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INTRODUCTION - , - ‘

_This papér concerns itself with the question.of the
efFect of teacher sol? disclosure and even advocacy upon
studént learning. It saeks to answer the question by reuiewin@
literature on salF-disclosurev social influence on attituds
change, and on religious studies. _It reports the results of
a survey of student attitudes’ towqrds teacher selF»disclosure'
and’ advooacy, and interprets the results in the light oF

certain educationql and philosaphical considerations.

M ~ o
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BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFTCANCE IR R g\ . . ' .

A dacision that conFconts svery toacher is wheghor, or
to what extent, he should use’ his lectern to advoeate his own _
philosophy and belbgfs,\on the - one hand, or uhether he can

avoid it. Even ordinary self-disclosurs, oF opinions and
convictions may be vary in?luential on students. To diéclose
or advocate a position or not bepomes an aspecially important
decdision in the area ;r religiou9°studias. Studenta who are
in the process of questioning or formulating their boliefs .
may ‘be very vulnerable to the convictions ‘and doubts oF their
instructor. The conscientious teacher walks a tight-rope ]

between_tne Scylla of pulpiteering with his -lectern, and the

Charybdis of feigning neutrality. He may try to get students

to attend his church or pretend he has no religious presupposi~

tion‘é. . '
. . RN v
There are ethical and perhaps legal problens involved
in this issue, but the purppse of this paper will be to Focus '
primarily on learning. The question will ba, which approach

>
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halps learning most, non-salf disclos%pg neutrality, or N '

sslf-disclosure or syen advocacy? There are a number of

<

-

oP our gensral quastion.

How can an instruc*or advocate a belief or g position,

-

and at the same tima sncourage students to explore the ,issues .

|

j* interrelated qusstions that rneed to be asked under ths rubric
E

i “

i . and decida.for thamsalvas? , . .

Will teachar s8lf =~ disclosure lead to students liking h&m,

’
A

N and thus faal an amotionhl pressura to agree with him? °

E
-

What is the aFFect of teacher self-disclosure or advocacy

. ah class discussicn - stimulating or thwarting?

»

' ' Du students Foal mors comfortable if thay know where a
teacher stands, and thez//nnlt have to plsy a guassing game?
. Do .they thus learn better, if they ‘are indeed more comfortable?

7 In ccntrast to ‘self-disclosurs and advocacy, is neutrality
.possible, philosophically? Is it wise, aducationally? What
is the effect of intsllectual non-cummitmant on lsarning?

— . IF studants perceive & teachur as uncommitted, will they be -

encouraged to cummit themsalvas to lsarning? If a rakigiously
-~ 2

committad teacher uses "regaarch” mersly to support his posi-

/ A

tion, will he not causs_ students to suspact that intallectual

" 7
B .0
’ - ¢ . N ra) [ Y

honeaty is well-nigh impossible? .

. . Bigge (1971:279), discussing motivation for laarning,
asserts, "MOtivation may spring From a variaty oF naeds, ngnging
from those that are largely physiological in origin to thosse/

#

that are primarily psychq}ogica”, such as that engendered by

" . a conflict in religious belief.” Does this not imply that an

> - . ' ¢
‘ -~

?
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instructor'saselfidisclosure a‘g advocacy could very well &tir Ll

up a conflict in religiou§ belief, afnd thus motivate learning? '

> * B
o \ - - <

‘constitution of the United States nor the constitution of the
_SFate of California prohibits teaching oF religion in the public

.ideas on the typs of-. ”religion" which can 9roperl§ be taught.
commitment, or even give guidance for life. The religion Tanis

- have ehaped ouyr western culture and,. sscondly, those'religious

systemé-which have shaped the non-Christian world." The _

standing of these ideas snd systems, (Tanis, ps2) Schmidt

" between, religious sects is. permissible. Schmidt goss on to

REVIEW OF THEsLITERATURE . . i .

A number oF authors in the area of religious studies o
point out that tharse is no question that teaching religion ' -

is legal. Haihes (1971), for instance, asserts, "Neither the

schools, and recent court rulings involving religion affirm .. .
that the teaching.of the history of religions and the study of '
comparative religion is legal." Tanis (1966) artfculateé‘some f“’: i

It would not bs taught to esvoke religious experience, lead to

geans.is "that group of concepts or systems of theology which

<

putpose in .teaching religion would simply bg ta*provide under=~
. 1 . -

(1970) 1ikeﬁise asserts that religious worship or devotion can-

¢ @

not be promoted, nor sectarian inFluences be permitted. On

-

the other hand; he quotes Justice Brennan who affirmed that

teaching about the Holy Scriptures or about the differences

o~

assert,‘"&ppeate?ly governmental’égencies have indigated that
thae Bible may bs,.

discussed in,apprgpriate classes and tQat




therse is no legal obJectlon to thé, dbgectiVe and non-

advocatory revisw of religious thought in an his@prical or '
academic manner." (Schmidt, p.3) Un .pags 5,’ Schmidt séys;

Colleges must not only take sbeps to provide coursss
in religion, but they mist ®xpéct such.courses. to ba!
taught objectively, with sufficient academic rigor.
,'Ralggion must be an intellesctual discipline with ths
samé ‘demands of research and analysis 'which typify
’ _ academic studies, In tHa- prasentation of such coures
the college should seek qualified instructors and pro-
. vide a faculty which in its compbsition reprssents the
religious pluralism which so charaterizec oor culture.

H

To help provide mone opportunity for ecumenicity and pluralism
in sta??ing, Schmidt recommends ths possibilfty of team teach-
! QNMh,:C ing., (Scﬁmidt,p.g) One can discern Fazrly clearly what

Schmidt. means o? objectivity in teaching religions academic '
*diecipline and honesty, coupled with care that the diversified
nature of our culturs be raspected. But whether or not this

means a non-commiﬁm& etance in the claseroom when large

1

}qoestloos of faith arise is not clear. This writer is wonder-
ing about the term “non-advocacy” Does this méan that iF"
studants asked Schmidt, "Do you belisve that Chriet arose on
Easten?" he would reply, N ow there are several sides to this
qdestion?" This would appear to feign a neutrality which is

‘queetionable. But iF he ansaered fhe question, "Yes, I do,"
he could hardly explain his reasons For his'belief without
3lipping inte adVocacy. ' \

. / Stoff (1964), discussing the teacMng of comparative

' & + religion, takes an even stronger stance ip favor of neutrality.

He asserts, “The teacher wodld'be sympethetiq*to sach religion,
2 4 - .. ]

A

L as it was studisdd. No one religion'would"be favored. "

-

s . - ’ 1
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Y - §uéh a naytrality*is not Qhared by all wri@ars. f&r, .

! .~ example John F. Cardner (1969)‘3953 education itself as Ut
. '3 - L. ,
fundamentally .religious, "religion" being the unifying s
m * - - - v

deﬁobpatic”ideal, But in ‘a footnote (Stoff “and thwartzberb,,
py .268), he goes bsyond this:to make clear that if naturs is' .

’ not pregented as God's handiwgrk, but presented matarialis:'
P f

- tiqally,'then home and church @hereafﬁegﬁmay not be able to

——

“ ' bring Deity, into a fully credible relationship with the

natural order. Neutfality is therefore apparqntly“impos~

»

sible,’since fbr Gardner; for a teachar'not'xo credit God as

» -

creator in the clé;srobm rasults'in‘Foste}ing implicit atheism,

since students are lePt to assume that either the world and life
8 R «

have come here by tﬁemselves,_ar the question of the Creator
R . . |

is not important. ‘ s i -
, ' . . S
Bellqh/(1972) also abjures neutralisy;frankly advocating

+  advocacy. He saysi

I would argue that there should be plenty of (advocacy)
in the tollege classroom, and that it need make no
, apology. Somehow nsutrality has been assumed to bs- a
guarantee, of objective scholarship. Not sa, The dif-
ference betwesn an idealogue who ‘abuses the acadsmic
privilege, and a legitimate teacher, is’ thid: the ~-
latter, albeit resolutely committed to certain beliefs,
values and policies,-initiates his students in the
documents and eKills wherswitfi to evaluate ths convic-
‘ tions of their teacher, themselyes and others. Bad
advocacy refuses to examine its dwn presupppsitidns;
it ignores the points at dispute, Sincere research
manages to combine unabashed prefserences and adyocated
positions with self-criticism. (Regarding dbjeEtivIty)
No one is value-free, No one could be. Indeed, no one-
should be if he is to preside over the wonder and
inqdirn of young minds,’ :

- The force of Bellah's statement about the impossibility

and undesirability of being value-free becomes clese when we’

.

' . L
2 ) . i
. .




- ‘bersen's selfddisclosuge tends to prompt the sdcond person to

[ . s ’ 56-
look_ at cther statements made by Haines on th1s issu-. He
says: that a new climate for~ religious studies cawe about as }
) -
a result 6f the séudent movement of the 60'5, ‘which led to )
questioning about the basic meaning and quality of life. - -
(Students) bagan: asking the ultimate questions in a- ‘ :
disgust with,institutions ‘and the complacent patberns
of the adu lt‘uorld, and in a profession of. attachment < .
. to the sss®ntial athical 'position of the historical ° o
. religious traditions. Dealing with, the enmotions '
became as important as cognitive functions and humar~ Co .
. o;iented goals, were sought. (Haines, 1971) . o '

Af students have, such an attitude of seriousness and ethical

., concern, it would appear that they would expect and look .‘ . ;e“’
similar attitudes in thelr teachers). and would probably"be '
turned off by attitudes oF detachment and neutrality.‘ ‘ B

The: second type of literature deals with sglf- disclosure, ,

liking and attitude change. SelF-disclosure is defined as ‘
the, "Ccmmunication behavior in which the speaker deliberately
makes hinsel? knonn to the othe;. .(Pearce and Sharp, 19?3)
In this article the authors rebort many Findings about self-
disclosurs, and related ineights. Among these is the fact

« v e
~ that self-disclosure is-usually symmetrical, meaning that one

. N

self-discloss. (pp. 418-419) A morp significent fact for
our purpcses is that "self-disclesure enablas one to become
. a§Self-actualized perspn; one who\?unctions_?uliy, commcnicates -
effectively with othérsq a;d ad justs to changing situaticns:‘
A, H. Maslow writes similarly in saying; "One cannot choose

wisply for a liFe unless he dares to listen to himself, his ) R

own selF, at%beach moment in Iife, and to say calmly,
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“iNo, I don't like sUch and such,'” (LindZey & Hall, 1973)‘

E Although this last statemsnt pertaihs to selF-disclosure '

within or to the persen himselF, this authar feels thet since

‘therse is a close connection,'apparently, betwesn intra- and

%

interpersonal communication, the implica%ions For instruction

; are clear., These statamenta mely that the teagher whe dis-

closés to himself and tb others will ‘do a better job in the

A

~_classroam, He will fesl more a&tualized, and communicate

better with. his'students.* Jourard (1971) reports on research

.whioh ShUWBd that mutual selF-disclosure betWeen subject and

experimenter significantly increased the spaad of mastery~
learning a lgst of words. Cdmpared to the control group,
where there as no sef? disclosure, the experimental group .,
produced a F T better perFormence& learnidg z pairdd-associdte
word list in about one-third Fewer trials, 1hs reasons for
this greater speed were h6£ determin&d, but the implioation
For bhe clessroom is staggering: Students will learn much ’

better .(at least fester) when teacherq sel? disclose to them,

, and sncourage students to self~discloss, Another insight

R Y o . -
+ from selF-disclosure research important for tsachers is

Jourard's (1969) argument that disclosure by experimenters

T will result in greater honesty by subjécts. (Cozby, 1973)

A
The literature on sociql influence on attitude changse

is vast, ranging from journals'like the Journal of Social

*Koller and Brown (1873) assaert that- education itself is’
becoming more open, shifting from the authority of information
to the needs of the learner, thanks largely to the work of
John Dewey, There is now much more dia10gue between teacher:
‘and etudent than previously. . -y
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Psychology to works like Solomon Elliot Asch's Social

atfitudas on subjects tend to be significantly aF?ected'by the

. “group to which he belongs. Newcomb (1953) diagrammed the effect

of social attraction on qttitude change with his ABX theory
(A : 8 ). This theory states that the greater the attraction
between persons A and B8, the greatsrt will be the strain towards
symmetry in attitudse towards the subJect X In other words,
persons who 1like .each other mfll foel a preesure to kpld similar
views. Acccrdlnglm ths. more students like their teaZter, the
': more they will be inclired to think like him. “The more

intense one person s concern for another, the more sensitive-
he is llkely to be to the othar's orientation to.objects in the
environment.? (Newcombs: 394) “Newcomb's theory has bsen subs~
tantially verified experimentally. (Bloom, 1975) ,

" The literature on sslf-disclosure (Pearce and ‘Sharp, p.dlU)

indicatgs there are strong relationships between self-disclosurs

and friendship; the literature on attitude ohange through social

influence sets forth a strong relationship betueen interpersonal
liking and opinion change, Accordingly, we may concluda that

o the tsacher who self-discloses will tend to be liked more than
ong who does riot, and that positive relationshlp alone will

have a persuasiye effect upon students. The literature on sélf-

disclo urg, as reported above, also inplies that teacher-self—
discl/iosurs helps proouce a classroom atmosphere cenducive to
leanning., The.study reported berlow gives tentative support to

this implication, .

% Psycholoay (1952). bne‘saliént Fact comes fortht the individual's

v
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"hinders, or has no affect upon éearning. 'Cigcumstan;ial‘cons-

. PROCEDURES: AT T

The purpose'af this pfacticum was td Find out tha\

*

affaect oF self—diaclosure, on tha part of ths 1n9tructor,

_—— ——

upon student ‘learning. To that end 1iterature was reviewsd,

.and will bs further revieweﬁ in the intarpretatiqn of> the

findings. A second step was to gain so&p’emplricai basis

for ssserting that sslf~disclosure, and even aduoé%cy, fgstexq,

traints pravanted the devélopﬁeﬁt'of an experimental s&udx,‘

if indeed such a study might be possible. So a questioﬁhaireu,
was devised to find out wha£ students-Felé about téachef- ’
selfmdlsclosura and advocacy and their effect on ‘the classroom
atmosphars, conForming for the sake of a grade, and learning. B
(Ses Appendix A.) The questionnaires wsrs administered-

éo four Interpersonal Communication classes and one English
class, all but the last bslonging to the agthor. The only
diFferentiating criterion was age, and in treating the data

the ages wers put into ons of two categorias, under 25, and 25

-and over, 25 being the average GBity College student age. -The

data wera treated basically as a public opinicn poll, only
using fractions instead of percentages, 8.g., students liked

their instructor advocating a position by a margin of 4.9 te 1.

FINDINGS - !

The survey of 87 Fresno City Collsge students showed*
overwhelmingly that they saw thelr most effective tsachers as

being self-disclosing, and that thay liked them to self-discloss
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* and to advogate a poeition. ] . In Part A, students egreed,

. #,9 to-1, they liked their instructor advocating a position

(5 3 to 1, #B-3), dOesn t act as a mental turn-off (3 to 1,

R » e LT T
’ o N ,,» 2 -
~ -
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18 to 1, th%t their best instructnr (sBe instructiene Fur
; N

-

Part.A for meaning of "best instructor") let students Kriow “ >
what he personally thought or believed. Honever, by a maigin :)
o? 2.35 to 1 they repudiated the statement, "He tried to con;,ﬂ
vince students that his neliefs were right." (See qu-stinne

1 and 2, Part A. ) On the other hand, by a 3,2 to 1 margin,

- students agreedbthat they "learned ‘much From him in part

.
because he advecated a positien" (#A-4), and by a "margin of

4

;

(#a-86). Furthermare,:studehts agreed, 6 to.l, that krowing
tha iﬂstructor is intellectually committed to certain ideas”

halps their commitment to learning (#8-5) and by B to 1 they j“

agreed that his self-disciosure or advocacy. stimulates open |

class discuP%ions (#B-BQ, makes the class more interesting |
-

#8«6), and helps them'relax, and learn better’ (5.9 to 1,

#B8=-2). Incidentally, ‘at leaet two” students .commentad “that

they feel more threatened when they don't know what the

instructor's position is. Students alss, by a 6,6 to 1

marqgin, d%sagr;eQSthat they felt ﬁ:essure to agres with the

teacher for a grads (#A-6). ‘

? These results, strongly indicate, that for these sub jects,

self-disq}peere and advocacy are pe;ceive? ps_hauing definitely

positive effects on learning. Hodeyer, two items caution

us against acceptihg‘these results unaquivoEally.fﬁItem #h-s

*See graph, appendix B. - . .

[ T
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, ‘§a¢a{;_Ygu learned, much from him in spite of his self-
diéclqsure and advocacy." This was ansuered affirmatively’

By a 3 to 1 margin. A related question, "You lesarned much

.not because he discloséd or advocated his belxefs, but be~-

K4

* cause of. other reasons," was answered aFFirmatively by a

-

margin of 3 6 to 1 (#A 9) . ,

'
v -

, fhese apparent contradictions probably can be best

| interpreted in terms of ambiguity of the questions./ For

/': instancs, the phrase "because of other reasons“ in #A- g is
ambiguous. Interpreting the whole quastionnaire, a suggested
hypothesis is that students felt that whereas selF disclosure
.and advocacy wers important for a learning environment, they

l
wereLnot as important as other instructer qualities or mathods.

Question #A4-5 was intended to show mhether students falt their

best instructor taught eF?ectively even though he disclosed

and advocated (his belier), that is, that selF-disclosure

and eFFectiveness are antithetical. Many students answered
this and the previou3equestion af;irmatively, gven though the

intent of the‘qpestions is opposite each other. Itvis_possible
. "students Qid‘not understand one" or both of ths questions as

‘ intended. This writer thinks this is tl';e cass, in the 1ignt

4 ¢ oF the over~al} positive trend of the questionnaires towards

z \ teacher sglf = disclosure and advocacy, typified by responses
_to #C-l. This was answered aﬂ?irmatiﬁely by 2.6 to 1, agreeina

that "knowing where your instructor stands on controversial

"

j . religious issuss would stimulats your learning....

-

An analysis of the responses by age grbups rev?als a very

A

& “ . ,
{ . /




interesting fact. Although both those 25 and over and those

under 25 favored teacher self- disclosure and advocacy, ths

'the ma jority of older students were women, one’ is lad to

‘classroom the teacher must be as much himsplf as the pupils

\

- 12 =

older group was much mmre enthusiastic, chacking “agree" or

"strongly agree" three times as. often as, the yodnger group.
- ‘@ ¢

Ope can only speculate concarning posaible reasons for this

phesnomenon, Supqqrt for thia Fiqding can be\g;und in Jourard

to parents

-~

(1961) who discéveied that although disclosur
decreased with aéé, disclosure.-to opposiie-sex friend or

spouse ipcreased up to age AU after which a decreass was

t

nbserved. Since most of the classes which took_jﬁgvgyrvay I

i

were interpsrsonal communication classes in which a good deal

of llklng between students.and teacher devaloped, and since
%

-

theorize that the instrucfor's selF-disclosures, and the

|
students', may have inFluenced older students? responses more «
than they did ths youngser group's. Obviously, more research

is needed on the correlation between age and selfodisclosure.

INTERPRETATIONS s ' .
The findings will now' be interpreted im the light of
some educational and philosophical considarations.

The author of The Open Classroom asserts, "In an open

are themselves. This means that if the teacher is angﬁy he
ought t9 express Qis angar, and if he is annpyed at sbﬁeone's
behavior he ought to express that, tqg." (Kobl}'1969) The
survey reported above indicates that students prefer a tsachsar

who ig indsed himself iﬁ the c¢lassroom. This bosition wodld
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apparently find suppert in tha writings ofs John Dsuwsy,
particularly his Exgerianca and Education (1938), in which

he describes educgﬁion as extracting meaning from ordinary .

2, 1

- experience. The teacher, in sharing his learning, wquld be .

=

sharing the meénings he has sxtracted from his exporionce,
and this' is seingisclosure, Cogniﬁive;Fﬁeld Theory would
also support. teaeﬁPr-salfqdisclosure, and possibly advocacy as

well, because posstble resulting conflicfb motivate learning

¢

if they are. not so sxvere as to cause frustratiqn. (Bigge,‘

1971, 1975) ‘ o .

* Philosophical issuss are involved in tho question of

.-teacher-neutrality compared to salF-dlsclosure and advocacy..

They can be discussed only briefly here, to point out that
tha questions herein considersd are tied 1n‘to very basic ™

.

apistomological concerns., These concerns can ba\summgpizod
by this'ouestion: Can the knower be objective ;qut ths knouwn,
can what hs po;caives be unaffected by who he is? One cannot
very well claim to°be "nsutral” unfes; he can be objective .
in this sense, oo _ [
| Philosophy since Kant is not vary~confi ent that the ;
knowsr can be objective, as defined abowa. whitehead (Bierman ,
and Gould, 1973) explains three options within the subJactivity
t . "objectivity debate. The.first is subjeJtivity, Which in ite /
4extreme form states that "What is percoﬁved is not a partial /\

.'vision oF a complex bf thing9 generalzy indepandent oF that '
act of cognition, but it merely is th expréosipn of the +

{ndividual pecularities of the cognitive act." (p.576)

-
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'Secondly, there is lntermediata subgactivism, which holds 1
that "Things experienced only indiractly enter the common world-
by reason of their dependence on the subjsct who is cognizing,
they are not in thémselves elements in the common world itself."
(p. 577) Finally there is tha objéctiyist position, hoiding,
that the things‘we psrceive with o%p,senseé argégv Fhemsalvés
elements of a common world. We see them because they exist,
rathsr than vice-varsa. Whitehead links this type oF objectivist
‘ph1l°3°phy with tQQ requiremants of scisnag and‘the congrete

axperience of mankind. (p.577)

The implications of these poéitions for the séudy and
teaching of religion or any,subject are profound. Extrems sub-
Jac;ivism could easily lead to extreme relativism and skepti- <
cism and to that bane of many a college teachér, the cult of

_Apinioniém. He himself could fFail 'to ;heck his opinions with’
careful scholarship, and foist tham upon his unsuspscting
students ‘as tha nearest thing 'to truyth. OQ the other hand,
axtreme objec%fvism has already led to the Age of.Science, or

\ N '
to what Joseph Wood Krutch in The Modsrn Temper (1929) has
L 23

() L arn'mind." It is also

called "thg straight- jacket of;
called "sciantism", or the attitude that unless an idea is 1 -
pppvable ;q a test-tube or measyrable y some mathematical

Btandard; it Eannot be true. Dascribing this way of Qnawing,
Titus says it is "departmantalizad, pecialiZBd, and detached,

and it tends to beampirical and descriptive." (Titus, 1964)

: s
" Titus implies that it is also cul ture~bound, in the,way he

contrz 'ts this Western way of thinking with the Oriental, which

»
&

17
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"is mors concerned with the inner and personal nature of .the

. gelf and with a rqality ‘beyond" this present empirical

world," (p.35) The matefialistiq gnd‘positivisfic presup-
positions usually associated with extrems objectivish leave
no room for subjectivity, insight or faith, as valid, meaning-

ful human experiences and scurces of truth. The conssquences

of this attitude are far»reaching and obvious. Colleagues

in the Spesch-Communication field have told this writer that

F

. graduate thesas as wsll as dissertations have become almost .

completaly exparimental and 4tatisti€§l. Education itself has
bean enormoust influsnced by Skinner s quantifying bahavierism;
objectiws, we are told, should be’ nada measurable if at all
possiblse., Extrems objectivism could lead the student and
teacher of religion to assume that whatover cannot be explainsd
by the 1aws and methods of modern science -- " such as miracles--
must be untrue, or at least in need of demythologizing.

%

Intermedidts subjectivism is discussed, although not by

that name, in a work by James Brown ‘originally published as’

Sub jact anhkﬂbject in°Modern Thaoloay. (1955) Brown's work

is an explication of the thought of Kierkegaard, Heidegger,
Bubsr and Barth, ngr men who have pfo?oundly influeneed the
course_of modern, theology and philosophy (aiisténtiaiism).
Browhigoints out hp;rkierkagaard repudiated the extreme
subjhttivism of Hegel and Schleiermachar on the one hand, and
the extreme»objectivism and detachment of Danish Christianity
on tha othar hand.‘ For Kierkagaard, and for Bubar and Barth,

God is primarily sdtject, but alsc objaét in that He can be known

»
£

L3

4 . ~
x pe ‘ -
- > b
. -
«
K




- to I Thou (“you" in Kaufman's translation.)\ I-it maans making-

-,o"/ g J

: Buber tells us that trus baing is relabionship, in which the

b - 16 = 5 v

. A ’ o , R ’ \
as having acted and spnken in history. For thase thinkers,
God as subjact can be known only as porsons can be known--

through ssalf~disclosuras, and thraugh relationship and dialogue.

y.ou (Thou) of, another encounters "and raquires ﬁhe craatlve .
résponse of our whole being,.gequires :ommitmant. "I require

a You to bscome; bscoming I, 1 say yQyi All actual life isa

sncounter." (Bubar, 1970) Any discuss%on dF objacﬁivit9

should baar in mind Buber's. discussion of . I it relations compared

o

do with the things one axparLances and uses, {iving in the past. o,

ona's monent having no presenco. "Ha has nothing bug objocts,

»

but objects consist 1n having been.” (p.64) : As Kaufman intsr-

prets Buber, “whaﬁver is not present to ms and addressing me as
. 1

X parson, whatevut is remembersd, digcussed, or analyzed, has
,lapsed into the past and is an ob ject.” (p.64, n. ,) In other
m@urds, to truly know anothor person, ons cannot play tha role
of detachad*observnr, as if ha wara suparior %o the observed,

<

for .that dehumanizes the person, Furtharmore, as mutual self~

‘disclosure is symmetrical ~(2ee above, p. six Yo if I am going

to truly understand ahother person,‘l;muét talk with hinm so he

will talk with me. As|I cannot understand danother person

through mere obsarvatiep or analysis, so I cannot understand

LN
or truly know existence itself that way., Man like Buber and

the existentialists and humanistic psychologists (maslow,
Jourard,*Nay, et., al,) insist @hgt "Personal existence has to .

be experisnced or ‘lived throughQ to be actually known; it

¢
’
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cannot be\deecribed adequately by propositions alone." ’
(Titus, p. 299) Thie is‘the path of intermediate subgectivism,

which recognizes that the obgect cannot be divorced From. the

subject in thes act of cognition. Lo .
Since religion'can bs thought of as the unification of

experience undar a transcendent idea; it seems clear to this

uriter that selF-disclosure of the subJective experience of

1’

the ob ject (the Deity, sacred symbols, books, myths, etc )

will be both inevitable and necessary.

The results of our questipnnaire indicats that students, "
by a margin of 18 to 1, see their best instructor .as letting
‘them know what he personally thought or believed. And more
than halF,of them tpougnt that they dealt‘honestiy with the..
sub jsct. (Question AsBs 9.6 to l)‘ The discossion‘éboOa

sheds somo light on why student% like self- disclosing teachars:
it satis?ies their hunger for meaning and for human contact
with people who will say, "This is the meaning I have disco-

+

ered; thlS is how I'ye petterned the thaos of experinnce-

* 3

this is whers I am on my axistsntial quest,"” {-
~ .Now for the religion teacher to make these kinds oF
statemants will be very risky, for he is playing with dynamite.

Uttered too soon, he may discourage the religious illitenate.

v

Uttered tog strongly, heLmay alienata ths student strongly

. committed 1n a different way,,gr to;a diffarerit tradition.
‘ <

Or he may discourage students From,doing their own research.
’ ‘ &

" Uttered too léte or not at afl, he may imply a neutrality and’

+ objectivity which are bound to‘be'susﬁact. It is clear from
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N )
our survey that students like to know where a tesachsr stands.

.. : ¥ .
. 1t also seams clear from thes survsy that students, in
3 :
general, like qﬂtaachar to advocate a position., More research

would bé nseded to ®larify and substantiate this,' QuasQ}on
8-5 may provide a clue. By a margin of 2.6 to 1, students

)

agresd that "Knowing the instructor s intollectually committed
to cartain ideas helps make me commit myself‘to learoxng mprs.ﬁ

Ons could hypothesize that the maaning a tsacher Pinds in life

14
could bs an sncouragsment for groping studonts. Or ons could 7,

say that ths instructor's baliuﬂé'cﬁilf$nga their bsliefs, and
. * ’
stimulate the students .to study more if‘order to verify or -y

disprovs ons Br the other. _At any rate, question C-1 indicates
also ‘that studants fesl (2 6 to 1)- that knowing mharl the
instructor stands on controversial roligLous issues mould

stimulate their learning, 1n terms of grawth o? insight and

.

undarstanding. .
Tha thought of Joseph Sikora, S Juy is appropriate (1966):

The Christian cannot’sst asida his faith in order to -
philosophize. To pretend to do sc would be to run

the risk of illusion, for st faith is our despest :
commitmant, and affects us most profoundly in all that
we do., If we will not allow it to guide our conduct,
even in ths pursly speculative sphesre, it will atrophy.’

Since a religion teacher is also a, philosopher, in some sense,
one could infer from éiéora's statemant that a Q;achér should

- share his beliefs about ultimate reality, for to do otharwise”
would vialata}his sensu\of meaning. Since Qeliefs a;L ba;ed

to a large degree on exparience, such ad approach would appsar -

to find paradoxical support from that apostle of experiencs,
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: tho pragnatic hunanist, John Dewey (1938).

-

In conclusion, it appears that the evf%ence so far
etrongly supports teacher eelf diecloeure in the classroom,

sven in religioue studise, for both philoeophioal and eddca-
‘tional reaeone. The student opinion survey endorsed self-dis- °

~

closure, and tended toc support advocaoy. However, it must be

stressad that. the survey_ was quite limiQéd‘in that the respon=

dents were mostly the author's Interpersonal Communicatir.a

students. They might not be reprassntativa of Fresng City *
Collegs students, or etudents in general, in that they had
a good deal -of exposure to both the thaory and practiéb
sel?-diecloeure, and they. had{an instructor who probably splf-

3

* disclosed somewhat more thdn the averages, For this and other

reasone}d:?re_resoarch is neoded before theee.findinge can

i: consideared conclusive,

RECOMMENDATIONS . Lo ' ./

1. On the basis of thie study, I woyld recommend that teachers

go ahead and disolose their bmliefs, as a natural part of their

*

attempt to be honest with thamselves and their students. The 1i-

~.’
. teraturs (sse obd%o, p.7) shows that self-disclosure, in ons
\ A ;

erooriment,definitely encourages Leorning. This finding is.
supportsd by £he'e£udont opinion.surueyiﬁ N
2., My sscond rscommandation is that more research be undertaken
to substantiate the ressarch reported by Jourard, a??ve, and
‘to find out why teacher self.discloeuro fosters leatqfng, and
what kind of learning.

3, This study gives some support to the contention of Bellah




e
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"that studies be mads to dstermins whatfdsgrss oF advocacy has

" the reality-processing aspect of personality--of studants.

i —

l

(see abovs, p. 5) that thers should be plsnty of the right
kind of advocacy in the classroom. The SUbJBCtS, by a’d/§ to

1 margin, rsportad that th;y likad the teacher to advocats

a position (question #R=6). Howavar, there semsmed to be soms
ambivalonca abouyt this mattar, since answars to questions A-2,
A=5 and A-9 revsal somewhat contradictory attitudes, (Saa above,
op. 10 & 11, and graph ‘in Appendix 8.) In tha light of the
quasi lsgal qusstions involvad in the issuo of separation of

-.-

chutch and statas, a teacher must traad.carsfully so as not to
r

uss his lactern as a pulpit. *(ﬁccordingly, I would recommend

the best effsct on loarning, within the quidelines of our legal
traditlon. Parhaps in this rsgard a study could be made using
transactional analysis. ana may find that there is a correlation
betwsean taachsr self-disclosure and avocation of the "adJlt"~-

: : ¢ .
-Advocacy, if it is too strong, may make the teachar to appear

as a "parant” and "hook", ths studsnt's "Not-OK'cﬁild." (Ssa
Harris, I'm OK, You re OK, 1969 ) This would cause thes student

to rebel, wharsas svoking his adult would be to help him learn,

Perhaps a study could be made to determine what happens when

L4

*Howsvar, the line . bétwsen intelligantly advocating and prea-
ching is still not clear in my mind. Every teacher must surely
admi-t that hs would like his students to think the way he doss,
as much as possible, Probably the biggest difference betwssn the
true teacher and the prsacher, sven in the classroom, is the psy-
chological freedom and two-way commutication which the “teacher
davelops as he sncouragas students to qusstion and ssarch for

thamsslves.

**A thorough study is Sam Duker's The Public Schools and Re -
ligion: The’ Loqal Context. New Yorks Harper & Row; 1066, - s
This study axplains all court decisions that have had an sffact
upon religion in the public schools, and includes many individ-
uval justice's opinions, pro and con, 6n the issues.

'l . .
S N } 2
L
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.and advocating of certain ideas or beliefg, with caution. Theay

'should do this with an awarensss of the ABX thaory/and similar

and advocacy, he should encourage’étudants to investigate the

-21=- °

a taacheramakes statements lika "Yéy SAOUIdaooo“ compared io
"I Selfeve..." oR "my’experienée has ?aen...." That is,.what:
are the reactions of students, to;sqcﬁ staFemghts?

v

4, 1 would recommend that teachers do’ their self-disclosing,

>

insights into the influence’ of liking upon parsuasion. They
should know that if their students like them, the studsnts

3

will tend to feel a pressure to:think the same way as the tea®
e

cher.’ThereForé, along with, or prior <to, his “self-disclosure

avidence and think for themselves.

53 Finally, I would recommend that teachers do indeed try to
be obiqctive, for students seem to want and naea tﬁ;é, while
thay don't want dstachment. A éood e§ample of objectivity is

found in Morton White's personal summary in The Age of Ahdlysis

(1955). , ’

“. Throughout this .volume I have tried my hardest, with
excusable amount of  irony in 3ome cases, to present the
visws of some philosophers whose views are very far from
my own, I trust that in my efforts at objectivity I have
not succesded in hiding the fact that my own philosophical

. sympathies 'are closest to the pragmatic and analytic
ttaditions.oes | : '

!
i~ /
v
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‘§¥é; Did you like your instructor advocatihg a poeitibn, LF he did?

L QUESTIONNAIRE

]

Your Age.

L4

Part A. Think of the instructor or teacher who helped
ysu learn most effectivély, in any cour£§\sxcept
Math or Sciente., For each 1tem, rate this® teacher -
by circling SA-Strongly Agres,” A-Agres, N=Neitral,
D=-Disagres, SD~Strongly Disagres., Circle ons, .

1. 'The instructor let students-know what he personally thuught
or_ belia d. . SA° A N D SD <

2, He tried to convince students that his balie?s were right
SA A N -D #D

3, He told students the reasgns for 'his convictions, and

helpasd them examine the reasons for them, .themselves,
s S84 A N D SD «

4. You learnsd mych From him in. part because he advocated a
position. ~ SA A - N D SD

S. You learned much from him in spite of his self-disclosurs’ 3
and advocacy. S ‘N \D SD

‘

SA A N D .SD-

A - N
..7. Did ypu fesl pressure to agree with your teacher,. For the
sake of 2 grade? SA A N D SD

8. Did you think he dealt honestly with the subjact? .

. -~ . SA A N D 5D
» ’ : A
g, You learned much not because he disclosad or advocated

his baliefs but because of "other reasons.
SA A N D SD

Pagt B, Think over your general classroom experisncas, .and
. respond to sach’of the following statements .as ‘above.
1. Knowing where the instructor stands on questions of opininn

or beliaf leads me to play it safe with him,
R SA A N. D Sb

SA AN D SD-

«

2. Knowing where he stands helps me relax, and learn betTer.

\

3. The teacher's disclosing or advoca@ing a belisf or opinion

makes the class more-interssting.
" SA A N D SD




A

. A, The instructor's sgif-disclgsure makes him more human
and.~personal. - GA A N D SD

5. Knowing the-instructor's intellectually committed t6
certain ideas helps make me commit myself to learning

/,/’“\ . more. [.5h A D SD

. 6. Knowing some of the teacher's intellectual biases .acts

N as a mental tufn-off for me. . .
Y "sa A N D SO, . 4

7. ‘The teacher's self-distlosure or advocacy tenas to hinder °
open class discussion. SA - A N D 5D

8. e teacher's self-disclosurs or advocacy tends to’
stimulate open class discussion, .
. - ‘ SA A {jN' D SO _ <

j Part C. imagine yourself taking a class in religious §tudigs.

1. Do you feel that kngmigg'ﬁhere your instructor stands on -
controversial religious issues would stimulate your .
) learning,: in terms of growing in understanding and insight?
' " SA A N D SD -

* 2. Do you feel that this knowledge would hinde} your learning
édef‘ined the same way)? 5A A N 5 5D
o~ : 4

7

. Part D, ‘Do you have any comments, for examHle about some

o ideas on this subject not covered above?
% > e 7‘
EN si“
- ~
-\
- o %
v X UNIVERSITY OF CALIF.
. ‘ - -. LOS ANGELES
# .
. LD 1975
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. *  GRAPH-OF. DIFFERENCES - /o
. < ’ - 4 s 4 !
-Agrec R fR=1:18 to 1-agree. (73 to d) . .
Disiguee . . ) ' ‘ -
Agree BB e ...2:2,35 to 1 disagree. (40 to 17).
i " . ‘ . ‘
% Qgeed 3:9.2 to 1 agree. (74 to 8)
gvee ’ 4: 3,2 to-1 agres., (48 to 15)
- - it » N .
S lAq){{:( L ",.,4.-, 5: 3 to 2 agres. (36 to 24) ”
. 31‘)1 it : A ‘ \ '
L dgrec 8 X 6:14.9 to 1 agrae, -(59 to 12)
- DL'S " ' : ) - .
/ &gyé 7: 6.,6. to 1 disagree. (66 to 10)
"o i | \ -
" lgree 8: 9.6 to 1 agrss, (87 to 6)
s ,' e v -
 Rgre< . - 93 3,6 to 1 agres, (54 to 15)
[7" it v . ) :
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