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o governing conduct 1n the schools.
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On therature and Values ' ‘ |

S
ekl
Slnce Plato's concern wlth the d1stort1ng. corrup 1n%’1nfluence

[ .

-

been a subject of much debate. T would like to brlef'y revlew

v

for teaching values--Values Clarlflcatlon and the Kohlberg strategies-
and then propose some technlques for helplng students thlnk about

thelir own values in relaflonship to their readlng.

E—
-

Much of Amerlcan 3§ucatlon'in the 19th century and the first half
of the 20th century has been dé%oted to teaching values, e1ther through

dlrect didactic preachments~ this 1s right/ this is wrong, or,
dLrectly through the expenience of Schoollng--the rules or Lss
Studéhts learned the valuyes

1

i

in-
\\btions

of

obedlence. punct

vdevotion to thef

7

llty. “getting ahead" through hard work. and

eam* not only because they were told that_these were

~important but also because they-learned to think and to reason about
thelr school experilence from the reasoning provided by the school,
Within this context of subtle and not so subtle socialization,

i

most common Justlﬂicatlon fqr teaching llterature was that 11terature

the

1mparted those values conslstent with the larger pattern of soclallzatlon.
therature could be endowed with such an enobllng lnfluence because
in a small ‘town, rural America without‘televlslon.‘wlthout easlily avall-

1

able paperback books or Playboy magazine on grocery check-out counters,
: o A

-literature often served as the only window to the outslde,world. The

schools could chose those books portraying only values consistent with

the scho6l's values, The stydents.dldn't object because they didn't

‘materlals such

- 1

3 ' :
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‘really knoy‘of books‘portraylng alternative values,
¥ ) ’
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as underground newspapers ‘or Lenny'Bruce 1n-paperback. Even popu&ar

pulp fictlon that was gvallable tended to reinforce the ‘school's

- - -_ - o= "

o — -

values.
Much of llterature 1nstruction was devoted to.inferring the
approprlate didactic message of the works read.

Then. in the 50's and 60's, the heavy emphasis on the ‘didactlc

function of literature began to change. The.lncreased use of critical

analysis, particularly New Crlticism. focused more attentlon on each

~-work as an autonomous verbal structure requiring careful. detached,

Q

objective analysis. Wwith the growth of televlsion and the paperback.

students were exposed to d far wider range of value optlons than'in

the past so that they began to recognlze the traditlonal required books

as reflecting parochial values. “Irrelemant" became the catch-word of -

/

the late sixties.

| In the 50's and 60's. a reexamination of the school's functlon in

soclety brought a greater emphasis on teachlng knowledge and skills,
partlcularly in science, with this academic preparation of students.

1ncu1cat1ng values contlnued but assumed 4 more narrow focus, a focus
\

on those‘values assoclated with academlc 'success, sclence, and getting

to the moofi. , ¢ ) | '
In the 70's, the'notlon of the schools directly or indlrectly
teachlng’values has come under heavy attack. Some educators, such

as Carl Berieter, argue that the business of the schools 1s to teach

-skllls and that they should totally dispense with teachlﬁ@ values.
Others argue that because soclety and family in the 70's have falled

to provide viable eth1cal guldelines. that the schools haye an Obligaq

tion to provlde moral education, but they objectimo the method% of

o
direct 1nculcatlon of values. They argue that d1rect lnculcatlon of

€.

‘values through didactic lessons, models of behavlor. or school rules

-
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: studentsthould be- allawed to artloulate thelr own Values. a e

was never really effectgie.. Students perceived double standards

between teachers saylng{pne thing And doing something else or between
r;l

abstraotions aboutbehaylor and actual behavlor.; They argue that

e e f e

The argument for h#lplng Students artlculate thelr own values has
strong parallels with cﬁqrent pedagoglcal theory of developlng response
to llterature. That thaory suggests that a "goal of literature instruc- |
tlon should be to help students formulate and trust their own responses
and to recognize differences and sdmllaritles between thelr responses
and other students' reéponses.1 j : , '

‘Within thls conbéxt it 1is important that the student understand

some reasons for his rggponses. reasons not only Wlthln the work but

.Y! .

. also wlthln hlmselfwor herself. Responses reflect the trdnsaction

between the students!' yaiues and the values portrayed in the work, The'
‘

soal 1s that the students understand how thefr values and the values

portrayed ln the work Pg;h 1nfluence thelr responses,

There are a numbgﬁ ‘of different approaches to deallng with the
process of clarlfylng,values. and some disagreement as to the validity
of these approaches. Two positions wlll be summarized, that of Raths.
Harmin, and Slmon-—the Values Clarlficatlon approach. and the approach
or Lawrence Kohlberg--tbe Moral Development approach,

Most of you are pxabably famlllar wlth Values Clarlflcatlon theory -
and activities, The goal of Values Clarlficatlon activities, in which
students choose7among\gptlons on ratlng scales, values contlnuums. f
value statements, etc;éis to help students becZLe amare of thelr oﬁn
values.2 ‘By Becoming akare of thelr own values, it is hoped that stu-
dents who are lnconslstent amblguous. lacking in purpose or self- '
confidence will become more conslgtent. purposeful, andkself-confldent.
- :. 5 | ’ .
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Values Clarification techniques certainly engage students in open-

‘ ended. student-centered activities. Moreover, helping students gain’ ,

awareness .of thelTr own values 18 certainly an honorable goal:  However, —

therevafe e number a criticisms of Values C1arificatiunrthat"ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁr*

-~ N
i d

attention, o
. . ' ‘ [N
Kohlberg has argued that developing awareness of values as an end
is fhsufflclent; thaty studenps need some direction 1n their moral

education.’ ﬁe is disturbed by the moral relativism of Values Clarifica-

'tlon theory--that theére 1s no one "rlght" moral answer. Kohlberg argues

'that some answers are more moral than others, He also belleves that

moral'edueatlon 1n’the school-should deal primarily with Justlce or

civic educatlon--tﬁat the schools should not deel with values outside z

:of this area, - —

In one of a recent series of articles in Phi Delta Kappan on'meral

education, John Stewart eritliclzes Values Clarlflcatlon's focus on the
content of vaiues--the "what" a student chooses--rather than on the
structure of ;alnlng or moral reasoning--the "why" or the reasonlng
behind ehooslng an actlon.u Stewart 1s also concerned that peer pressure
influences the publlc-afflrmatton of value cholces, that the extreme
cholces are often so unpopular or embtlonally léadeq,("V1rglna1 ergln"
ve. "Mattress Millie") that they become a "coercion to the‘mean;?
He also points to‘the contradiction in .arguing for value neutrallty
whille clting thelr own "bag of . vlrtues." consistency, certalnty. self-
confldence. assertlveness as. deslrable goals, i ‘
Kohlberg's moral development approach 1s based on a theOry of logloal
and cognltive development. He argues that moral education should deal

with the process or structure of moral reasoning--the reasoning people

employ iﬂ thelr moral thinking. He has deflned‘slx stages of moral

reasonlng that could serVe as the basls for helping students develop

6




from éne stage to a higher stage in their reasonlng.S , L

"~ The. following chart briefly outilnes these six stages. .The

aescriptions 6ﬁ the stages represent'a‘rEWUrdif@be’KbhlberETs category

e R S S (U —

descrlptlons by P*ofessor James Mackey who has worked extensively with
6. . '

the ﬁohlberg system.

Reasoning at the Breconventlonal level tnvolves labels of good
and bad that are interpreted elther 1n terms of the gonsequences of
actlon--punlshment.'rewapd. or favors.'qa in te;ms of physical power.,
The student reasonlng at Stage 1 ls coneg}ned prlmarlly with the '
pnyslcal consequenees'pf action, avoiding‘punlshment: In Stage 2
reasoning, right action 1s that.whlch satisfles one's own needs; actlons

.are conceived of. in terms of pragmatigépayeff. . —

Reasonlng at the Confentlonal level consliders action in terms;of
conformlity to the group--maintaining the family, peer group, or nation
as valuable in 1its own right, regardless of - the consequences. A student
reasoning at Stage 3 views action as that which pleases others. earning
approval for being "nice." Stage 4 reasoning is a "law and order"
orlentation towards authordty. flied rules, doing one's duty, maintain-
ing the social order.

Reasoning at the Poétconventlonal or Prlnclpied level conslders
actlons according to moral values and princlples., At Stage 5, ‘the '
student reasons on the basis of laws, 1nd1v15na1 rlghts. and standards
agreed upon by soclety for the greaéest good., At Stage 6, the student
understands the philosophical prlnclples behind systems of law,
princlples of Justlce. equallty, and human dignlty. 4 .

' Kohlberg clalms that only- a small percentage of the population reach
stages 5 and 6, -Most adolescents' reasonlng eccurs on stages 2, 3, and

"' ) .
-3 students at the Junlor high level reason primarily at stage 3,sreason-

-
! -

o I
. ing based on group or peer norms,
Q

7 ‘ * .
7
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Some of the best llterary examples of reasoning at stages 2, 3, and

L. are found in Catch-22. éecause the reasoning in that novel 'is

absurd and satlrlc. 1t would ‘be 1nterest1ng for students to contrast

— — - . .

- N /
_group regardless of the"consequences. Only Yossarian occasionally - |

- thelr own reasons for maklng cholces 1f they were 1n the shoes of the

" characters with the reasons given by_the characters in Catch-22.

. The *ecatch® in catch-22 is~"speclf1ed that a concern for one's

own safety in the face of danger that was real and lmmedlate was the.
-

" process of a ratlonal mlnd"z--Stage 1 reasonlns. Catch-22 also dictates

that "yoﬁ\ve always got to do what your commanding offlcer tells you
to "8 Stage 4 "law and order" reasonlng. Milo Minderbinder argues that
any act conducted by the Syndicate 1s justlfied because "What's good -

for the syndicate 1s good for the_country."9 Stage 3, malntalnlng the

transcends the preconventlional-and convention levels; when faced with
a cholce of asslsting 1nja murder or faced with a murder, he argues
that murdér 1s both legally and morally wrong.lo,

Thege stages could be used to work with various responses to ,

litérature that reflect different levels of reasoning. For example,

the students are discussing the play, The Crucible, by Arthur Miller.
They are at a certain point in the play %iz%hlch John Proctor must make
a déclsion and they do not know what he w decide,

For those of you who are unfamiliar with the play, The Crucible,

F3

let me summarize Proctor's moral dilemma:

In Salem, Massachusetts in 1692, numerous upstanding citlzens
are being accused of witchcraft by a group of young girls led by
Abilgall Williams. The laws -of the church and state require that
anyone accused of wltchcraft be tried and hanged unless they
confess and 1dentify the person who hrought-them to the devil. -

John Proctor,”a farmer and respected citizen, was told by
Ablgall that the girls were accusing people only to save themselves
from punishment for dancing in the forest, information that, 1if
revealed, ‘could be damaging ta Abigall. Ablgall has also confided
to John that even though thelr previous affair is over, ‘that she
still loves him and wants to -eliminate his wife, Elizabeth, - by
accusing her of witcheraft, 8

9




P S a7
Knowing that several inriocent people are belng accused, John
must decide whether to tell Reverend Hale and the other officials
- ‘what he ¥hows about the group of young girls., However, 1f he
talks, Ablgall.may tell the community about their affair, whlch
would  mean that he would 1ose his respectabllity.

The. acccmpanylng chart lists some posslble student reasons that could.
"be attributed to a prediotion that Proctor should te11 Hale about the
girls. | B N b

' As with Values Clarification, there have been a number of criticlsms

Qf Kde}berg s approach. BRichard Peters, in the same Phi Delta Kappan

prevlously mentioned, argues that Kohlberg s hierarchy of stages with

principles of justice or equallty“contales.lts own form of morallty.11

Michael Scriven adds that there is no proof from a research perspective

that the lower stages are morally wrong.}? Kurtines and Crief have attacked

. the fact that th%rstages have»hot been thoroughly validated or tested - “
by reilabllity when used 1in research;12 ' |

Desplite the assets and liabilities of Values Clariflcatlon and the
Kohlberg approach, both suggest‘seme 1deas for helping students not only
gain an awareness of theilr own values bat also the processes of moral
reasoning in responding to 11terature..

.Both approaches stress the importance of beglnning with the student 8
valqes--;n Kohlberg's case, with the studentfs present level of moral
«reasohlng. \Appreciatlhg the fact that students bging different value

"systems and levels of moral reasoning to their reading and classroom

dlscusslens is important. The trad&*lonal Justification for teaching
llterature. that of changing or~1mprovlng,va1hes; assumed that reading
1iterature could change values and that students would all change in
the same deslred direction.

I recently reviewed some thlrty experimental . studles of the effects

of'reading or teaching literature on changing attitudes. Most of the-*

'ERIC | 7 9 . \
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- Possible Studént ‘Reasons at Each of the Levels

.~
~

r

‘of Moral Development in the Kohlberg Scheme

- -

Stége 2

-

Stage 3

- Stage &

N

Stage 5

Preconventloﬁal Level

Stagé 1 Avoiding punishment -

Doing what you have
to to get what you
want

-
£

‘Cdnveﬁt}onal Level -

Getting along with the
values of your own group

following all the rules
of the socletx

Postconventional or Principled Level

Seelng laws as agreements

that lead to the greatést

good

Stage 6 Understandin hilosophi~-
cal principles behind

ayetems of laws

0 -

John. Proctor decides to tell = ° .
the officlals that the young :
girls.are lying because:

7

»

eeohe 18 no longer: afraild of bejng
punished for his affair with
Ablgall

«sshe wants to earn a monetary
reward

- ¥

esohe wants to improve his
status in the community

-esshe feels 1t's. his duty to
tell all he knows to any church
offlclal

...he believes that telling will
help assure the people accused
a falr trial

eeshe belleves that the girls!
act of lying i1s morally wrong
and a violation of the accused
peoples! individual freedom

&

B L R —~




Q

8

studles examined the effects of reading certain ‘types of books on J

short-term change in attitudes, attitudes towards minorites. In a

judged as high1y~prejud1ced became even more prejudiced after readlng )
about reci l.problems. ) : o |

This.suggests that reading literature 1is unlikely to have much
effect on attitudes, or, values, wh;ch are even more stable than
attitudes. Readers'ﬁvalues‘are largeiy formed by fahily. peers. and
the culture. It is fherefore’importent that students be awere-of
those values that they briné)to a ﬁork in order to iunderstand how thelr
values or ievelrof‘reasoning arelinfluencing theirlresponses.

Dissonance is an important concept suggested by Kohlberg's stage

theory. By creating dlssonance between the student's-presept stage and

a higher stage, the student may realize the weaknesses of his present

‘level and attempt to change to a hligher level. Similarly, research

has found that when teachers rate themselves favorably on thelr teachling
ability but receive unfavarable ratings from students, dissonance 1s

created, resulting 1n teacher: attempts to lmprove thelr teaching ability.

Similarly, the literary experience involves dissohance. One of
the unfortunate public conceptions 1s that literature 1s primarily

. _/ -
entertainment, a happy, soothing Geritol trip. Certainly much of the

literature students experience, particularly th poorly written adolescent

»

novels and commercial TV drama simply reinforce values. However, much

of literature challenges the values of soclety and often the values of

the reader. e

4

Dissonance between the regader's values and. the values portrayed.in
]
the work creates a value conflict between work and reader. We are most

aware of our own values when they confx&ct with other values or higher/

-

. | 11




- lower levels of moral reasoning.

.- - . - - - '
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There are a number of different types of conflict that could occur

-

“in the liférafy“eiperience/(TT1mT‘—ﬁﬁr*rﬁ"der"empathtzes‘or—tdenttftes——————

)

‘this when a student says, "But, I J%st don't understand why he would

with a speaker, narrator, or character. +the reader assumes—the—value

perspectlve or the level of moral reasoning ‘of the speaker, narrator,. ‘;‘

or character. The reader thén may recognize a gap between fhis oriher
own values or 1eve1 of moral reasoning and that of the speaker, nérrator.
or character. This 1s particuiarly 1nterest1ng in a 1ong novel in.

which the narrator or character changes in values or. 1eve1s of moral’

~

reasoning. An adolescent may percelve little dlfference between the

conventional levels of a narrator's or character's moral reasonlng.
/ e
stages 3 and 4, but when %he narrator or ‘character beglns tg,develop

prlngiples of justice often contrary to that of the community, the gap ~

- -

between reader and narrator/character begins to grow. You often hear
-~

sacrlflce himself," referrlng to the prdétagonist in A Man for All -

Seasons. J.B., OT Invisible Man.® Er e

g | ’ .
(2) Much of literature 1s based on value cont&&p@rbetween characters.

. N%.,:v’
A reader may favor the values of one character in ‘conflict with another

character, creatlng dissonance betweenvthe reader and the other

(, \ .

character. . . .

(3) The reader 1is oonstantly looking ahead--predicting-what should .-

happen. based on.hls/her values. Readers«draﬁ/upon a vast storéﬁouse

of storylines for concelving of their own lives or making 11terary

predlctloﬁs. storylines fraught with values,le. everyone should try

" to get Rs much schooling as posstble in -order to gc on and be a succees ,

4

a woman ought to find a man and get married.. When thlngs don't turn ‘-
t .

out as exnected-Lwhen the character doesn't go off to school or the

womanirejects marriage for a careér. a conflict ogeocurs between the . .dk

12 ‘ 5




. - . R . LN . . . .. ) ‘s . , ! . N .
-reader's prediction and the actual outcome, or, mOre importantly,

ybetween the reasoning behind the reader s prediction and theureasoningn

behind the gharacte 's.alternate actions.

.(4)_ Assuming that readers are able and’® willing to respond openly and

— 4

'honestly/to their re ding. conflicts occur between readers' responses.

“
wrmemm oo

7 responses that reflect difference in values or levels of moral . 'gﬁ

4 -

f.--reasoning.~ ”
Another important contribution of Kohlberg is the concépt of the
;éﬁffprocess of moral reasoning (versus the content or choice made) ag |
Fcentral to moral education.' Simply because a student publicIy affirms o

Q. s

a special value in class on Tuesday and Thursday does not necessarily

mean that value will carry over to his actual decision making.~ Dealing -
'with the logical processes of value decisionpmaking wjll transfer far *
| mor; effectively to’ @esponding to other works and to actuai decision
dmaking than simply knowing that-one prefers one value ‘over.- another. .

However, the emotional side of moral reasoning should not be g

o ignored The ability to recognize and interpret the other people s
feelings about their behavior is vital to understanding thexdifferences
"\'_~ between one's own perspective and another s perspective. Discussions
o about values aften fail because*sfudents lack‘the ability to empathizeA

with anotHex student's or even a cha??cter s perspectlive, and to

Ty

moral reasoning as distinct from

&

recognize that perspective.or mode o

. \

;their own. Students egocentrically proJect thei;.own values and feel- .
ings onto othqrs.,smothering recOgnition of conflict Knowing how

George, in Of Mice and Men.vfeels about~Lenny—-how much he cares for

_Lenny--as opposed to what the student thinks George should feel about o
Lenny or the student's own feelings about Lenny--is helpful in appreciating

George s moral action. - ; D o

. l ) .
Q Based on these assumptions--that students bring different values

o '113 T -
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' ko thelr readlng and discusslng. that students recognlze ‘their. own
_values most readily when thelr values conflict ‘with anothers. that
_ focusing on the process of moral reasoning transferszmore readily to

other'experlences than simply focuslng on the content of values' and o

) b t feelings are an.1mportant part of. moral reasonlng--I would llkeh:‘_ﬁj
' to suggest some speclflc actlvlties 1ncorporating Values Clariflcatlcn.
‘Kohlberg. and a modlficatlon of some questionlng ‘technlques suggested -
by a soclal studies educator. Jack Fraenkel.13 . :\) '
These actlvitles are based on_students learnlng to use a serles .

- of questlons. By learning to pese their owh’ questlons. students learn
N /‘to artlculate thelr responses not simply to please the teacher but to
: explore their own feeilngs and'values. - ' o I

' The first set of questlons focus on What happened9 or What should

ppen? in regard to a speaker's. narrator's. or character's actions

orsgredlcted actlons.“ Two related questions are What did -T and what
.dld (would) the character feel about this action? and What did other + :Lﬂr

4

students feel about this actlon? These questlons requlre the .students-

'to define the nature of the event the speaker's or character s
' feellngs about the event. and understand (and, in some.cases._restate) »
‘other students'.?eellngs about‘the event.=‘This 4s a relatlvely'straight-‘
-'forward. but‘lmportant clarifying stage so. that students are clear about

_the nature of £he event under discussion. ;"- \

. Y
. The next set of questlons involve the reasons for actlons. What
1si\

reasonjs),for this action° Thls would include a reason stated by._w
a character. or, if none were stated. a reason(s) attrlbuted to the
character based on the student's knowledge of the character. (2) reason(s)

- T would give‘for doing/not dolng the same thlng:”(B) reason(s) other

'students gave for dgins/not doing the same thing; and (4) feelings about
4 7
Q these reasons or differences in reasons.




N
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‘ bealing wlth reasons for action ls central to discussion of either = |
the values 1mplled by action or the levels of moral reas\\lng-impllclt
in the reasons. slven.' . | ' _ ‘ 59
| These questlons on reasons lnvlte potentlal value conflict or .
reallzatlon of .the dlfferent lev;ls of moral reasonlng. The reasons
stated by or attributed to a cHaracter may conflict with the student's
' oun‘reasons-whlch_in turn, may confllct with another student's reasons.,
, ~ The third set'of questlons involves two groups of questions. If
the teacher and/or the students areﬁfamiliar with Kohlberg!s levels of
, S , . .

moral reasonlng, th n they could examlne the'reasons cfted-and ask

‘the question: What ls the stage of reasonlns of (1) the character s v

, reasonrpg, (2) my reascnlng. and (3) other students' or teacher s ',,:
reasonlng? Th would requlre some lnstructlon for students. the |
studenus would ve to not only be sophisticated enough to grasp the

concept of developmental‘stages but also cognitlvely-and mora1l§J
‘ advanced enough to conceptually grasp all. six stages, .

'“"; If the students dld not know the stages. the teacher could still *

| use the stages as a basls for posing questions about the dlfferences
‘between a character!? s reasoning and the student's reasonlns. For
example. students are ‘'role-playing a modlfication of the short story W

and film, The Lotterj. Several.students are’ argulng that the lottery

slould be stopped.'-Qne student says that the lottery should be stopped
because other communities were stopping the lottery and these other
communltles. viewlng thelr community as old fashloned, stopped trading

wlth them. Another student argues that ki1lling was a violation of the

a

1aw which must be followed, A third student argues t;Z% the kllllng
‘ without reason violated the 1nd1v1dual's rights to a trial, The teacher -

could then pose questions as to the basis for the dlfferences in the

students' Teasoning, citing analogousmsltuatlons or the consequences of

fKC | . 15
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such reasoning for similar situations. The Kohlberg advocates cl‘fm %7

moral dilemmas. will advance. - : ) Ny

Another alternative to ‘using the Kohlberg system is to simply df%

¥

cuss those values ‘implied by the reasoning. In some cases, thevreasqpsm

s
[ . - . < N R

Yol

may have been stated in the form of a value statement; for example, ° I

‘"Men 1like Invisihle'Man should be punished by soclety because-Society

ought to punish'people who 46 not contribute to society.",iskalready v

stated in the form 6f a value statement. However, the students could, ,,ifﬂl

further discuss the values implied hy sueh a statement. that the studed§‘
‘yalued the community. Another student may argue that Inyisible Man |
~should reject-society because the people-should have a right to &5 what;f
they want 1in life, Studentf ctould then discuss which of these values:i'
‘they consider most important: the community or people's right to do what
thequant. and then which values most people consider as most important.
In learning to'infer thelr own or a character s values from -
reasoning, students.could focus on particular cues that suggest certain
vyalues. One set of cues previously mentloned was the storylines by
which people conceive‘of experience, In his second’Inausural Address.
Richard Nixon conceived‘of becoming the President in terms of a Horatio
Alger “rass t&ﬁriches" story in which respect for hard work pald off
in success, ’Students could consider some of the values implied by such
storles, particularly the storyline conceptions in their own reasoning.
. ‘Students could also focus on the metaphors employed In reasoning.
Metaphors reflect cultural values. 1In a culture that values power through

»
organization, the military. the government. and team sports are

Y

- 16
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concelved of &S synonymous, reflected in metaphors such as "team'play.“

'»,_4 "game plan," “wihning combination." '

1

Tl ﬁ; ' One - of the more interesting set;of‘cues implying values\are

-'°$peech-acts. those actlons performed by our words according ﬂo certain
A ) ;
*n{ conVentions. Speech acts Include gcts of ordering. requesting.

. J

e pledging. inviting, promising. proclaiming. Char cters and relation-

* Ships between characters are created by, among other things. [he speech

acts theysperform, we often have only the dialogue‘of a chara,ter on

which.to infer the’nature of a character or a character's relatipnship

with another character.

_.
3,
gf,

?4f The types of speech acts performed reflect the characters values.

s worth. "ﬁg

-f.sugge%t that he valuec'himself a character who is constantly rdering. jfh
(o]

QA character who is constantly bragging, boasting," proclaiming _

_4demand1ng. pEStering uld ‘seem t6 Value his power. ’

B w0 '
' These are: just &’ few of many cuEs students could focus on\:n

inferring values. A key question 1n aIl of this would be how certain

0% a4 g

values become associatéd with certain cues. Row' for example.%ce tain

~ s

-values become associated with certain storylines. metaphors.\or speech

\ ]
acts, and the reasons for using certain storylines. metaphors. o¥

speech acts,’ .1 J : ‘i g ' | \ \
_ L . Lo \
) In closing, most of my discussion has revolVed around the . reason-
’ \
glving side of value choices.‘ I would be a poor reader of: contemporary
literature if I did not admit to the limits of reason._ In the worlds

of Pynchon. Pinter, Beckett Barth, Albee, Vonnegut, it 18 difficulﬁ

to find reason. just as it is difficult to find reason in our own \

3




"
s
6y

.,
-

~15=

| -
/

R

world of political wheel}ng and deallng. violence, and the ‘bomb.,

' One result of discussing both contemporary flctlon and film

may ‘be that students discover that there are no reasons for action;

that in the 1rratlona1 absurd flctional worlds that may or may not

p3r B
’,H

reflect our own World. there is no underlying, supportlng basis to

support reason. Thus students in droves turn to worlds of fantasy

basls.,.From'the discovery of lack of reason I would(hope that stu-

dents would perceive a need to reexamine the basis for action in our

culture and begin to create a new moral framework.

/
4

18 |
. "_ - .

and sclence fiction, worlds ironically, with some constructed rational

)
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