social Recognition  12.58 4.40  15. National Sccurity
16. National Sccurity 13.50 3.37 16. An Ixciting Life
17. Comfortablc Lifc 14.00 2.83 17. Comfortable Life
18. Plecasure 14.83 35.24 18. Plcasurc

M

o

8.

.75
.58
.75
.33
.58
.00

.00
.33

.58
.92
.17
.17

92
.25

.08

SD

Wi L

(92

(V2]

.14
.50

.87
.30
.77
.63
.81
.21

.72
.88
.04
.50

.58
.20
.61

58
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Table 13 |
Ilo}dcman Iilementary Schooi Teachers - G, A»IN\N’»LE
Rekeach Value Survey
Hicrarchy of Terminal Values
N-24

Pre-Test M SD Post-Test M SD
1. Family Security 5.00 3.74 1. Freedom | 3.65 2.27
2. Wisdon 6.13 4.59 2. Family Sccurity 4.91 3.60
3. Inncr Harmony 6.22 4.53 3. lnner Harmony 5.65 3.56
4. Sclf-Respect 7.01 2.99 4. Equality 6.44 4.74
5. Freedom 7.96 4.48 5. Wisdom 6.57 4.56
¢. True Friendship 8.15 2.81 6. Self-Respect 8.00 5.02
7. Maturc Love 8.42 5.1l 7.-World at Peace 8.04 S.QZ
8. Sensc Accomplislment 8.70 3.73 8. llappincss 8.70 4.4y
9, World at Pecacc 8.88 5.94 9. True Fricndship 9.39 3.26
10. ilappiness 9.14 4.11 10, Xational Sccurity 9.65 5.25
11. Lqualit- 9.46 4.86 11. Scense Accomplishment 9.91 3.22
12. World of DBeauty 10.28 3.56  12. Mature Love 10.83 4.08
13, Salvation 10.33 6.69 13. World of Beauty 11.39 3.91
14. Comfortatle life 11.82 4.56 14. Salvation 11.39  6.60
15. Exciting Life 12.39 4.79 15, Ixciting Life 12.39 4.58
16. National Sccurity 12.48 5.21 16, Comfortable Lifc 15.22 3.12
17. Secial Pccoznition  13.86 3.35  17. Plcasurc 14.87 2.72

18. Pleasure 15.23 2.58 18. Social Recognition  16.00 1.95




Table 14

Evans Elcmentary School Teachers

oy W MLABLE

Rokeach Value Survey gest
Hierarchy of Terminal Values
N-13

Pre-Test M SDh Post-?ésL. ' M SD
1. Happiness 4.62 4.07 1. Happiness 4,29 4.39
2. Self-Respect 5.31 2.72 2. Self-Respect 5.14 3.14
3. Family Security 5.69 2.92 3. Frecdom 6.14 2.77
4. Wisdon 6.38 4.45 4. Imner llamony 6.21 4.05
5. Inner Hamony 6.54 5.14 5. Wisdom - 6.79 4.77
6. True Fricndsiip 7.70 4.05 6. Family Sccurity 7.14 4.11
7, Sonco Mzoomplichmont @A ANQ 7. Sense Accormlishment 7,74 3,88
8. llaturc Love 9.46 4.01 8. True Friendsiiip 7.79 4.00
9. Frecdom 9.54 3.22 9. Equality 9.36 4.30
10. Comfortahle Lifc 9.61 5.23 10. Mature Love 9.43 4.61
11. Ixciting Life 9.77 4.51 11, Ixciting Life 10.57 4.39
12. World at Peacec 10.23 4.71 12. Confortable Life 11.64 4.46
13. tquality 10.85 4.97 135. world of Beauty 12..9  3.60
14. Salvation 12.00 5.80 14. Social Rccognition 12.29 4.61
15. Social iccognition 12,77 2.89  15. Pleasurc 12.43 3.75
16. Vorld of Beauty 13.08 4.55 16. Salvation 13.00 ©.02
17. Plecasure 15.15 4.16 17. vorld at Peacc 13.36 3.39
18. “ational Security 15.69 3.07 18, ational Sccurity 15,20 2.76
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Table 15

Rokeach Value Survey

Hieraréhy of Terminal Values

" Pre-Test

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

16.
17.

18.

. True Friendship

Self-Respect
Happiness
Family Security

Frecdom

. Inner llarmony

Fonality
» rl

. Wisdom

. Maturc Love

Sens2 Acconplishment
Comfortable Life
World at Pcace
IExciting Lifec

Pleasurc

. World of Beauty

Social Recognition
National Security

Salvation

M

4.08
4.08
5.92
6.67
6.92
7.08
8.42

N-12

SD

2.39
3.03
4.81
3.39
3.32

4.31
4.12
4.69
3.99

3.65

(92}
.

S
(8o

(92
c
~o

Post-Test
1. Self-Respect

2. Inner larmony

3. Happincss

4. Freedom

5. Truc Friendship
6. Equality

7. Family Sccurity
8. Wisdom

9. Hature Love

10. Exciting Life

M

4.42
4.58
6.58
6.92
7.17
7.50
7.75
7.83
8.17
9.58

11. Sense Accomplishment 10.75

12. World at Peacc

13. Plcasurc

14. Confortable Life
15. World of Beauty
16. Social Recognition
17. hational Sccurity

18. Salvation

11.17
11.33
12.08
12.25
14.00
14.42

14.50

ol
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Table 16 .
Tempe Community Leadership pE>:

K4

Pokeach Value Survey™
Hierarchy of Terminal and Instrumental Values

cre-Test N-41

Terminal Valucs M SDh Instrumental Valucs M - SD
1. Self-Respect 4,19 2.68 1. Honest 3.01 3.36
2. Family Sccurity 5.34 3.92 2. Responsible . 5.32 3.47

(2]

. Sense of Accorplishment 5.80 3.59 3. Self-Controlled 7.29 4.41

4. Wisdom 6.27 4.28 4, Capable 8.05 4.32
5. Freedom 6.32 4.04 5. Ambitious 8.15 4.91
6. Inner Harmony : 7.90 4.19 6. Independent 8.19 4.41
7. Hanniness - 8.00 4.73 7. Couragecous 8.04 5.52
8. True Friendship 9.39 4.15 8. Logical 8.90 4.27
9. Maturc love 9.46 4.56 9. Broadminded 9.61 5.02
10. Salvation 9.76 6.58 10. Intcllectual 9.08 4.69
11. World at Peace 10.87 4.20 11. Forgiving 9.71 5.28
12. Exciting Life 11. .7 5.28 12. loving 9.85 5.153
13. bquality 11.49 3.94 13. Helpful 10.32 4.70
14. Comfortable Life 11.85 4.17 14, Cheerful 10.88 4.1V
15. world of ueauty 12,73 4.00 15. Imaginative 11.37 5.12
16. Social Fccogmition 13.02 3.68 16. Polite 13.07 3.85
17. National Security 13.02 4.3 17. Clean 13.88 3.6
18. Pleasure 14.00 3.94 18. Obediont 14.02 3.98
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. Table 17. .

Frank, tloldeman, Evans, § Ritter Llcmentary Schiool Tecacners
Rokeach Value Survey
Hierarchy of Terminal and Instrumental Values

Pre-Test N-61

Terminal Values M SD Instrunental Values I SD
1. Family Security 5.30 3.24 1. llonest 5.33 3.61
2. Inﬁer Harmou.y 5.70 4.34 2. Responsible 5.75 3.9%4
3. Self-Respect 6.20 3.55 . 3. Loving 6.05 4.38:
4. Wisdom 6.56 4.28 4. Helpful 7.05 4.14
5. Happiness ' 7.37 4.50 5. Forgiving 7.63 4.52
6. True Friendship 7.88 3.24 6. Cheerful 8.30 4.50
7 Conco of Ascommlishmont 8,10 4,46 7. Canmable . 8.63 4.34
8. Frecdom 8.26 4.20 8. Broadmindcd 8.75 4.75
9. Maturc Love 8.73 4.93 9. Independent 9.70 4.91
10. World at Peace 8.91 5.32 10. Sclf-Controlled 10.19 5.15
11. tquality 9.65 4.86 11. Ambitious 10.42 4.40
12. Salvation 11.60 6.60 12. Intellectual 10.75 4.81
13, World of Beauty 11.71 4.05 13. Couragcous 10.79 5.30
14. Comfortable Life 11.74 4.60 14. Polite 11.26  4.09
15. Exciting Life 12.07. 4.37 15. Clean 11.77 4.77
16. Social Recognition 13.42 3.48 16. Imaginativc 11.84 5.04
17. National Securicy 13.67 5.14 17. Logical 12.16  4.88
1§, Pleasure 14.14 3.45 18. Obedient 14.54 4.06
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arst COM AVNILARLE
Sumary, Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Sumnary
A surmary of the problem and procedures is followed in this chapter
by findings, conclusion and recommendations based upon inferences from

the analysis of data.

The Problem

The purposc of this study was to answer the questions: Is there a
Aiffercence in the values of elementary school tcachers between schools,
‘between districts, and between teachers and comunity leaders? Secondly,
can teacher's values and behavior be changed through a brief in-service
Qorkshop on valuing? ‘There were 61 Tempe clementary school tcachers
compared with 30 elementary school tcachers in the Washington School
Distriét, and 41 Terpe comrmunity leaders. All subjects chc administered

the Rokecach Value Survey.

The Procedures

Pre-tests were adninistered to the teachers in the first in-scrvice
workshiop. The pre-test results were used in MAXOVA between group com-
parisons, DPost-tests werc given at the end of the third workshop. The
sccond workshop included the cognitive dissonance treatment based on the

results of the pre-test. ‘ihe relative ranking of tihc value terms freedo:n
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and cquality was pointed out for each group and individuals were asked

to note where they had ranked the two tems. Dissonance was introduced
by the instructors' pointing out if freedom was ranked somewhat higher
than equality he asked if this meant they felt freedom was important.

for them personally, Lut they did not want to grant that same frcedom

to others {cquality). Such dissonance was discussed in small groups with
the additional task of relating such dissonance to the problem of
granting frcedom to students in the classroom. The groups were asked to
write a consensus statement rclative to ''Freedom Versus Control in the
Classroom.' The dissonance was intended to move the group position on
freedom and cyuality as was indicated in the pre-post differences. The
consensus statements were intended to refreeze the group in a new
position with regard to encouraging more frcedom in the classroonm.

Three tcachers were randomly sclected from onc scuool
to see if bchavioral changes resulted; as would be indicated by a
decreasc‘in teacher "'controlling' corments and an increase in the

teacher encouraging student choices.

Findings

In this chapter, the findings developed {rom the statistical
analyéis of tie data of the study arc presented in tenas of the
11 nul. hypotheses discussed in Chapter III.

The data for this study wcré collected using tac Rokeach Value

Survey Form i), Data w:re obtained from 61 clementary scihool teaciiers in
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four descgregated Tempe schools, 30 elementary school teachiers in the
Washington School District attending a voluntary workshop, and 41
Tempe comaunity leaders attending a voluntary leadership retrecat on
the topic of cducation. A multi-variate analysis of variance (IIANOVA)
was computed for the 11 variables in this study. The .05 level of
significance was chosen as the acceptable level.

To test the first question an analysis first calculated the between
group significance between teacher groups and tcachers and community
lecaders. This analysis determined whether or not the between groups
value rankings differed.

The sccond data caalysis was in answer to the sccond question to
calculate tie teacher's pre-post value ranking change within cach
SChOOl 10llowlng treaunent.

Hypothesis 1:01 The data indicated there was no significant differcnce
in the values hicrarchy of clerentary school teachers in four Téﬁpo schools
(P=.56) according to the holkeach Vﬁluc sSurvey.

Hypotiesis 1:02 The data shoued there was nb significant difference
between the values hicerarchy of the cléncntary school teachers in Terpe,
and the Vashington School bistrict (I'z.20) according to the Rokeach
Valuc Survey.

Hypothesis 1:03 Pesults indicated there was a significant dif-

ference between the values hierarciy of Tempe clementary school teachers
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and the Tempe comnunity leaders (P=.001) according to the Rokeach
Value Survey.

Hypothesis 2:01 The data showed there was no signit.cant difference
in the tcacher's ranking of the value freedom at Frank School after
trecatment (Pz,30) using the Rokeach Value Survey. ‘

Hypotheses 2:02 and 2:03 “The data indicated there was a significant
difference in the tcuacher's ranking of the value freedom at 'loldeman
and Evans Schools after treatment (Pz.001 and P=.007) using the Rokeach
Value Survey.

Hypothesis 2:04 The data showed there was no significant dif-
ference in tie control group, Rittcr-tcachcrs, ranking of the value
frecdom (P=1.00) using the Rokeach Value Survey.

typotaeses 2:05 and 2:07 ‘The data indicated there was no sia-
nificant difference in the teacher's ranking of the valuc cquality
at Frank and Evans Schools (Pz.07 and Pz.65) after using the Nokeach
Value Survey.

Hypotiesis 2:006 The data indicated there was a significant
difference in the teacher's ranking of the value cquality at lloldeman
School after treatnent (I'z.03) using the Pokeach Value Survey.

Hypothesis 2:08° The data indicated there was no significant
difference in ng control group, Ritter tcachers, ranking of the value

term cquality ('z.27) using the Rokeach Value Survey.



68

Conclusions

The problem of this study was concerned with the values of clementary
school teachers; to test if their values are similar as a group and dif-
ferent than community leaders concerned about education. The results
indicated elementary school teachers have similar values, but different
from community leaders. This would suggest elementary school teachers
have significantly similar values that would probably be in conflict
with the value differences of commnity leaders interested in education,
Some school programs and philosophy weuld thereforc crcate inevitavle
community conflict.

Results of data analysis suggests it may be possible to change
teacher's values through cognitive dissonance on the ranking of the
valuc terrs freedom and cquality. Two out of the three schools tested
showed significant change in their ranking of the valuc term f{reedon
after an inscrvice workshop which included the peinting out of
a dissonance rclationship between where the teachers raniied freedom and
cquality.

Further evidence of such change was demonstrated in the observation
of tecacher bchavior before and after trcatment. [he randomly selected
teachers who were observed in their classrooms in their use of controlling
statenents in the classroon., I authoritative, controlling tcachers
ranked cquality low as may be anticipated, they would show the greatest
dissonance and their shift to a more democratic classroon sihould be the

most noticable. This change shouid be evident in observable c¢lassroon
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interactions. In a replication of this study it may be helpful

to first identify authoritative, controlling tcachers with the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale. When such authoritative teachers arc confronted
with credible, sclf-reported information that depicts themselves

in a dissonance bind whereby they grant themselves freedom but

do not share that same frecdom with cthers -(cquality) they should
experience anxiety and self-dissatisfaction that would iwve them to

try granting more f{recdom, as apparently happened in this study.

Recommendations
These results would scem to suggest that further rescarch in

.

the arca of understanding tcachers values and value changes is
Vil le. Since clomontarms sohool toachers ceem #a have o hinrarchy
of valucs that is similar between schools and between school districts
further studies could evaluate those similarities as a nomm in the
light of more subtle differences betiween schools and within schools which .
could identify possible arcas of conflict.

\ore obvious differences between the values of teachers and community
leaders could be studied to identif, arcas cf cenflict between school
and the community, on a given school and the comrinity. Unce such
conflicts are more clearly understood by specific value diffcrences
being identificd they could be dealt with more recalistically.

Further study is also varranted in changing tecacher behavior
through cognitive dissonance in value rankings., Additional researcn is

needed to investigate more specific aspects of the influence values
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have on tecachers and teaching. Other instruments could be used to
identify the relationship other variables have in relation to values,
such as self-concept, dogmatism, teacher cffectiveness and teaching

experience.
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